Anders §joberg (Stockholm)

xbpe and xips in the birch bark lettera. An alternative explanation

In his interpretation of the Novgorod birch bark letter no. 247, which reads
as follows: ..pbaanamMu a 3aMbke xbie, a gsbpW xbab, a rocmopaph B
netawb, me pbe..., and letier no. 130 with the text: y Burapa 20 nzoxoro
xbpu 6eso nmoxTH etc., A.A. Zaliznjak claims that the words x$.1e and xbpe
are two clear cases in which a velar appears before a %, derived from an old
diphthong. For Zaliznjak these examples are clear proofs of the fact that
the Novgorod-Pskov dialect never underwent the process of the second
regressive palatalization, which otherwise is known in all of the Slavic
languages. The two words thus can be regarded as forms of ytar and chps.
I accept Zaliznjak's contention that the words stand for ytnz and chps,
but 1 cannot without ressrvation accept hie line of argumentation. Zaliznjak

(1986, 113) writes:

*Ins BUMABRIEHHHX BHLE XPeBHEHOBFOPOACKMUX cioBodopM (kb.e,
xhad, x3pH, rebansKh) NO-BUAMMOMY, HEBOIMOWHO MPEIGKUTh
Kakoe- K60 upasmomonobHOe 06bACHEHME, KpOMe IpDOCTeHilero;
OHM HEMOCPeNICTREHHO COXPAHAIOT UPACHABSHCKMA obauk, T.e. B
HYX HWKoOTHa He uisio BTopod ManartagwsaluM. TeM caMuM 3Tu
¢NoBoGOPMEL CIYKAT MOMHEIM &PrYMEHTOM B [O/b3Y THIIOTE3H,
SMABRMHYTON B vacTuunon opue BM, Jlanymosus, a p nonnoi
dopme OM. I'myckmnoit, o6 oTcyTCTEMH BTOpOR NajaTalH3alWH
B HOBTOPOACKO- ICKOBCKOM IMaJiexTe'!.

Of the various preofs that Zaliznjak provides for his contention that
the second regressive palabalization is missing in the Novgorod-Pskov
dialect, only the cases xbae, ktab and xtps are truly convincing. Even
these forms, however, are convincing only if they cannot be explained in
any other way. In the case of redsgzkd it is necessary only to look at West
Slavic, which even though it has retained the second regressive palataliza-
tion, never has palatalized the clusters kv- and gv-.

Thus there arises the question whether some other explanation can be
provided for the phenomenon xiss and x%ps, other than that which Zaliz-
njak himself regards as "the simplest”. Zaliznjak (1987, 117) ascertains that
the dialect used in the birch bark letters belonge to the Novgorod-Pskov
dialect:
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N [l pepmenoBroponciuit AAaIeKT He O NOJIHOCTRHIC eOuMH. Yie Ha
HLIHOIHEM 3Tane MCCICHOBAHKA MM MOMEM DalIMYHTh B HEM II0
MeHbIIEH Me¢pe ABE IPYNNH TOBOPOB - 3alajHyK (No- BHOMMOMY,
COOTHOCHMYIO ¢ TICKOBCKMMHM KDMBMYAMM) WM BOCTOUHYK (mo-
BHAMMOMY, COOTHOCHMMYIO €O CJHOBCHAMM). 3JamajHaf Cpynma
TOBOPOB OTAMYANAch OT CTAHZAPTHONO [peBHepycckoro bosee
pe3ke, 4deMm BocTounan. CpapmeHue GepecTAHEIX rpaMor ¢ JaH-

{ HLIMM COBPEMEHHOM H HCTOPMYeCKOoM THaJEKTONOTHH IOKAJIHEBAaET,
yTe B camom Homsropoje roCHORCTROBAMT 3aNafHHM BapHayT
ADPEBHEHOBErOpPOMCKOTO RUANEKTA; 0COGEHHO APKQ 3TO TOCMOACTEO
nposansiercs 5 XI-XiIss."

It ie my intention to demonstrate that it iz possible to explain kbaz
and xtpr as dialectal innovations in the Novgorod-Pskov dialect. This can
be done, however, only if one does not assume, as Zaliznjak does, that the
second regressive palatalization never appeared in this dialect.

Let us begin with an analysis of letter 247, stemming from the eleventh
century: a 3aNpxe xhJae, a gpppH K50k, & rocriogaps B HeTaxd, He gle.
Zalisnjak (1986, 112) translates this letter as follows: A samox ger, a
ABEPH LeJdH, & X03AHK B HeMou{H, He paboTaer.

In order to make sense of the text, Zaliznjak is compelled to introduce
in this dialect text a word *merama, with the meaning "s merpymocmocos-
HoM coctosHuH". He does this by referring to the appearance of a word
gersaxra in Old Church Slavonic texts. (In 1987, 121 Zaliznjak provides yet
another interpretation of this same passage by reading et me rawmb He gihe,
a reading which previously he had regarded as incorrect.) This OCS woard,
however, 18 masculine. It has a complete different meaning, nerusai vemo-
pex, and only two instances of it are known, both in the Book of Proverbs
of the Old Testament: 13:4 B noxorexs €crh Enckr® HeTaxa (SJS)
and 15:19 nxrThe HeTAXL. In several Russian dialects, however, there is a
word mersra which can mean 'sickness', cnabocrn. This word supports
Zaliznjak's interpretation better. If we were to use this word, the locative
singular with second regressive palatalization would be Bn merssd, or sm
gerark without palatalization. How then is 1t possible to explain the form
85 geraxks? In the Pskov dialect a change 3' > %', wokanse, is documented
already in the eleventh century. Zaliznjak himself (1986, 127) refers to this
dialectal phenomenon in the birch bark letters: "Caenyiomme npumep,
HO-BHHMOMY, OTDAKAKT CMEIIEHWe MATKMX CBMCTAMMX M MIHISAUGAX
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(xapakTepHoe A TCKOBCKHX roeopom): zaowepwdns Ceumy. (XI/XII -
XID), pussn "pexmit" (7) 160 (cep. XII), npmxamsupaemu, 3epebe
<wkepebpd> 99 (cep. XIV); ...". He, however, does not include wersms
among these examplee, since it would contradict his claim of the nonimple-
montation of the second regressive palatalization in the dialect. Zaliznjak
(1984, 10), in his commentary to the cBMBIORAS TpaMoTAa, BAYS: ¥ BMECTO 3
B 380M€PHib CKOpEe BCETO OTPAMAasT COOTBETCTHYWWee cMeleHue {IICKOB-
ckoro Tuma). Zaliznjak (1987, 119) writes: " B sanammoit some npesme-
HOBTOpOfICKOrG IMANEKTa N0 KpaiiHed Mepe B vacTm roeopos [c'f/, [/3'/
copnanu coorsetTcTBerHO ¢ fur'f, /w'/. B 6epecranMX rpamorax aTa uepra
OTPaMAETCHA, HO CPABHNTENEHO pemkoY.

Filin (1972, 267ff.) points to the fact that "Kak masuo ywe ycramos-
JIEHO MCCIEHOBATEAAMM, cMelleHHe BYKB € K IV, 3 ¥ ¥ MMeeT MeCTO IJIaB-
HEM 0of6pa3oM B ApEBHeNcKOBCKOW MMchbMenuocTd. IlpuMepos sToMy cmeme-
HMIO B JIMEFBMCTHYECKON JIMTEPATYpe IPUBOOMAoch MHOTO",

It is thus possible to regard mersurt as the locative of mersara, with the
effect of the second regressive palatalization and with the dialectal change
a2 > w. It is not necessary to invent an Old Russian word *merawa, nor look
for rare OCS homonyms in this dialectal text.

xiae and xipp therefore must be explained otherwise than by main-
taining, as Zaliznjak does, that this dialect does not undergo the second
regreasive palatalization.

Zaliznjek argues that by regarding xt.13 and x4ps as archaic forme he
is corroborating Gluskina's (1968; 1968) hypothesis that the second regres-
sive palatalization was never implemented in the Novgorod-Pskov dialect.
Gluskina claimed that the roots xim—, xip— and xhn— are archaisms and
proof of the fact that the Novgored-Pekov dialect was never affected by the
second regresaive palatalization. Stieber (1968) elaborated Gluskina's hypo-
thesie and claimed that the second regressive palatalization is missing even
in dialects to the east of Moecow. This ought to have given rise to a certain
cautiousness in the estimation of the correctness of Gluskina's hypothesis.
Filin (1972, 381) is sceptical towards Gluskina's hypothesis and rejects
Stieber's outright. It is therefore only logical that Zaliznjak limits his line
of argument concerning the lack of the second regressive palatalization to
the Novgerod-Pskov dialect and does not enter into a discussion of the
other Russian dialects.
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Bjéraflaten (1988) has carefully analysed the Gluskina-Stieber hypo-
thesis. He concludes that the forms that have been regarded as archaisms,
in reality, are dialectal innovations. This is true both of the dialects east of
Moscow and of the Pakov dialect "Summing up, it can be concluded that in
the Pekov area the conditions are at hand for the operation of two succes-
give changes which have produced lexical items with velar like kedit’' <
tedit! < cedit!, kedilka < tedilka < cedilka, kevka < tevka < cevka, kep <
tep < cep. Consequently, these lexical itema are the outcome of two dialec-
tal sound changes operating successively. Therefore, the claim that these
are archaisms providing evidence for the nonimplementation of the second
regressive palatalization in uniform envirenments has to be rejected” (1988,
256-57).

Bjornflaten's hypothesis corroborates my contention that xt.m in birch
bark letter no. 247 cannot be regarded as conclusive proof for the nonimple-
mentation of the second regressive pealatalization in the Pskov dialect.
Rather, it must be considered as a dialectal innovation, a change ' > 7' >
&' Letter 247 thus contains three dialectal forms, typical for the Novgorod-
Pskov dialect: xban, merswk and ghe. For the loss of -Th in the third
person of the verb in this dialect, see Zaliznjak (1986, 143).

How, however, it is possible to explain the form xfpe in birch bark
letter 130 from the fourteenth/fifteenth century, if we accept Zaliznjak's
interpretation that this word is a form of the word *cips, gray, homespun
fabric, but do not accept the view that this word is an archaism? (nepen
naMu cioBo chpr 6ea addexTa BTOpoi nanarammsanuy (1986, 112)).

In the Pskov dialect there exists the change ¢ > x: Maxo, maxmoik,
TeXHHTBCH, BMexHul (= coBmectumi), xper (= <BeT), mHMXBMO, IDHHEXY.
Filin {1972, 282) writes: "Topasno TpynHee o6HACHNTL CAy4an THIA MSXo,
ouxeMo u np. He mckmioveno, 4To 3fect MH WMeeM pDaHHMe jaMeHH (T
HeBHACHSHHRIM npmmm) ¢ cornacurM x. B gosropomckmx rpabdmTH
XI-XII ep. umeerca manmcaeEme Thxzmopa, xoropoe B.H. Hlenxwmn o6%-
acuger kax rhcemosa." Therefore it seems correct to explain the change
chps > xtps a3 a dialectal one.

To support his case, Zaliznjak (1986, 116) contends that the second and
the third palatalization are missing in many forms of the pronoun eecs.
Having pointed to the fact that researchers for a long time have been aware
of the two examples with the stem ®x-, which have not been affected by
the third palatalization, he asserts: "Ho B mapagurMe cimosa <<Bechd>
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MMeeTCR TPYIIA C¢/I0BOOpM, rAe OKORYAHME HAUWHARTCA ¢ £ MAM M, M,
CIeA0BATENLEO, KODHEBOE X KoMuHe GLijlo NORBeprHyTLCA BTOpOH Nada-
rajmaanuu®,

It is no mere coincidence that all examples of missing second and third
palatalization in the oblique forms of the pronoun secs can be found in the
Novgorod texts (Savignac 1975). Zaliznjak (1986, 118) comments this lack
of palatelieation as follows: "B peifcTEMTeNEHOCTH WO JaHHMM GepecTAHEIX
CPAMOT MOMHO TOBOPMTL 086 OTCYTCTEMHM TDETheH HANATAIMIAUMK TOMLKO
RIS X; OPAKTH4€CKM Pevb MIET O eMUHCTBEHHOM ClIoBe <<Bech>>".

Bjérnflaten (1988, 263) suggests that even these forms of pecs perhaps
can be explained by the dialectal change ¢ > x. This means that “forms like
vchu, vche, vehemo, etc. have to be looked upon not as archaisms, but as
the outcome of a dialectal sound change that in addition to these also
yielded pich'mo, ch'vet, mjacho, etc. in the Pekov area.

The strength of Bjdrnflaten's suggestion is that the forms not only
correspond to all sound change laws in the Novgorod-Pskov dialect, but
also provide an explanation as to why the second and third palatalization
seem to be missing in this pronoun.

The aim of this article has been to demonstraie that it is possible to
explain the forms xise and xipr against the background of the sound
change laws of the Novgorod-Pekov dialect. Zaliznjak's claim that "...mo-
BHIMMOMY, HEBO3MOMHO NpefJOKUTh Kakoe- tmbo mpapgonomcbuoe obmsc-
HERMe, KpoMe NPOCTEHINEro; OHM HENOCPeACTREHHO COXPAHAIOT NPACHABAH-
cKWM 0BAMK, T.e. B HMX HMKOrRR He HXy0 BTopoi nmajaTamusaumu’ is not
convincing. Neither of these two words, nor the appearance of the sx-forms
for the pronoun seck can be regarded as substantive proof for the conten-

tion that the second regressive palatalization was not implemented in this
dialect.
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