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PREFACE

This volume includes the linguistic papers prepared by American scholars
for the Sixth International Congress of Slavists which was held in Prague
from the 7th to the 13th of August, 1968. With only a few exceptions, the
papers contained in this book were presented in a brief summary form in
Prague. It is expected that the discussions which took place after the
presentation of individual papers will be published in the Congress
proceedings.

Those of us who participated in the Prague Congress will, I am sure,
not soon forget it. The organizational success, the large attendance and
the stimulating discussions can certainly be a source of pride to our
Czechoslovak colleagues who organized the meetings. But, because of
the accident of its timing, the Congress also took place at the height of an
atmosphere of enthusiasm and of expectations of a better future which
then prevailed in all of Czechoslovakia and which was as readily apparent
in the halls and corridors of the Congress as in the streets of Prague. At
this Slavic Congress, at long last, the freedom of the discussions in our
meetings was in consonance with the atmosphere of the city in which we
were gathered.

It is especially from this perspective that the tragic events which began
in Czechoslovakia on the 21st of August, 1968 and which still remain
unresolved as this book goes to press, have had a particularly strong and
saddening impact on those of us who could witness the actual and the
spiritual Czechoslovak summer of early August. It is perhaps not
inappropriate, therefore, to express on this occasion our appreciation to
our Czechoslovak colleagues for the joyful and hospitable days which we
had the privilege of spending in their capital city, as well as our admiration
to them for their courage and perseverance in the tragic weeks which so
closely followed the Congress. Expressions of our support go to them
together with our hope of a better future for their country.
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In conclusion, I would also like to express my thanks to my colleagues at
Brown University, particularly to Robert Mathiesen, for their assistance
with some of the editorial chores, and to the publishers, Mouton and Co.,
for their promptness and cooperation in publishing the preprints of the
papers and this book.

October, 1968 HENRY KUCERA
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THE SLAVIC LIQUID-METATHESES

ROBERT ABERNATHY

1. PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The family of sound-changes which are commonly placed under some
such heading as the above constitutes an exceptionally interesting chapter
of linguistic prehistory from a theoretical standpoint, in that they raise
crucial questions of at least two kinds:

(1) On the prima facie evidence (i.e. comparing reconstructed Indo-
European antecedents of Slavic forms with their recorded and con-
temporary shapes) the changes which seem to have occurred are of a kind
difficult to account for in terms of some versions of diachronic linguistic
theory. Indeed, an influential body of opinion holds, in effect, that such
changes are impossible, hence that the Slavic data must be in a sense
illusory.

(2) The eventual outcomes of these developments, taken together,
exhibit such a striking picture of unity in diversity that it is only natural
to seek, behind specific differences, an essentially homogeneous evolu-
tionary trend manifested by locally varied responses. E.g. such diverse
cognates as Russian sereda, Serbocroatian srijeda, Czech stFeda, Polish
Sroda nevertheless present a solid front vis-i-vis extra-Slavic cognates
such as Latvian serde, Lithuanian Serdis, and more remotely related forms
such as English Aeart, in that all the Slavic forms seem to reflect a common
tendency to dispense with the cluster /rd/. But detailed reconstruction
indicates that this common feature cannot simply be referred to a unique
change operating on a single ancestral form at a given point in the
evolution of Slavic, may even be better accounted for in terms of super-
ficially quite different changes or sequences of changes designed, as it
were, to bring about typologically similar results. In such a case it seems
reasonable to speak of a problem of motivations, in contrast to that of
mechanisms of change raised by point (1); in the latter case, the questions
naturally posed begin with “How?”, in the former case with “Why?”.
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The two kinds of question are plainly interrelated in manifold ways, since
answers to either strongly determine the availability of hypotheses in
connection with the other. In the last analysis, the distinction between
points (1) and (2) may have no more than heuristic value, but this need
not deter one from making use of it.

In turn, solutions to these linguistic problems are important for possible
inferences about extralinguistic matters, since alternative reconstructions
may entail widely different views about population shifts or other social
regroupings within the Slavic community during the period shortly
before consecutive documentation begins. Here the “How?” questions
relate primarily to the delineation of significant divisions within preliterary
Slavdom, the “Why?” ones rather to the ways in which this Slavdom
continued to be in some sense unitary.

There is an abundant and diverse literature on this topic, spanning a
hundred years or more, and variously responsive to the above-noted
challenges. Much progress has been made in assembling and interpreting
the relevant facts — which by this time can be supposed to be essentially
complete, in that it is highly unlikely that any new dialect representing a
hitherto unknown branching of the process in question will now come
to light, and in that there is substantial agreement about what data are
in fact relevant — and, in the modern period especially, in elucidating
the important roles of relative chronology and structural interrelations
within the evolving system. We have, for example, come a long way from
the confusion evident in a footnote by Gebauer (1894), casually explaining
correspondences like Russian moloko : Czech mléko in terms of an East
Slavic change of *telet to *tolot! If, notwithstanding, there still exist
far-reaching differences of opinion among qualified scholars about the
mechanisms and motivations which should be seen as operative in these
phenomena, this is a clear indication that such differences rest not, as in
the proverbial example of the blind men and the elephant, upon accidents
of data-gathering, but upon different theoretically-based views of the
same subject matter: the elephant is in plain sight, but, — as in the like-
wise venerable anecdote about an international competition for essays
dealing with the animal, — there are still many ways of looking at an
elephant.

It is not the aim of this paper to survey this literature or to attempt
detailed criticism of particular proposed reconstructions; neither do I
intend here to propose yet another rewriting of the linguistic prehistory
at issue (insofar as substantive conclusions may be drawn, particularly
in § 4, they will tend rather to confirm certain views long current, if not
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universally accepted). Rather, I intend first to point out some ways in
which the treatment of this problem is strongly dependent upon theoretical
presuppositions which, in the special literature, generally remain tacit,
but which amount to universal assumptions about the mechanisms of
phonological change (§ 2) and which have radical consequences for the
form of specific reconstructions of the process which took place in Slavic;
and, secondly (§ 3), to show that widely-accepted hypotheses about the
motivation of these changes fall short of the ideal objective of providing,
in conjunction with given assumptions about available mechanisms of
change, necessary and sufficient premises determining the set of de facto
outcomes of the process envisaged. Finally, in § 4, I wish to suggest a
view of the motivation problem which may shed new light on certain
perennially troublesome “marginal” phenomena (variously idiosyncratic
outcomes in Polabian-Pomeranian, in traces of submerged Bulgaro-
Macedonian dialects reflected by survivals in Old Church Slavonic and
Middle Bulgarian texts, and also throughout East Slavic). These are
usually regarded as more or less inexplicable deviations superimposed
upon the typical central Slavic development; they can, I think, be better
seen as an understandable earlier phase of the process culminating in the
“typical” outcomes.

2. MECHANISMS OF CHANGE

One reason for a diversity of views on the Slavic liquid-metatheses is that
different investigators start from different premises about the possible
range and variety of phonological changes. Such premises are almost
never explicitly discussed in the context of concern with the specific
material, but often become apparent from the solutions advanced and the
character of plausibility arguments adduced in their support.

What is involved is basically a choice among models which are or are
not held to be appropriate to the description of the phenomena. If, for
example, a suitable general representation of a phonological change is a
rule of the form ZXW—ZYW (or, in factored form, Z(X-— Y)W),
where X, Y, Z, W are sequences of phonological segments, then it is a
question of ascertaining what, if any, restrictions can be placed upon this
rather unstructured algebraic scheme that will answer to limitations
existing in fact, i.e. to substantive universals of linguistic change.

More concretely, it is often assumed that admissible diachronic rules
include at least ones having the following effects:
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1. Replacement of a segment by a different segment: Z(A — B)W.
II. Insertion of a segment in a given sequence: Z(— A)W.
ITI. Deletion of a segment in a given sequence: Z(A —)W.
IV. Transposition of two segments: Z(AUB — BUA)W.

Here A and B stand for single segments, Z, W, and U for sequences
(possibly null). Further types, such as fusion and fission rules (replacing
two or more segments by one or vice versa) might be added, but for
present purposes it will suffice to consider the above generally recognized
varieties. (Cf., e.g., the similar enumeration by Osgood and Sebeok,
1965, who try to estimate the frequency with which various kinds of
changes occur, ranking them I, I, IV, II. The classification is also
identical with the Latin grammarians’ classification of the four types of
“barbarism”: inmutatio, adiectio, detractio, transmutatio.)

Clearly, the above formulas are by no means independent, in the sense
that it is not the case that a given arbitrary transformation can be carried
out by one and only one sequence of rules of the prescribed kinds. This
means that, insofar as the formal apparatus is intended to bear a direct
empirical interpretation, there are in general different ways of accounting
for given de facto changes. Of special interest in the present connection,
a rule of type IV can be replaced by various sequences of rules of types
I-II1 only;e.g. arule AB — BA is equivalent as to end-results to a sequence:

(1) A(B-B)
(2) (A-B)B’
(3) B(B'>A)

where B’ is a segment such that AB’ and BB’ do not occur in the language
to which the rules are to apply. In particular, if AA, ABA and ABB do
not occur, we can let B'= A and dispense with rule (3). Similarly, trans-
positions can be carried out by appropriate sequences of insertion and
deletion rules (types II and I1I) only.

These merely algebraic observations are highly relevant to a number of
differences of opinion over the diachronic description of the Slavic liquid-
metatheses, in that these frequently hinge on the adoption or rejection of
type IV as a canonical form for sound-change rules. The substantive
claims made differ accordingly: in the one case, it is supposed that at
least some of the Slavic changes represent true metatheses (an ancestral
*gordu, say, is supplanted by *grodu in a succeeding state of language,
with no intermediate stages); in the other, “metathesis” must be simulated
by some sequence of changes of other kinds (e.g. *gordu becomes
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*gorodu or the like, with an interpolated vowel, and this subsequently
goes by deletion to *grodu and this finally, by a replacement rule, to
*grodu). Examples of explanations of the first sort, with metathesis, are
those given by Jakobson (1929 and 1952), Vaillant (1950), Bernstejn
(1963), Shevelov (1965); of the second kind, with simulated metathesis
only, by Meillet (1934), Zuravlev (1963), Mares (1965), (with some
reservations in the last instance, since Mares’ version can perhaps be con-
strued as involving at least two distinct levels of representation, on one
of which metathesis is not possible, while on the other it is), Kolomijec’
(1963, and also in Mel'nyéuk, 1966). A system curiously transitional
between these two varieties is that of Lehr-Splawinski (1931), which
appears to admit transposition of vowel segments, but not trans-
positions such as VL — LV; this is essentially a discrete-case reworking
of Ekblom’s theoretically continuous-case treatment of 1927-28, on which
cf. below. There are, of course, numerous incidental differences of detail
among the accounts alluded to. The point here is, however, that impor-
tant substantive divergences among competing accounts are very often
just consequences of an initial choice of models basically at odds in the
sense pointed out above. This choice, moreover, is surely tantamount to
a hypothesis about universals of linguistic change, simply on the grounds
that, if metatheses occur anywhere as regular processes of change, then
they occur in Slavic (the only viable reason for not invoking type IV rules
here would seem to be that no type IV rules are available).

Reasons for preferring one or another kind of model are, in this
literature, ordinarily passed over in silence or taken for granted. In
principle, exclusion of type IV rules would be desirable as a step toward
overcoming non-uniqueness of reconstructions, by excluding a priori
some (though certainly not all) competing solutions to given problems.
But it should be noted that the mere logical eliminability of a rule-format
cannot be taken as grounds for abolishing it — witness the fact that type I
rules (replacements) are also technically superfluous, in that the same
results can be obtained by sequences of rules involving only deletion and
insertion; yet it seems unlikely that anyone would wish seriously to defend
such a reduction with reference to the intended empirical interpretation.
The reductionism of systems with simulated metathesis likewise entails a
certain cost in typological credibility, because of the necessity of
postulating what might be called “strange states” of language as transi-
tional steps between starting-point and conclusion of the changes thus
treated; that is, the language must pass through phases involving a
temporary proliferation of distinct segments which serve merely to
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mediate the process (like the B’ in the schematic example of p. 12), and
which are very peculiar distributionally, like the somewhat mysterious
“voyelles intercalaires” in Meillet’s reconstruction — cf. Jakobson’s
(1952) criticism of Serensen (1952) for the similar use or abuse of a
“fictitious phoneme” — or which have dubious typological credentials,
like the at least eight (!) distinct syllabic liquids required for the crucial
phase of Zuravlev’s version. The open-ended and uncertain nature of
typological criteria means, to be sure, that they do not furnish unequivo-
cally binding conclusions about the viability of reconstructions. But it
is almost a foregone conclusion that systems with simulated metathesis
must pay some price in these terms. More precisely, this follows from
the limitations on admissible changes in conjunction with the data to
which these apply; e.g. in the illustration of p. 13 it is not possible simply
to eliminate the “strange” segment *0 by, say, identifying it with an
ordinary *o, if there exist any sequences *torot which do not subsequently
go to *trot; and thus, if this reconstruction is intended to explain the
outcomes in Polish, identification of *6 with *o would mean that forms
such as polowa, kolowy, kolowrot (beside e.g. plowy, glowa, przekluwszy),
and similarly e.g. bierzesz (: brzoza) become problematic exceptions which
can at best be disposed of by fairly elaborate assumptions about the
effects of morphological boundaries (so that the price is paid in any case,
perhaps in a different currency). The question thus seems to be whether
the universal assumption (that there are no type IV changes) justifies
itself in practice; the Slavic test case, surely a very important one for the
general theory, appears to leave this very much in doubt.

Actually, the perennial popularity of explanations involving simulated
metatheses appears to stem, in large part, from a background more or less
irrelevant to their status from the standpoint of present-day theory. As
Hoenigswald (1963) remarks: “The doctrine of the special unruliness of
dissimilations, metatheses, etc., occupies a peculiar position in the history
of linguistics”, a position which is, as the same author elsewhere notes
(1960), connected with the difficulties which changes of the kinds alluded
to create for the view of sound-change as a necessarily “gradual” process
which dominated prestructuralist thinking on the subject (cf., to this
point, also my 1963 paper with a discussion of “moving-particle” models
for paradigmatic change). But the Slavic “metatheses”, however they
came about, are highly lawful and regular; they can on no account be
consigned to a limbo of “sporadic” changes. The theoretical crux this
Slavic evidence provokes was rather clearly recognized by Ekblom in his
1927 monograph on the tort-groups (almost the last major work on the
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topic written from the “gradualist” point of view), who drew the ap-
parently ineluctable conclusion that these changes could not be “eine
Metathese im gewohnlichen Sinne”, but must rather result from “eine
gradweise geschehende Lautentwicklung mit zunehmenden bzw. ab-
nehmenden (ev. verschwindenden) vokalischen Elementen um die be-
treffende Liquida herum oder, wenn man so will, eine Lautentwicklung,
die ein Hingleiten des r, / nach dem Anfang der betreffenden Silbe hin
bezeichnet.” The kind of continuous-case model called for by this
programmatic statement seems never to have been formalized, but there
would appear to be nothing intrinsically impossible about it: the process
envisaged might be represented in the simplest case say by a formula
VI='LV'C where the exponents are interpreted as vowel length and ¢
ranges from O to 1, with =0 representing the time at which the change
begins, =1 that at which it is completed. For more complicated
mechanisms this could be appropriately elaborated; e.g. incorporating
the classic (though probably incorrect) assumption for South Slavic of a
vowel lengthening simultaneous with the displacement of the liquid, one
could write V1 T*LV4C, so that at ¢ = 1 there is a long vowel, ¢ times the
length of a short vowel (taken as 1) to the right of L, and no vowel on
the left.

A model of this kind might be open a fortiori to the kind of objection
discussed above in connection with simulated metatheses, in that it seems
to assert the occurrence not of one or a few, but of infinitely many
“strange states” between the beginning and end of a sound-change: e.g.
by the second formula above, the ancestry of Old Church Slavonic gradii
must (supposing a long vowel to be twice the length of a short one)
include a stage such as *go?/3ro?/3du, with two thirds of a normal short
vowel (whatever that might mean) on each side of the liquid. Hardly
anyone, probably, would wish to accept substantive claims as strong as
this, and the realization of such consequences may go some way to
explain linguists’ more recent loss of interest in continuous-case models
in favor of the discrete-case type earlier discussed (a renunciation some-
times pushed to the point of dogma — cf., e.g., Joos, 1950, holding
linguistics to be a kind of mathematics which “does not even make any
compromise with continuity”).

What were above called models with simulated metathesis seem to
reflect an endeavor to carry over some of the order properties of the
continuum into an algebraic treatment to which they are not clearly
relevant. The continuity assumption is replaced by a proviso that all
elementary changes must be carried out salvo ordine, perhaps in the sense
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that they preserve at least a partial ordering of the affected sequences (so
apparently Zuravlev) or even a strict partial ordering (Meillet). But it is
not clear that there is any good reason to impose such constraints on the
model. To use a venerable simile, this is rather as if one were to require
the chess knight to accomplish his peculiar move by functioning alternate-
ly as a rook and as a bishop, while perhaps allowing him (analogously
to the “strange states” noted above) to violate the rule against two pieces
occupying the same square.

At all events, the theoretical problem here should be disengaged from
irrelevant details, notational conventions, and the like, and considered
on its own merits. The kind of solution adopted obviously bears upon
the questions of “motivation” to be discussed in the next section (where
I shall assume that the models of interest are discrete), at least under the
assumption that a motivation related to a sequence of changes should
hold good for each step in the process.

3. MOTIVATIONS AND RESULTS

A change might be said to be “motivated” (relative to a given language)
in case its application results in the enforcement of certain synchronic
structural laws which did not hold for the preexisting state of language.
It might be further said to be “well-motivated” just in case it is the only
theoretically possible change (with reference, of course, to a given theory
about what changes are “possible”) which could bring about the indicated
result, or, less strictly, a limited set of results differing in non-essential
details.

On these terms, the Slavic developments of present concern are, in
relation to frequently suggested reasons for their occurrence, motivated
but not well-motivated. It has long been seen, in essence no doubt
correctly, that these changes seem to result in enforcement of an “open
syllable law” or, — in more fiexible language — a principle of “rising
sonority” within the syllable or over well-defined phonological sequences,
and that generalization in this direction moreover makes the changes in
question basically akin to a number of other developments in the long
prehistory of Slavic as it developed out of Indo-European: e.g. the
thoroughgoing loss of word-final consonants, simplification of consonant-
clusters, and homogenization of diphthongs all point, so to speak, in the
same direction, in which the language’s evolution appears to have been
moving for perhaps two thousand years, until, on the very threshold of
the historically recorded period, the trend was almost catastrophically
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reversed by the loss of weak jers everywhere in Slavic.

These considerations might be formalized along the following lines:
there is a function f(x) which to a segment x assigns one of an ordered
set of values (say integers), representing “sonority levels”, in such a way
that, for example, f(0) =f(e) > f(i) =f(u)=f(r) =f(1) > f(k)=f(H)=...;
in general, there are at least three classes of segments with respect to the
given function, comprising “vowels”, “semivowels”, and “consonants”,
say. The changes which occurred at a certain stage in Slavic prehistory
served to impose on the language the requirement that, for any sequence
of segments X, ...X,, if f(x;-;)>f(x;), then f(x;,,) > f(x;). Or, in other
words, it must nowhere be the case that f(x;_,) > f(x,) >f(x,+,). With
reference to the latter formula, the principle involved might better be
called one of non-falling sonority over stretches of three segments. It is
assumed that clusters of consonants proper are, for the purposes of this
requirement, a single segment (and the same applies to long vowels if
regarded as vowel clusters); the requirement “>>” (in the negatively
expressed formula) rather than “>” is for the sake of the few examples
like *borlu ‘having struggled’, or the borrowed word for ‘king’.

This means that non-conforming sequences such as VLC must be
eliminated in one way or another. In fact, there are several ways in which
this might have come about, and it may be instructive to consider these
with reference to various types of changes, of the types enumerated in § 2,
which could, and in some cases did, occur.

A. By replacement of a segment in VLC:

(1) V- V'suchthat f(V") <f(L). This seems, according to an appeal-
ing conjecture of Rozwadowski’s, to be what happened to sequences *tort
in Pomeranian-Polabian, where these appear to have merged with *turt
and thereby become acceptable under the new sequential constraints.

(2) L - L’ suchthatf(L") >f(V). This would mean that the offending
liquid is replaced by a vowel segment : but none of the living or historically
recorded Slavic languages appear to reflect such a solution. For typolog-
ical plausibility, cf., e.g., Serbocroatian seoba from selba.

B. By insertion of a segment in VLC:

(1) V(->X)L such that f(X)<<f(L). This apparently does not occur
in Slavic. It would mean interpolating a consonant between the V and
the L, giving VCLC with a syllabic liquid.

(2) L(—->X)Csuch that f(X)>f(L),i.e. X=V. This is the explanation
commonly given for the Russian pleophony (development of an anap-
tyctic vowel after the liquid in forms such as gorod, xolod, bereg).
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C. By deletion of a segment in VLC:

(1) Delete V (leaving L, presumably, syllabic). (This would be the
explanation of the peculiar Pomeranian-Polabian development above-
noted, in terms of the reconstruction of Slavic at that period as possessing
syllabic liquids — one which has a good deal of traditional sanction, but
which is especially implausible for the area involved in this case.)

(2) Delete L. This seems a very simple and straightforward solution,
but it does not occur. For its typological plausibility, cf. inter alia the fate
of liquids in similar configurations in modern English.

(3) Delete C. This would amount to a rather radical operation in some
cases (since the C may stand for a whole consonant cluster), but is not
wholly implausible as a solution; it does not, however, figure in the
Slavic developments. (In general, deletion on the right is certainly one
way of eliminating “awkward” clusters, e.g. Polish niés{, plét! [nts, plit/,
Russian nes, etc., and more radical changes on the same lines, e.g. in
Polish dialects, cf. Urbanczyk, Zarys dialektologii poiskiej, p. 37.)

D. By metathesis on VLC.

(1) VLC-LVC. This is — in the classic reconstruction of the Slavic
evolution — regarded as a typical response, possibly characteristic of all
Slavic languages saving the East Slavic (and these only for internal YLC,
cf. B(2) above) and the “anomalous” fringe areas, of which more later.

(2) VLC- VCL. This would also satisfy the hypothetical motivation,
but does not seem to be resorted to anywhere.

These are the only possibilities if metathesis is assumed to be restricted
to transposition of adjacent segments. If not — and there is no obviously
compelling reason for thus restricting it — we have the additional
“solutions” LCV, CVL, and CLV; these would, however, give rather
bizarre results in application to actual examples.

Thus there are — without necessarily exhausting the range of logical
possibilities, let alone ones which would result from altering the assumed
model — at least nine possible kinds of “solution” to the problem of
enforcing a newly-promulgated “open syllable law”, and at most, three
of these are evident in the de facto developments in Slavic. This means
that the “law” in question is, by itself, possibly necessary, but certainly
not sufficient to explain the actual course of events. To achieve or
approximate the ideal end of an explanation that precisely fits the facts,
it is evidently necessary either (a) to strengthen the motivation or (b) to
introduce stronger restrictions on the kinds of changes available. It is to
the former approach that I hope the present paper may make some
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contribution. The latter one has often in effect been attempted, but in
inappropriate ways, some consequences of which were briefly examined
in the preceding section; it is, in fact, difficult to see how any results could
be obtained in this way.

Looking for additional motivations, one can perhaps detect some
reasons why certain of the hypothetical solutions above would have
proved unacceptable, though it is not easy to make these reasons com-
pelling. It is, for instance, evident that the straightforward deletion of L
in VLC would have engendered a considerable, perhaps deleterious
number of lexical homonymies: one would presumably have had, for
example, homonymies involving words for ‘going’, ‘cold’, those for ‘town’,
‘hunger’, and ‘year’, with possible dialectal variations in the incidence of
such mergers, e.g. in dialects with previous lengthening of the vowel
before the liquid, the stems of nouns meaning ‘girl’ and ‘tree’ would have
become homonymous, but would have remained at least temporarily
distinct (as *d&v- : *dev-) elsewhere. Deletion of C would have led to
even more widespread incidence of homonymy, e.g. a root *vor- might
have become (dialectally, at least) common to words for ‘thief’, ‘enemy’,
‘heap’, ‘gate’, etc. Avoidance of homonymy has not infrequently been
suggested as a motivation capable of potentiating or inhibiting tendencies
to phonological change, though the manner of integrating such a motiva-
tion into a coherent theory of such change is not too clear. In a case like
the present one, it is certainly not possible to think in terms of a series of
ex post facto “homonym reactions” specific to particular lexical items,
since these could eventuate only in a spotty picture with the indicated
changes being carried through in those particular cases — the majority,
after all — in which no specific objections to them existed; rather, one
would have to suppose the process as proceeding by a sort of experimental
execution of the imminent change (perhaps completely covert and never
consciously acknowledged by the contemporary speakers of the language)
accompanied by evaluation and consequent rejection of the resultant
state of language as a whole, very much along the lines of the foregoing
informal discussion. Against attaching suchimportance to the homonymy-
potential of a change one must weigh the fact that, in general, languages
demonstrably tolerate a great deal of homonymy for long periods, and,
in particular, that the de facto changes in the present case also resulted
in some homonymies (e.g. OCS. gradii ‘hail’ : gradi ‘town’ from *gordu).

‘Whatever the underlying reasons, the Slavic developments seem to have
admitted no solutions which involved abbreviating the no longer ad-
missible sequences VLC (with reservations about alternative reconstruc-
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tions of the initially given system, as noted under C(1)). Possibly one can
see here an instance of a universal tendency to resort to deletion only
when it is — in some sense not easy to determine — a last resort.

In at least one other case, that of the alternative but unrealized solution
D(2), reasons for its avoidance also suggest themselves rather strongly,
here from consideration of its potential effect on morphological bounda-
ries (and also on canonical shapes of morphemes). By this solution we
should expect, e.g., verbal prefixes *per- and *orz- to yield such forms as
*pédrati (*pedrati), *azdrati (*ozdrati) beside simplex dati, or the verb-
stem *bor- to come out with an infinitive *batri (or *botri) and past-
active participle stem *balr- (*bolr-)! (In the last instance, and in a
handful of other examples, a curious though rather trivial paradox arises
in that, by the tentative formalization above given for the operative
motivation, the resulting forms are subject to indefinite reapplication of
the hypothesized rule, which never yields an acceptable output; this might
be eliminated by adopting a slightly different basis for the “law”, say by
taking into account a sonority difference between *r and *1.) The
imaginary results of this solution appear quite bizarre, but one should
not fall into the circularity of supposing that they did not happen just
because they are strikingly unlike what did happen — and, though
morphophonemic alternations of the kind which would have arisen thus
are no doubt not typical, they are by no means impossibie; cf. for
example Modern Hebrew Aistapel ‘be lowered’, from the root found in
Safel ‘be low’ with the prefix hit-. Note, also, that obscuration of morpho-
logical boundaries and alternations is also to some extent a byproduct
of the changes which really occurred; cf. the destructuring of prefixed
forms in OCS. pérovi ‘cave’, or in Polish pierzeja ‘row of houses’,
Czech perej ‘rapids’, which latter — pace the usual etymologies relating
them to *pirati ‘strike’ — should surely be compared with Lithuanian
peréja, Latvian pdreja ‘passage, transition’.

If by the above analysis the suggested motivations for the developments
under examination are inadequate in that they define too large a set of
possible “solutions”, it is also true that they are inadequate in the other
direction, in failing to account plausibly for all the results actually found
in Slavic. This difficulty, and a possible approach to ameliorating it, will
be taken up in the following section.

4. THE PROBLEM OF “MARGINAL” DEVELOPMENTS

Proposed solutions of the Slavic metathesis-problem suffer, in addition
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to the theoretical difficulties considered in §§ 2-3, from some well-known
embarrassments in dealing with certain primary data, namely the ap-
parently aberrant developments reflected in the northwest by the Polabian
linguistic remains with what looks like an unmetathesized *tort in forms
such as ggdérd, and the concurrent evidence of an archaic stratum in
Kashub and Polish, and, on the southern fringe of Slavic territory, by
the examples — few but unambiguously real, in that there can be no
question of dismissing them as mere graphic blunders — of forms with
unmetathesized *tolt (— talt, talst) in Old Church Slavonic and Middle
Bulgarian texts. Insofar as these data are taken seriously, as representing
alternative developments within Slavic which have, fortunately, not been
quite lost to the historical record (and the once frequently-heard sugges-
tion that they be in effect expunged from the record by ascribing them to
“foreign influences” is now pretty generally recognized as a makeshift with
little to recommend it!), they create problems especially for the identifica-
tion of motivations. Significant progress has been made toward clarifying
the “how” of these developments: in one case, the most attractive solution
is that following Rozwadowski’s suggestion of an early merger *tort—
*turt, as noted under A(1) in § 3, and for the South Slavic deviant forms
the natural supposition is that they reflect a stepwise, rather than simul-
taneous, implementation of metathesis for different configurations
(C)VLC, with *(t)olt being the last to succumb. (So recently Georgiev,
1963, though with ad hoc elaborations to which it is impossible to sub-
scribe.) But the developments thus identified remain seemingly un-
motivated; certainly, they are not motivated by the “open syllable law”
as such, but rather seem to clash with it, and this has led on occasion to
reconstructions employing Procrustean devices (such as reapplication of
metathesis just to the relevant configurations, or similarly selective
deletion of an anaptyctic vowel otherwise preserved coupled with
preservation of an original vowel otherwise deleted) to guarantee enforce-
ment of the “law”, at least for some precarious moment of prehistory,
everywhere in Slavic. Such treatments amount to an attempt to derive
the “marginal” outcomes in question from the central and historically
predominant ones, or from a reconstruction primarily designed to
account for the latter, and this seems necessarily to lead to identifying
the peripheral phenomena essentially just as unmotivated deviations
from a norm.

Jakobson (1952) endeavors to fit these facts into a more coherent
picture by pointing out a correlation between the areal incidence of the
merger *telt — *tolt (which Lehr-Splawinski, 1932, identified as an old
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shift shared by Pomeranian-Polabian and East Slavic) and the failure of
eventual metathesis of *tort; but the generalization is a weak one, since
the “failure of metathesis” in the two cases is of quite different scope (and
in East Slavic is contingent on the explanation of polnoglasie by anaptyxis,
rather than by, say, metathesis involving just the second mora of a two-
mora vowel, which is in some ways an attractive alternative), and no
conclusion about a common motivation seems to follow. But it remains
true that the developments in these two peripheral (Northwestern and
Eastern) areas are intimately related, in ways which will be considered
below.

I wish to suggest that the traditional approach, assigning priority to the
central developments and classifying the rest as aberrant, may well be
quite backwards; if — in agreement with certain general observations of
linguistic geography, and also in line with classic conjectures at least about
the origin of the exceptional forms in Old Church Slavonic — we suppose
the peripheral data to represent an archaic phase of the overall develop-
ment, then the motivations of the whole process may become plainer.

Looking at the dominant trend of the evolution of sequences VLC in
more flexible and abstract terms than those of § 3, one notes that a net
effect of various changes affecting this configuration throughout most of
Slavic prehistory was to strengthen the sequential constraints on such
sequences, or, in other words, to increase their redundancy. This fact has
indeed repeatedly been pointed out in passing in the modern literature
of the subject (cf. Jakobson, 1952, Shevelov, 1965), but its systematic
consequences do not seem to have been worked out.

Augmentation of the redundancy of VLC can come about in two ways:
either (1) some distinct conforming sequences are merged with one
another, e.g. as a result of the loss of the Indo-European distinction
between *o and *a early in the history of Slavic, or by the above-noted
merger of *tort with *turt in the Northwest area much later; or (2) some
member sequences are eliminated by virtue of changes yielding reflexes
which no longer conform to VLC, i.e. metatheses: disposed of in this
fashion are eventually most or all of the original sequences in which V is
a so-called “full vowel”, including, possibly as the earliest of all, a
relatively few sequences in which this vowel was not *o or *e (cf. Jakobson,
1962, on ryba, etc.) and, in the area where a distinction between diffuse
vowels (jers) was preserved in this context, also eventually some in which
vowels were originally of this kind (cf. Polish dfugi). In either case, the
result is to eliminate some realizations of VLC — i.e. some combinations
of features which may co-occur with the ones defining this configuration
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— and thus to increase its redundancy. (Strictly speaking, if “redundancy”
is taken in the well-defined information-theoretic sense, such an increase
follows necessarily only in case (1), but not in case (2), since there are
probability distributions such that the entropy of a subset of the distribu-
tion is greater than that of the distribution as a whole; but it is a reason-
able working assumption that the distributions of frequencies involved
in the changes here considered were not of this kind. In the nature of the
case direct evidence is lacking, though something might be done with
statistical analysis of historically accessible data.)

This stepwise process of progressive “impoverishment” of VLC has a
logical terminus at the point where its possible realizations of VL in this
frame have been reduced to exactly two (excluding possible prosodic
differences): say *ur, *ul, corresponding to what seems to be the de facto
terminal development in much of Slavic, or *or, *er, corresponding to
no known Slavic development. At this point, the configuration per se
ceases to exist, in the sense that one of the components of VL is entirely
predictable (redundant) given the other one, and a synchronic analysis
need recognize only one segment here (e.g., in the de facto example, two
kinds of “syllabic liquids™, or in the hypothetical one a pair of “retro-
flex” vowels; that the actual developments in Slavic proceed, from start
to finish, by restricting the realizations of V rather than those of L,
is, as previously noted in § 3, a fact which remains in need of explanation).
In this terminal stage — which was not reached everywhere in Slavic
before the fall of the weak jers abolished the whole trend by restoring
VLC, so to speak, to good standing as a configuration rich in diverse
realizations (after which, it is interesting to note, the above-noted
immunity of the liquids to changes affecting these sequences lapses!) —
the further fate of the surviving reflexes of VLC is dependent in part on
the treatment of LVC when V is a jer, in ways which have often been
discussed in the literature and which are outside the scope of the present
analysis.

What is less obvious is that the immediately preterminal stage of this
process also has a logically determinate form. That is, there is, up to a
change of labels, just one way to maximize the redundancy of VL in VLC
in terms of fixed constraints; the maximum-redundancy condition holds,
namely, if and only if the following implications hold:

V; implies L,
L, implies V,

where i, j, 1, s=1, 2, and either i #], i=r, j=s, or i #r, i=], r=s.
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Under these conditions, V and L each have just two possible realizations,
which are, moreover, interdependent in such a way that, for one value
of V and one of L (but not for both in either case) the value of the other
is determined. It follows that VL is realized altogether in exactly three
ways, and, conversely, if VL is realized in three ways (and V, L each have
two alternative realizations) the maximum-redundancy condition holds.
Any further strengthening of sequential constraints can only yield the
“terminal” phase in the sense discussed above.

Now if we examine the “marginal” phenomena of the Slavic liquid-
metatheses in relation to the above theoretical model, it appears that the
states of language which must have existed in both of the widely separated
areas noted, at a period close to the beginning of the documented
history, conform closely to the ideal preterminal phase which, moreover,
survived intact in Old Russian well up into the historical era (in the like-
wise peripheral area formed by East Slavic with respect to the rest of
Slavic). Thus, on three frontiers of Slavic territory, we find developments
which are abstractly alike, though in no two cases is the preterminal
condition achieved in just the same way. In the North, however, (as
Lehr-Splawinski pointed out) a key preliminary development is shared by
the dialects ancestral to Pomeranian-Polabian and to East Slavic, in the
merger of front with back vowels in the context C...1C (but not in
C...rC). This in effect established the maximum-redundancy condition
for each of the configurations CV;LC and CV,LC independently, where
V, is a “full vowel” (*o or *¢) and V, a “jer” (*u or *i); in each case there
were three remaining realizations possible (*tort, *tolt, *tert and *turt,
*tult, *tirt, respectively). Subsequently, in East Slavic the “full-vowel”
realizations were eliminated by the polnoglasie, leaving just the three
reflexes of *turt, *tult, and *tirt, which is the state of affairs reflected in
the Old Russian documentation. In the Northwest, the chronology of
the merger *tort — *turt (Rozwadowski’s law) is indeterminate in relation
to the “labialization” rule, but it seems reasonable to suppose that the
latter, in view of its greater range, was earlier; in this event the merger
*tort —» *turt left only two “full vowel” patterns (*tolt, *tert) to be
eliminated by metathesis. The end-results for East and Northwest are
similar in the way they realize the required system of implications, i.e. in
terms of the schema above we have V=i, L;=1, L,=r, V,=u.
Historically, some of the instances of *u in the Northwest, but not in the
East, reflect earlier *o.

On the Southern fringe, essentially the same result is achieved in a quite
different way. Here the changes involved the merger of CVLC sequences
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distinguished just by *u: *i (i.e. the two “jers” fall together in this
position, which is the state of affairs reflected in Old Church Slavonic and
later South Slavic material; in Serbo-Slovene this was part of or possibly
prelude to a general merger of jers, in Eastern South Slavic not). The
maximum-redundancy state can thus be reached by metathesizing all but
one of the “full vowel” sequence-types; the one which was exempted was,
obviously, *tolt (— *talt by the lengthening before metathesis in this as
in other cases). The further generalization of metathesis to *tolt also of
course yields the degenerate case as evident in “standard” Old Church
Slavonic and almost monolithically in the modern South Slavic and
Czechoslovak areas. The preterminal stage has the system of implications
required with V;=o0, V;=u, L, =1, L;=r.

The different peripheral developments are thus all closely related, not
in the usual sense of shared application of specific change rules, but in the
abstract sense that all of them constitute alternative solutions to one and
the same problem: that of finding a minimum non-degenerate set of
realizations of VL in (C)...C.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The Slavic liquid-metatheses are still far from adequately explained, nor
does the present essay purport to resolve all the residual problems. In
particular, I have not undertaken to discuss the relation between accent-
types (intonations) and the matters considered above. Even at the rather
superficial level of specifying the mechanisms of these changes, there are
outstanding differences among various proposed accounts, in ways which
clearly reflect disparate views about universals of linguistic change. An
austere conception of the latter, obliging the comparativist to describe the
Slavic developments as simulated rather than as true metatheses, requires
their description to operate with constructs which invite skepticism on
typological grounds, and hence cast doubt upon the validity of the under-
lying universal assumption.

In terms of motivation, the “open syllable law” (or any of its variants)
seems to be insufficient to explain the observed outcomes, since, on the
one hand, it is compatible with a number of solutions which were not in
fact adopted, and, in the other direction, it does not — at least when
understood in the absolute fashion often tacitly assumed — agree well
with some of the evidence, a circumstance which, again, is likely to bring
about the introduction of methodological artifacts into accounts of the
process in question.
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Considering this process to be motivated, broadly speaking, by a
tendency to increase the redundancy of the sequential configuration VL
in given contexts, it appears on combinatorial grounds that the afore-
mentioned peripheral developments represent states of the system im-
mediately preceding the terminal state which is apparent in the typical
(and central) outcomes. This suggests that the peripheral developments
should be construed as archaic, rather than deviant, with respect to the
central trend. This conclusion is in good agreement with the general
observation that in the evolution of linguistic systems, contrary to that
of physical systems, time and entropy tend to be inversely related.
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OBIIECITABAHCKOE HACJIEOWE 1 MHOA3BIYHBIE
OBPA31LbI B CTPYKTYPHBIX PASHOBHIAHOCTAX
CTAPOCJIABAHCKOI'O INPENJIOXKEHM A

T'EHPUX BUPHBEAVM

0. Huxecnenyromme cooOpaxeHus, KacalOLHecsd CaMbIX, NOXaJyi,
OCHOBHBIX, HO, Ha Halll B3TJIA, [TOKA el HEJOCTATOYHO pa3paboTaHHBIX
npo6JieM cTapociaBsHCKOTO (ajiee — CTCJ.) CHHTaKCHCa, ABIIAIOTCA, B
H3BECTHOM CMBICIIE, TPOIOJDKEHHEM HAIIKX NPeabIIYIIHX Pa3sMBIILICHAN
0 MeTOoHMKE BBIeNeHHS CHHTAKCHYECKHX TIpPELH3MOB B JpeBHeitmem
JIUTEPATYPHOM S3bIKE CJIABSH, Pa3MBIIUICHHH, COOOLICHHBIX HAMH €Ilie
Ha 4-oM (MOCKOBCKOM) MexAyHapOIHOM Che3lle caBucToB B 1958 r.!
B mpenyraraeMoM 38ech Ha 0GCyXIeHHE CIIELHAJIACTOB JOKJIANe MBI I0-
cTapaeMcsl OTBETHTh Ha HEKOTOPHIE BO3PAXKEHNUS, CIEJIaHHbIE IIO IOBOIY
HaIme#d TmpeXXHed TPaKTOBKM 3TOro BOIpoca,? a Takxke NoOaBHTH He-
CKOJIbKO HOBBIX HaGJIFoAeHMIA U MBICJIEH, BBI3BAHHBIX, ITIaBHBIM 06pa3oM,
HENaBHMMH TIONBITKAMU HIPHMEHEHHS W3BECTHBIX IIPHEMOB TpaHC-
$bopmanHoHHO-TeHepaTUBHOH (MOpOKIatoleH) T]paMMAaTHKH K CHHTaKCH-
4eCKUM JaHHBIM CTCII. S3bIKa C eJbI0 OOHAPYXEeHNUs “3aMMCTBOBAaHHOTO
cuntakcuca”.® Hekotopsle 3aMeuaHus K 9Tolf mocienneit mpoGieme

1 Cp. “Zur Aussonderung der syntaktischen Grédzismen im Altkirchenslavischen.
Finige methodische Bemerkungen”, Scsl, IV (1958), 239-257. Cm. Taxxe IV Messcoy-
Hapoduwiii cve30 caagucmos. Mamepuaawt duckyccuu. T. 2-o#: IIpobaemsl crasanckozo
azvikosnanus (nanee — ITpo6aemor) (Mocksa, 1962), 250-251 n 277-278.

2 Cp. Hpobaemst, 263-267, ocobenno seicTymnenwe V. Kypua, ctp. 265-266. CMm.
takke M. Kypu, “IlpoGnematsika HCCIeNOBaHWA CHHT2KCHCA CTapOCIaBAHCKOrO
a3pika” B 0. Hccaedoeanusa no cuwmaxcucy cmapocaagaHcko2o Asvika (manee —
Hccaedosanun) (Ilpara, 1963), 5-14, ocobenHo 6-7 u 12 (c npumevanusmu 3 u 10 B
CHOCKax).

2 Cp. P. Pyxuuka, “O noHATMM ‘3aUMCTBOBAaHHBIM CHHTAKCHC' B CBETE TEOPUH
TparchopmamoHHo# rpamMmatuka”’, BA (1966: 4), 80-96; or xe (R. Ruzicka),
“Beziehungen zwischen altslavischer und griechischer Syntax im Lichte der Trans-
formationsgrammatik”, Wiss. Zschr. d. K.-Marx-Univ. Leipzig, 15. Jg. (1966), GRS,
Heft 3, 539-547. Cm. Takxe B ¢b. Caaeancka usosozua, 1. 1: Omezosopu na esnpo-
cume 3a HayyHama ankema no esuxosnanue (nanee — C®, I) (Codusn, 1963), 136, roe
TOT XK€ YYCHBI HaMeyaeT BO3MOXKHOCTh TPAHC(HOPMALMOHHOTO MOAX0AA.



30 TEHPHX BHPHBAYM

OBLIH HaAMH yXe CIclaHbl B MEYaTAIOLIEMCA B HACTOfIIee BpeMs cOop-
Huke B yecTb B. O. VHb6erayna.* Kpome Toro, xoTesoch 6wl ellre cKa3aTh
HECKOJIBKO CJIOB O 3HAYEHHH BBHIEJICHHS CAHTAKCHMYECKHX TPELM3MOB (M,
XOTS B TOPa3o MeHbIIeH CTeNeHH, IPYIruX NONABIIMX H3BHE 3JIEMEHTOB
¥ KOHCTPYKUHMiT) B CTCIL., UMeSt B BAIY BOSMOXKHYIO PEKOHCTPYKLIMIO Mpa-
WM 0oOLIeCTIaBAHCKUX CHHTaKCHYECKHX CTPYKTYp, T.€. PeilleHHe OJHOM
M3 3a7a4 OUaXpOHHYECKOTO CIABAHCKOTO fA3BIKO3HAHMSA, 34 MOCIEOHEE
BpeMs BHOBb MpHBIEKILCH k ceGe Hemano BHUMaHuA.> Hamo, Hakowen,
MOMYEPKHYTh, YTO TaK ¢, KaKk M B CJydae Hallero NpeasiayLiero
HOKJaAa, JaHHOE CKATOE H3JIOKEHHE HEKOTOPBIX HALIMX COOGpaXeHH#H
B paMKax KpaTkoro [oKjiama HHUKAK He MOXET TpeTeHIoBaTh Ha
CHACTEMATHYHOCTh M BCECTOPOHHOCTH OCBEINEHHMS MaHHON TeMEI; HAlla
LeJTb 3aKJII0YAeTCs JIAIIBL B TOM, YTOOB! NPUHATH YYacTHE B TeKYyIHei
JHCKYCCHH 0 MHOTOOGeLIaIoneM, kKa3ajaoch Obl, MOOX0de K OJHOMY U3
aKTyaJbHBIX BOIPOCOB HCTOPHYECKOTO CHHTAKCHCA CJIABAHCKHX S3BLIKOB.

1. B Hauem MOCKOBCKOM gokyazne 1958 r. Mbl HbITAIUCh Pa3bICHATH
HEKOTOPbIE OCHOBHBIE METOIUYECKHE TPEAIOCHUIKH YCIEITHOTO BbiaeJe-
HUS CHHTAKCHYECKUX SIBJIEHW, MOMABIIMX B CTCJI. A3LIK M3 I'PEYECKOro.
Takum obGpazoM, MBI, mpexae Bcero, oOcyxaanu Bompoc o0 oOneme
UCTOYHMKOB CTCJ. s3bIka, Npemiaras, YTo Ha MEPBOM 3Tane IaHHOU
HCCIIE0OBATENbCKON pabOTHl — a peYyb MOTJIa TOTAA HATH TONBKO O
TIEPBOM 3TAlle TAKOH pabOTH — LeNeco00Pa3HO OrPaHHYHTHCS, IIIABHBIM
o6pa3oM, “kIaccHYeCKHMH’ TEKCTAMH T.H. CTCJI. KAHOHA W IIPHUBJIEKATH
BapHAHTHl MO3JHEHILMX LEPKOBHOCIABAHCKUX IAMATHHKOB (IpeBHe-
pycckoro, ApeBHECEPOCKOro U APYIHX U3BOIOB) JIHIIL B TeX CIy4asx,
rAe YTeHHs NapaJuIeNbHEIX CTCI. TEKCTOB (T.€., TIPEX e BCEro, eBaHTEIHi-
anpakoc W YeTBEpOEBAHIEeINii) pacxoasaTcs. B cBsA3M ¢ 3THM, MBI yKa3bl-
BAJIH Ha CYLUECTBYIOIME HHOIAA TPYAHOCTH ONpeNelnTh, MPeICTABISET
JIA M3BECTHBIA MAAIKil — UEPKOBHOCIABAHCKHH — BapHWaHT, Oosee

¢ Cwm. “On Deep Structure and Loan Syntax in Slavic” (B meuaTu); cp. HIKernpu-

BEIEHHBIC BEIAEPKKU (IyHKT 5.1.).

% Cp., nanp., 5. Baysp, “IIpoGnemMa pEeKOHCTPYKIMM NPACHABSHCKOTO CIOXHOIO
npemiioxenns”’, Sb. praci fil. fak. brnénské univ., VII, A 6 (1958), 43-55; om xe
{J. Bauer), “Ukoly a metody rekonstrukce praslovanské syntaxe”, Ceskoslovenské
predndsky pro V. Mezindrodni sjezd slavistii v Sofii (IIpara, 1963), 75-81 ; B. B. Usanos,
B. H. Tonopos, “K pekOHCTpYKLHMH OPACIaBAHCKOTQ TeKCTa”, CaagaHcKoe A3bIKO-
3nanue. [oxkaadvt cosemckoii Oenecayuu. V Meocoynapoousiii cve3d caasucmos
(Mocksa, 1963), 88-158; onu xe, CrasancKue A3bIKOGbIE MOOEAUPYIOUJUE CeMUOMU-
yeckue cucmemst (Mocksa, 1965), B wacTHoCcTH CcTp. 218-239; B. B. UBaHoB, Ob6ue-
UHOOe8pONeiicKas, NpAcAa8AHCKAA U aHamoautickas Azvikoevie cucmems! (Mocksa,
1965), 185-289. Cm. Taxxke Hamm 3amevanuda B CP I, 89-90.
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6aM3KMil K crioco0y BEIPaXKeHHS I'PEYECKOro TOIIMHANKA, KOHCTPYKLHIO
MePBOHAYAJILHOTO CJIABSHCKOTO MEPEBOJia, MJIM XK€ MBI HMEEM 37€ECh
[eno ¢ MO3OHEHINAM MCIpaBICHHEM CJIaBSHCKOTO TEKCTa, OBITh MOXKET
MOCIIE HOBOTO CAMYEHHS C CPEYECKHM OPHFHHATIOM (Cp., HaIpHMeED,
npoGaeMaTuKy pasHouTeHui Mecta Mk. 13, 25 8 3orpadckom, Mapuun-
CKOM H JpeBHecepOockoM HHKOIBCKOM 4eTBEpOEBAaHFEIMSIX).

IpusHaBas Hauly paboTy “oveHb MHUUMATHBHBIM BHOCOM K IaHHOM
TeMe (sic!)”, KPYIMHEBIH YeNICKHA YYESHBIH-CIEIMAIACT MO H3YYEHUIO CTCIL.
sapka M. Kypi ynpekaeT Hac B CIIMUIKOM Y3KOM M0oA60pe MaMATHUKOB,
MO AJIEXAUIMX TIHATEIEHOMY M3YYEHHIO € LeJIbE0 0OHAPYKEHUS I'PEYECKUX
CHUHTAKCHYECKHX 00pa3loB, KOTOPBIM MOIPAaXadd CIABAHCKHE Mepe-
Bomuukd. Kypll yrBepxkIaeT, 4To “HeJIb3 OFPaHHYMBATLCA TOJBKO TaK
Ha3bIBACMBIMH KAaHOHHYECKHMMM TaMATHHKaMH~ (TIpAYeM, BIPOYEM,
Halle oIpeAesicHie KaHOHA MIPEACTABIIAETCS €My CITHUIKOM y3KAM), H 4TO
“B CHHTaKCHCe, KOTODBIi M B CPaBHHUTEJIbHO IO3JHAX CIIHCKAaX 4acTo
COXpaHSeT CTaphble YepThI, Mbl JOJIKHBI MCIIOJIb30BATh TAKXKE M MO3IHHE
MaMsATHHKY cTapociaBsHckoro s3bika”. [1o muenuro Kypia, “namMstHukn
YEIICKO-IIEPKOBHOCHIABIHCKIE, CPEIHEOONTapCKHe, XOPBATCKO-TJIAr0IA-
YecKHe W OCOOCHHO PYCCKO-HEPKOBHOCIABSHCKUE NAIOT OYEHb LIEHHBIA
maTepuas.”® Ham kaxercs, YTO YEWICKUA Y4YeHHI DEpEOLiCHHBACT
3HaYeHHEe, KOTOpPOoe MBI HNpUAaEM — WM, CKOpee, IPHIaBald — YIO-
MSHYTOMY OIpPaHWYEHHMIO Kpyra HCCJIEOyeMBIX NaMSATHHKOB. MEI B
JAHHBI MOMEHT WMEJIM B BHIY IIpeABApHTENbHOE OIpaHWYeHHe, 00Yy-
CJIOBJICHHOE YHCTO MPAKTUYECKAMHU COOOpaKeHUAMHU BBHIY Ka3aBlleics
HaM TOTJa BecbMa peajbHOW MNEepCIeKTHBB, YTO HAJ BBHIIEJICHHEM
CHHTaKCHYECKUX I'PELH3MOB B CTCI. A3bIKe OyaeT paboTaTh, BO3MOXKHO,
JMIWb OOWH HCCAeOoBaTeb, a HE LEJbId PAX MM AaXe KOJUIEKTHB
yueHBIX. MMeHHO Tako#l TOYKH 3peHHs Mbl IPUOCPKUBAIACH H B
3aKJIFOYUTENIbHOM CJIOBE TOCJIE NMPEeHH Mo HallleMy mokiany.’

Yto KacaeTcss BO3MOXKHOCTH YCTAHOBHTD NIPUHAIEKHOCTD H3BECTHOTO
rpenyusMa K nepBoHayanbHOMY HepeBoay (WK, Ha060pOT, IPU3HATH €r0o
pe3yIbTaTOM BTOPUYHOMN NMPaBKH rPev4eckoro TEKCTa), TO MBI, KOHEYHO,
BIIOJIHE TPHHUMaeM B3rsa Kypiia, uTo gaxe “mpucCyTCTBHE ONpeIe/iCH-

HOro rpenusma B CaMbIX OIPEBHHAX TEKCTax HE ABIACTCHA Py4YaTCIBCTBOM
¢ Cp. Hccnedosanus, 6 (8 caocke) u 7; Ilpobaemsr, 265,

Cp. IIpobaemur, 277. CymecTso pa3Hornacuii (Wid HEIOPa3yMEHWs) MEXAY
KypiieM ¥ HaMH JIy4mie BCEro, NoXay, oxapakTepusosal P. Pyxuika B MoHOTpadnn
O CTCIL. IpHYacTusx, ¢Tp. 6 (Gubimorpaduveckue naHHsle CM. B OpuM. 28, HUKE).
Camo co0oil pasymeercsi, YTO Mbl OY€HL HNOBOJIbHBI TE€M, 4TO Ha4dmHaA ¢ 1958 r.
mpobieMa BbIAENIEHUsT 3aMMCTBOBAHUA B CHHTAKCHCE CTCJI. S3BIKA OPHBIEKAeT BCe
6osbiuee BHUMaHME UCCIIEMOBATENCH,

7
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TOT0, YTO OH HAXOJHJICH B CAMOM CTapoM mepeBoie.” 310 obcTosATENb-
CTBO, TaK Xe KaK ¥ clly4au 0OpaTHOTO SBJICHHS, T.€. CAydau, rAe Mo3 Hek-
M MaMATHUK coXpaHuil Oojiee OaM3KMH K NOJAMHHHAKY mepeBoi (Cp.
BBIIIEYNOMSHYTHI mpuMmep Mk. 13, 25, a Takke pa3sHOYTEHHS MecTa
Ic. 106, 10, mpusenennsie Kypuem),® ompeneieHHo IOKA3HIBAIOT, YTO
JUIsl TIOJTHOTO ydYeTa BCeX CHHTAKCHYeCKMX I'DEHU3MOB CTCI. si3bika (6e3-
OTHOCHTEJIBHO K TOMY, Kak B 4YaCTHOCTH OTNPEHEeNACTCH KpYyr CTCIL.
NAMSATHUKOB) HANO NPHBIEKATh MATEPHAN U3 BO3MOXHO OOJBIIEro
KOJIMYECTBA TEKCTOB, B TOM YHCJIE M M3 HEPKOBHOCIABAHCKHX TEKCTOB
NO3THEHHINX ¥ MECTHBIX H3BOAOB. TakuM 06pa3oM, B COCTAB H3YYAEMEIX
€ IeNIbI0 OOHAPYKEHHS CAHTAKCMYECKHX T'PEIU3MOB CTCHI. A3bIKA TEKCTOB
IOJDXHO, HAIIPUMED, BXOOHTH U TaKoe OCOOEHHO IIEHHOE HPOM3BEACHHE
IpeBHEOOIrapcKoi mepeBoaHo# JiuTepaTypsl, kak Illectonnes Moanuna
Ox3apxa 00Jrapckoro, CoxpaHeHHOE B CIHCKax CepOCKo-LEepKOBHO-
CJIaBSHCKOM M PYCCKO-LIEPKOBHOCIABSHCKON pemakuuii (CBOIAIIMXCA K
Gonee ApeBHEMY CpelHEeGOJTapckoMy IIPOMEXYTOYHOMY BapHaHTy) W
JIOCTYNHOE TeNeph B HOBOM NpeKpacHoM u3fmanud P. AliTnerMromepa.®
B paBHOIf Mepe clieAyeT NPHHATb BO BHHUMaHHe, HalpHMep, A3BIKOBOWM
MaTepuall Pa3HbIX JPEBHUX PYKOIMCHBIX COOPHHMKOB M “H300PHHKOB”,
0COOEHHO PYCCKOTO M3BOIA, I'PEYeCKHe W/WIM CTCH. MOAJMHHUKMA MIIH
napajjiesi KOTOPBIX OTYACTH OOHapyXeHb!.10

Hapno eme 3aMeTHTh, 4TO y4YeT KaK MOXHO OOJIbLIEro KOJIMYeCTBa
TIAMSTHUKOB CTCH. S3BIKA, 2 TaKke TEKCTOB, OTPAXAIOIIUX S3BIK He-
JOWIEAIINX 0 Hac CTCJI. MPOM3BEAEHMi, caMm 1o cebe Aena elle He
pemaet. Kax yxe HEOQHOKPATHO MOAYEPKUBAIOCEH, B TOM YHUCJIE U HAMI,
IUIS YCTAHOBJICHUS TIONMABUIMX M3BHE B CTCJ. S3bIK CHHTAKCHYECKHX

8  Cp. Hccaedoeanua, 1. Apyroii, o cpaBHeHuo ¢ Kypuem u Hamu GoJiee ONTUMHCTH-
YEeCKOM TOYKM 3pEeHMs OTHOCHTENBHO TPYOHOCTEH y4yeTa pa3NHYHBIX BapHMaHTOB
npuaepxuBaeTcs M. M. Komnsutenko; cp. IIpobaemsi, 265.

% Cp. R. Aitzetmiiller, Das Hexaemeron des Exarchen Johannes, I- (I'pau, 1958-,
M3OaHWE pa3o4TeHO Ha 7 TOMOB). B HacTosinee BpemMs HaMH TOTOBHTCS ocoboe
HCCIIE0BAHUE IO CUHTAKCUCY 3TOrO IaMATHUKA.

19 Wmeem B BuUOy, Hanp., asa WU3dopuuka CesatocnaBa 1073 u 1076 rr., a Taxxe
Vcenenckuit coopuuk XII B.; cp. mHoBoe uzmanume M36opuuka 1076 r. BMecTe C
rpedecKUMH MapajuleiaMu (B TO Mepe, B KOTOpO# OHU OOHapyxeHb1): H360prux
1076 200a (Mocksra, 1965). Cp., nanee, Takxe, Haup., CTaTbI0O O TOMUIHIX B CTCI.
Cynpaciasckolf PYKONMCH M B OPEBHEPYCCKOM YCIEHCKOM cOOpHMKE (comepikalieMm,
BNPOYEM, ¥ OPHIMHAJILHEIC IPOH3BEICHUS PCBHEPYCCKOM NMCBMEHHOCTH, KaK, HAUp.,
“Ckazanue o bopuce m I'nebe”); cp. 3. bmarosa, “I'omunmu Cynpacibckoro u
Vcenenckoro cOOpHUKOB™, Hccae008anua UCnouHUKO8 HO UCHODUY PYCCKOR0 A3bIKA U
nucomennocrmu (Mocksa, 1966); o cuHTakcuce “Cka3zaHHs” CM. HAlly CTaTbiO
“Linguistische Beobachtungen an einem altrussischen Text: Einige syntaktische Er-
scheinungen des Skazanie von Boris und GIléb nach der Handschrift des sog. Uspenskij
sbornik™, IJSLP, TII (1960), 45-68.
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CTPYKTYp HYXHO Takke 3HaTb, YTO MMEHHO B CHHTAKCHYECKOM CTPOE
CTCJI. A3BbIKa MABJIACTCH HMCKOHHO CJIAaBAHCKHM, T.C. OGIIICCJ'IaBSIHCKHM,
HacnemueMm.!! C 3Toif Henpl0 mpuIeTcs pa3oOpaTh CHHTAKCHC M TaKuX
APEBHUX CHIABAHCKHMX TECKCTOB, O KOTOPBIX MBI TOYHO 3HA€M, YTO OHH HE
TMOANEXANN BIHAHHIO CTCI. A3bIKa MJIH KaKoro-inbo MeCTHOro ero
LIEPKOBHOCAaBSAHCKOTO BapuaHTa. [lo3ToMy H3yueHue TakuX JOKYMEHTOB,
0CoDeHHO HOPHIHYECKHX M JEJIOBBIX, B KOTOPBIX BO3IelcTBHE 0O6LIero
JIHTCPATYPHOI'O APCBHECIIABAHCKOIO, T.€. HEPKOBHOCJIABAHCKOI'O, s3BIKA
HE CKa3bIBACTCS (I/IJII/I B KOTOPBIX OHO OILIYIIACTCA JIMIIb B HE3HAYUTEIIb~
HOM Mepe), Ype3BHYAHO BaXHO JJIA BbIICJICHHS CHHTAKCHYECKHX
Irp€ou3MoOB B CTCJ. A3BIKE. Hpexc,ue BCCTO, MBI OOJDKHBI 30E€CH YYECTH
NPaBOBYK), NPHKA3HYIO M [EJIOBYH) NHCBMEHHOCTh Ha IPEBHEPYCCKOM
A3bIKe, B TOM 4YHCJI¢ I'PaMOTHI (0epecTsHbBiE U IPYrue), KoTophle B
OoJblIell cTeneHu OTPpaAXaloT XHUBYH pP€Ub PAHHCTO II€EPpUOLA CJIaBAH-
CKOTO Cpe[HeBeKOBbs. bilarogaps, B 0COOEHHOCTH, TINATEIbHBIM |
MoNpoOHEIM Pa3bICKAHHAM COBETCKOTO s3bIKOBena-ciiaBucta B. H.
BopkoBckoro, Mbl pacmojiaraeM B HAaCcTOSNIES BPEMSA AOBOJILHO SICHBIM
TIPEICTABJIEHMEM O CHHTAKCHYECKOM CTPOE JIPEBHEPYCCKHUX rpamort.'? B
JajbHelIeM MBI ellie BEpHEMCS K BOIIPOCY O 3HAYEHHH CPABHUTEIILHOTO
M3YYEHHs CHHTAKCHUCa CTCJI. M JPYIrHX APEBHECHABSIHCKHX SI3BIKOB IS
YCTAHOBJICHHUA OGI.LICC.IIaBSIHCKOI‘ O Hacjaeaus ¥ HHOA3BIYHBIX 06pa311013 B
CTPYKTYPHBIX Pa3HOBHAHOCTAX CTCJI. IPEMJIOKCHUA.

OnpenenuB Kpyr CTCH. MaMATHUKOB, KOTOPBIE CIEAyeT Yy4YecThb IIpH
H3YYCHUH CHHTAKCHYCCKHX TPEUU3MOB, MBI B NPEALIAYLIEM HaIlIEM
JOKJage najece oGparmm BHHUMAHHC HA HCOGXOIII/IMOCTL pa3nupycHus
JBYX CJIOEB CHHTAKCUYECKUX I'DELM3MOB B CTCJI. A3BIKE: OJHOI0, OXBAThI-
1 Cp., Hanp., Scsl, 1V (1958), 254-255; Proceedings of the Ninth International Congress
of Linguists (Iaara, 1964), 1044 (samu 3aMevaHusi B npedusx no goknaay K. Vor-
xunca); U. Kypn, Hccaedosanusn, 7-8 (¢ ccouikaMu B cHOcke Ha paborsl B. I'aBpanka
u E. A. SAxy6unckoii-Jlembepr). Cp., nanee, 3aMe4aHusi 0 METOOMYECKOM 3HAVEHHH
COIIOCTABJICHUS! CUHTAKCUYECKOTO CTPOSl CTCI. M IPYIMX IPEBHECIABSHCKHX SA3bIKOB
B cTathax 5. bayapa, “CrapocnaBsHCKUM A3BIK M A3bIK XuTeNel Bemmkoit Mopapuu™
B c6. Magna Moravia (Ipara, 1965), 469-492, u “K povaze vlivu cirkevni slovanstiny
na staroruskou syntax”, Bull. Ustavu ruského jaz. a lit., X (1966), 67-72.

12 Cp. B. U. Bopkosckuii, Cunmakcuc opegrnepycckux epamom, 2 11, (JIsBoB, 1949 u
Mockna, 1958); ero xe, “Cymraxcuc” B ¢b. [laseozpagpuueckuii u sunzgucmuveckui
anaau3s noe2opodckux bepecmansix zpamom (Mocksa, 1955), 144-166, u ero xe ovepxu
O CHHTAKCHMCY B M3TaHMM (MOOrOTOBJIsSEMOM UM BMecTe ¢ A. B. ApuuxoBckum)
Hoezopoockue epamomwr na Gepecme (u3 packonox 1953-1954 22.) (Mocksa, 1958),
138-155; (u3 packonox 1955 2.) (1958), 127-147; (u3 pacxonox 1956-1957 22.) (1963),
275-322 (nanbHeiinMe TOMA rOTOBATCA K nievaTH). Cp. Taxke LEJbli P MEIKHX €ro
cTaTeif O BOINPOCAM CHHTaKCHCa OepecTAHBIX M IPYIMX NPEBHEPYCCKHX IrpaMoT, B

TOM umucne paboTy “Beccoro3Hoe CIOKHOE NPENIOKEHUEe B OepecTaHnIX rpamorax”,
Acta Univ. Carol. — Philologica, Slavica Pragensia, IV (1962), 275-280.
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BalOLIEr0 TakWe TPelU3MBbI, KOTOPHIE JIMINbL YCHJIABAIOT, T.€. aAKTUBH-
3HPYIOT, YHoTpebiieHHe COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX KOHCTPYKLM B 060pPOTOB,
CJIOBOCOYETAaHAN M LEJBIX TPEMJIONKEHHUH, BO3MOXKHBIX N[O THIIY CBOEH
CTPYKTYPBI H B CTCJI. SI3BIKE; W PYTOTO CHOS, TJI¢ CAMO MOSABJCHHE JaH-
HOM CHHTAKCHYECKOH MOAENN LENMKOM OOSI3aHO BIUSIHHIO TPEYECKOrO
o6pa3zua.!® XoTs 3T0 Hallle yTBEPXKIECHUE He BBI3BAJIO, KAXKETCH, HUKAKUX
IPHHIMIHAIBHBIX BO3PaXKEHUH, 0JHAKO OHO TECHO CBA33HO CO CIIOPHOM
npoGiieMoit CTEeNeHM NpOHNNAeMOCTH (WIH, HHAYe, YCTOHYMBOCTH)
CHUHTaKCHCa B CPABHEHHM C APYTHMH YPOBHSMH f3bIKa, O KOTOPOH peyb
OymeT unTu HEXE (B CBSA3M C AUCKYCCHEH O MOBEPXHOCTHOM M MIyOHHHOH
CTPYKTYpPax sI3bIKa).

B mocnemyromux OBYX pa3zielax Halero MOCKOBCKOIO JOKIada MBI
CTApaJIUCh Pa3IMYHTH HACTOSIIHE CHHTAKCHYECKHE Ipelu3Mbl U T.H.
MICEBAOTPELN3MBI, T.€. CHHTAKCHYECKHE SBJIECHWS, TONABUIHE B CTCIL,
npaBaa, K3 FPEYeCKOro, HO BOCXOJSAIINE K IPEBHEEBPEHCKOMY 1, OTYACTH,
apaMeiicKkoMy si3bIKaM. DTH TCEBAOT PEIIU3Mbl HJIM CEMHTH3MBI OOBACHS-
I0TCS, KaK H3BECTHO, ¥ BIMSAHHEM IIOJIHOTO CEMHTHU3MAaMH S3BbIKa Tpeve-
ckoro nepesoaa Betxoro 3asera (T.H. CenTyaraHra) Ha rpedecKuit moa-
JaaHuk HoBoro 3aBera, 0CoOOEHHO B IHOCJIOBHBIX LIMTAaTax M3 Berxoro
3aBeTa, W, C APYrofi CTOPOHBI, BO3ACHCTBHEM XHUBOM apaMelcKkoil peun
Ha rpeveckoe koiiHe HoBoro 3aBeTa, B 4acTHOCTM Ha sI3BIK TpeX
“cuHONITHYeCKHX eBaHremuil. Cpeld HACTOAIIUX FPEeHH3MOB CIEHYET,
OIIATH-TAKM, MPOBECTH TIpaHb MEXIy JUTEpPaTYPHBIMH Tpelu3MaMH,
NPOHMKIKMK B CTCI. TEKCT B pe3dyibTaTe Oojiee Wi MeHee pabckoro
OOApaXaHus yNoTPeOJeHUI0 W3BECTHOH (OPMBI WJIH KOHCTPYKUHH B
rpeYecKoM OPHTHMHAJIE, ¥, C APYTO# CTOPOHBI, TAKUMH I'PEHU3MaMH, HIIH,
cKopee, BU3aHTHHU3MAMH, MOSIBJIEHHE KOTOPHIX OOYCIIOBJICHO ABYS3bIY-
HO#t (Tpeko-ClaBsHCKOI) cpeloll, B KOTOPOH BO3HHKJIA JpeBHEHINas
CHaBAHCKAas MHCbMEHHOCTh., CEMHTH3MB! MaMSATHUKOB CTCJ. S3bIKa H,
0COOEHHO, NO3OHEHMIMX UEPKOBHOCIABAHCKMX (BOCTOYHOCIIABIHCKHX)
OubJIEHCKMX TNEPEeBOJOB TPHBIEKAOT B HacTofIllee BpeMs ocoboe
BHHMAaHHe WCCIeHoBaTeNicii; Cp. B YacTHOCTH HoBeinme paboThl
M. AnbT6ayaspa o gaHHOMY npeamMety.!* CHHTakCHYeCKe BH3AHTHHU3-
MBI CTCJI. f3bIKa OOCYXIaNuCh 32 IOCHEHee BpeMs YaCTO B CBS3H C

13 Cp. Sesl IV (1958), 244-246; Scsl VIII (1962), 119-120 (8 cHocke); CP 1, 128.

1 Cp. M. Altbauer, “O technice przekladowej Szymona Budnego”, Studia jezyko-
znawcze poswigcone ... S. Rospondowi (Bpounas, 1966), 85-96; ero xe cratba “O
niezauwaZzonym stowianskim dativus auctoris” (B medatn). CM, Takke HAIIX COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIHE PacCyX/ICHHS B CTaTbeé B MEYATAromeMcs cOOpHHke B 4ecTh b. O. V-
OerayHa.
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OEPBBIMH TIPOSIBIEHHSIMH T.H. 6ajKaHU3MOB B IOXHOCJIaBSTHCKHX
A3bIKax.1%

IIpuznaBas uenecooOpa3HOCTb pPa3NHYEHHAST HACTOSIIUX CHHTAKCH-
9eCKMX IPELlH3MOB B CTC]. fA3bIK€ M TICEBAOIPEHM3MOB, B TOM YHCIIE
ocobenno cemutnsMoB, M. Kypu, ogHako, He corjamiaercsi, BAIUMO, €
HaIIMM MHEHHEM, YTO YIOTpebyieHue HACTOSAIHNEr0 BPeMeHH nepdexTHB-
HBIX TJIATOJIOB B TOBEJHUTENLHOH (yHKUMH, T.e. BMECTO HMIlepaTHBA
(thn ne préljuby sstvorisi), ABAAETCA Kax pa3 MPHMEPOM TAKOTO CEMHUTH3-
Ma (TouHee, redbpamsma). Takum o6pazom, Kypn B npeHusx no Halemy
JOoKNany yTBepxkpaai, 6yaro “rakue KOHCTPYKIMM BIIOJHE BO3MOXHBI H
C TOYKM 3PCHHS CJIABSHCKOTO CHHTaKcuca”, 4TO Ha Haml B3TJL] MO
KpaifHe#t Mepe BeCbMa COMHHUTENBHO.1® BroceicTBHU YelICKMi y9eHbli
NBITAJICHA HECKOJIBKO CMATYAThL CBOE YTBEPXKIEHHE, HO €r0 COOTBETCTBYIO-
mas GopMmynrpoBka HaM He BmojiHe scHa.!” CoBceM Ipyroe neio,
KOHEYHO, YTO XOpOULIO H3BEeCTHOe cCliyyaiiHoe ymoTpebieHue ¢opM,
0603HaYaroONIKX, KaK npaBuiio, Oyayuiee BpeMs (HanpumMep, CIaBIHCKOIO
nepdeKTUBHOIO HpEe3eHCa) B CMBIC]IC TIOBEJIEHHS BO3MOXHO BO MHOIHX
a3pikax. OJHAaKo, TOYHOE OrPaHHUYEHHE IAHHOTO SBJEHHS B CTCI.
MaMATHAKaX BETXO3aBETHHIMH LIMTATAMH — B OTJIHYHE OT BBICKa3bl-
BaHUi, IPUOKCHIBaeMBbIX MUCYyCYy — CIIMLIKOM HOKa3aTeJbHO HJIf TOTO,
4TOOBI UM IpeHeOpeyb.

B ocranpHO# YacTH HAlMX OPEABIAYIIHX PACCYXISHHH O METOIHKE
BBIIEJIEHHS] CHHTAKCHYECKHX I'PELU3MOB B CTCII. A3BIKE MBI 0OCyXJai,
rnaBHBIM 06pa3oM, COBpeMEHHBIH KPH3UC B CaMOW METOIMKE CpaBHH-
TEJIbHO-UCTOPHYECKOTO H3Y4YEHHsS CHHTAKCHCA, T.€., IIPEeXAE BCEro, B

15 Cp. CP 1, 316-321; . Cennavek (J. Sedlacek), “CHMHTaKCHC CTapOCIaBAHCKOTO
sI3bIKA B cBeTe bankauucTukn”, Slavia, XXXII (1963), 385-394; H. Birnbaum, “Balkan-
slavisch und Siidslavisch. Zur Reichweite der Balkanismen im siidslavischen Sprach-
raum”, ZfBalk, 111 (1965), 12-63, ocobenno 31-38; cM. Taxxke B. Koneski, B. Vidoeski,
O. Jasar-Nasteva, Distribution des balkanismes en macédonien (Cxomne, 1966), 4.
18 Cp. IIpobaemvr, 266, v HaII OTBET mam e, 278. Cp., nanee, taxxke Hamm Unter-
suchungen zu den Zukunftsumschreibungen mit dem Infinitiv im Altkirchenslavischen
(CroxronsMm, 1958), 19 u Gubnuorpaduyeckue CCHINKM B NpuM. 32 Ha cTp. 284-285.
JlpeBHeyemckue GoOpMbI THnA nebijes, BCTpevarOmIUecH, TIIAaBHBIM 06pa3om, B He-
KOTOPBIX OHONEHCKHMX TEKCTAaX, HeJIb34, HA HALl B3[JIsLX, IPUBECTH B MOJIL3Y aBTOXTOH-
HOTO (CaBABCKOro) MPOUCXOKICHHUA TAHHOW KOHCTPYKIHH.

17 Cp. Hecaedosanus, 12, rae pedb HAET O IICEBAOrPELM3MaX-CEMUTH3MaX, C IpUM. 10
(B CHOCKE), Ile YKa3bIBAETCA HA TO, “Y4TO M 3[J€Ch — KaK B CIy4asix HACTOMIIMX
IrPenu3MOB — MOTYT OBITH PAa3HOTO pOAA CHNIBI BIMSHUS, M YTO M 37ICCh HYXHO
CYHTATBECA ¢ BO3MOXHOCTBIO IPOCTOrO YCHJIEHMS (BHOWMO TaK, BMECTO ONEYATKH,
I". B.) fiBNleHHs B CIABAHCKOM fA3BIKE JIETKO AONYCTMMOro (3TO BHAHO Ha MpHUMepe
BupuOayma wacroswero BpeMeHu nepd. INIarojioB B cMmeicine Oynywmero [sicl])”.
Tlocnenusas yacTh NPUBEAECHHOTO 31ECh 3aMEYAHUA HAM HEIOHATHA ; KAXKETCH, BMECTO
“Oynymero” HOJDKHO OBITH “MMIEpaTHBa” (MIH “MOBEIMTENBHOIO HAKIOHEHHA™).
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COBOKYIHOCTH IPHEMOB, IPUMEHAEMBIX K JaHHBIM APEBHHX SI3LIKOB, B
TOM YHCJIE CTCJ. S3bIKa, a TAKXKE APYTUX CIABIHCKHX A3BIKOB CTAPILIErO
neprona.l® BrocnencTBMM HaM TNPENCTaBWICS JHIIHUN Ciiy4ail mOpH-
CTYIHTh, HO Yyke OoJiee NETANBHO, K HENOCTATKAM COBPEMEHHOTO
CPaBHHTEJIBHO-HCTOPHYECKOTO H3YUEHMS CHHTAKCHCA CIIABIHCKHX A3BIKOB
B COOpHHKE OTBETOB Ha HAYYHYIO 2HKETY 10 moBoAy S-oro (coduiickoro)
Mexnyraapoasoro cee3ga ciaBuctoB B 1963 r.1? Ilocne oGcyxaeHus
OOLIMX MPHHIMIIOB METOMMKHA HCTOPHUYECKOTO CHHTAKCHCA MBI B JAllb-
HeilmeM oOpatwimck K OoJiee CHEIMABHBIM BONPOCAaM METOMMKH
BEIZIEJICHHSA CHHTAKCHYECKHX 3aAMCTBOBAHHIA, IPHYEM OTIIPABHOM TOYKOH
NOCJIYXUJIa HaM COAep)XaTesbHasi CTAThbA COBETCKOH JMHIrBHCTKA B. H.
Spuepoii o MeTomax BBbIOEJNCHHS 3aMMCTBOBAHHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB MpH
PEKOHCTPYKLHM CHHTAKCHCA $3BIKA-OCHOBBI pANa POACTBEHHBIX (HIIH
Jaxe OJM3KOPOICTBEHHbBIX, KAK, HAIIPUMED, CIaBAHCKHX) A3bikoB.2® He-
CMOTPS Ha TO, YTO METOJHYECKUE TIPUHIHUNLI S PLeBoif TOJILKO O0THACTH
M YCIIOBHO NPHMEHHMBI K BBIOEJICHHIO CHHTAKCHYECKHX IPENM3MOB B
CTCHI. A3BIKE€ M, CJIENOBATEIbHO, K PEKOHCTPYKIMM OPAaClaBIHCKOIO
CHHTaKCHYECKOT'O CTPOS, ee COOOPaXKeHHs TeEM He MeHee BECbMa ITOJIE€3HbL
sl o6CYXXOSHHA MeTOTUKY HHTEpEeCYIoLero Hac 31ech Bompoca. B atoit
CBA3M IPHATHO YHOMAHYTb, uTo B. H. Spnesa, npuHsBmas y4acTae B
MpEeHHAX N0 HalleMy MOCKOBCKOMY IOKJIaZy, Oblia, KaXeTcs, BHOOJIHE
corjlacHa C HAIIMMH OTOBOPKAMH OTHOCHTENLHO NPHMEHHMOCTH He-
KOTOPHIX €€ MOJIOXKEHHH K CHHTAKCHYECKUM JaHHBIM CTCII. A3bIKa.2!

2. Mo cux mop pevb LIIa TOJHKO B CaMbIX OOWIMX 4YepTax o mpend-
MOCBUIKaX M MeTOoJaX YCIEUIHOTO BHIAENICHHSA Pa3HOro poJa CHHTaKCH-
YECKHX IPELH3MOB B CTCJI. A3bIKE, TPHYEM MBI IBITAJIMCH PEIIOMUPOBATH
OCHOBHBIE HAIIIH [I0JIOXKEHH B TOM BHE, B KAKOM OHH ObL1H chopMynupo-
BaHbI HAMH B Joknajge 1958 r., a Takxe DJoGaBUTh HECKOJIBKO KOMMEH-
TapueB MO NOBONY HEKOTOPBIX OTYACTH KDHUTHYECCKHX 3aMeEYaHUH,
BBHI3BAHHBIX HAIMMM TOTJAIIHHMH CooOpakeHHsAMH. Bo3HHKaeT, oI-
HAKO, BONPOC, TOCTATOYHO JIH JJTS YCTAHOBJICHHS MHOA3BIYHBIX 06pa3loB
B CHHTAKCHYECKOM CTpO€ CTCJI. A3blKa OOHApPYXWUTHh JHINb T'PEHU3MBL
(BKarovas, mpasaa, ¥ ICeBAOTrpeHu3MbI-ceMHTH3MbI). He crnemyer mm

18 Cp. Scsl 1V (1958), 250-252; cp., nanee, u nawu Untersuchungen ..., 11-14.

¥ Cp.Co1, 8891.

®  Cp. Sesl IV (1958), 253-256; B. H. Sipuesa, “IIpobiema BbLOEJIOHUS 3aUMCTBO-
BaHHBIX 3/IEMEHTOB HPH PEKOHCTPYKIMM CPaBHUTEIIHO-HCTOPHYECKOIO CHHTAKCHCA
POACTBEHHBIX s3BIKOB”, BA (1956: 6), 3-14. Cm., manee, Taxxe Hamm Unter-
suchungen ..., 14.

2 Cwm. IIpobaemol, 263-264; cp., supoyeM, mam xce, 250-251.
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CUYMTAThCS C BO3MOXHBIM BIMSHUEM IPYTHX S3BIKOB HAa CTPYKTYDHbIE
Pa3HOBHAHOCTH CTCJN. mpemtoxeHua? Kak u3BecTHO, KpoMe NEPEBOIOB
C FPEYECKOro A3bIKa U HOBOJIGHO CKPOMHOM, Ha/TO CKa3aTh, OPUTHHAJIb-
HOW THMCbMEHHOCTH Ha CTCJI. fA3BIKE, IIPUIOEPKHUBAFOLICHCS, MEXOY
TIpOYMM, CTHITMCTHYECKHX U CUHTAKCH4YeCKMX 00pa3noB COBpeMeHHOH eit
BU3AHTHICKON MMTEPATYPbI, HEKOTOPBIE AOLIENIUNE IO HAC CTCI. TEKCTHI
WJIH, TOYHee, OTPBHIBKA H ONpEeHEJICHHbIE OTPE3KH TEKCTOB ABJIAIOTCSA
TIEPEBOJIAMH HE C IPEYECKOTO, a C JIATBIHU, & TAKXKE C APEeBHEBEPXHEHEMEN-
Koro. OTH NaMATHAKA TPHHAIJIEXXAaT CaMOMy JpeBHellieMy, T.e.
MOPABCKO-IIAHHOHCKOMY, NIEPHONY CTCJ. IMHACbMEHHOCTH. MBI umMeeM B
BHAY, Npexnae Bcero, KueBckue JUCTKH, BOCXOASAIIHNE, KaK H3BECTHO, K
JATHHCKOMY HOJJIMHHHUKY;?? majiee, HeKoTOpble oTaenbl CHHAHWCKOIO
TpeOHUKa, MepeBeAeHbl C APEBHEBEPXHEHEMEIKOTO U, Ka)XeTcs, JaTHH-
CKOTO S3BIKOB,2® He TOBOPs yXe 0 OPel3HHIeHCKUX OTPBIBKAX, YACTHIHO
(®peiiz. I u III) nmepeBencHBIXx ¢ OpeBHEBEPXHEHEMELKOTO, YaCTHYHO
(Dpeitz. II), BeposATHO, OTPAXKAIOIIMX APEBHUH CTCI., UMEHHO IJIaroJig-
4yeCKdH, NOIJMHHUK, NIPHYEM IPHHAIJIEKHOCTh JAHHOIO NAMSATHUKA B
LeJIOM K KpYI'y TeKCTOB COOCTBEHHO CTCI., HJaXke B ILIHpPOKOM (T.e.
BHIXOIAIIEM 32 paMKH MakeZOHO-DoJrapckoro s3sIKOBOTO THIA)
CMBICJTE, HE SBJIACTCA elle BIOJIHE HEeOCHOPUMOIi;24 a TakkKe HEKOTOpbIe
apyrue. OpHaxko, HECMOTPSA Ha HaJIMYHE OTIPE/IEIEHHBIX CHHTAKCHYECKHX

JIJATUHU3MOB U TI€pMaHU3MOB B YIOMSHYTHIX HMCTOYHHKAX JpeBHE-
22 Cp. HOCNeAHIO MOMBITKY PEKOHCTPYKUHMM JATHHCKOro opuruHana Kuesckux
JIMCTKOB B npuioxeHun k cratbe K. I'ambepa B ¢6. Cyrillo-Methodiana. Zur Frith-
geschichte des Christentums bei den Slaven (Kenpu-I'pau, 1964), 367-371.

23 Tax, OUpeHeNIeHHO, JUI. 72a-73a, BOCXOASANIME K APEBHEBEPXHEHEMELKOMY MCTOY-
HUKY, ¥ JUI. 102a-1056, cooTBeTCTBYIOUIME, BO3MOXHO, JATHHCKOMY ODMIHHAIY, &
TakXke, MOXET ObITh, HEKOTOPBIE Apyrue pasaenbsl Curalckoro TpebHMKa (MCTOUHHKH
KOTOPBIX €lile He HAUIEHHI); Cp. B H3NaHMAX 3Toro naMatuuka: J. Fréek, Euchologium
Sinaiticum (Suite). Texte slave avec sources grecques et traduction frangaise (Ilapux,
1939) (= Patr. Orient., XXV, 3), 498-503, 587-596; R. Nahtigal, Euchologium
Sinaiticum. Starocerkvenoslovanski glagolski spomenik, u. 11 (JIrobnsua, 1942), 208-216,
319-330.

24 OTHOCHTEJIBHO f3bIK2 M MPOUCXOXACHUN (OPEeH3MHICHCKMX OTPHIBKOB CM., [JIaB-
HbIM 06pa3om, A. V. Isalenko, Jazyk a pévod Frizinskych Pamiatok (Sprache und
Herkunft der Freisinger Denkmdler) (BpaTucnasa, 1943); 1isi peKOHCTPYKIHH NPEBHE-
BEPXHOHEMELKAX MOMIHHHUKOB OTPhIBKOB ®peifs. I u Ppeirs. 111, cp. cTp. 19-22, nns
TIONBITKM BOCCTAHOBJICHHs IJIArOJM4eCKOro OpuruHana orpbiska ®peis. 11 (Adhor-
tatio), cp. cTp. 73-78; O CHHTaKCHCe HAHHOIO MAMATHHMKA CM. mam dce, 31-39. Cm.
Tenepb Takxe A. Vaillant, 360pnux 3a gua. u aunze., IX (1966), 9 (B crathe “Le vieux
slave occidental”). C apyroi CTOPOHBI, 3aC/IyKHBAET BHUMAHHUS, YTO, HANP., KPYIHBIHA
coBeTckui cnaBuct A. M. CermineB OpHIEPKHBAICA MHEHHA, YTO '‘COXPaHMBILHECS
TPH CIOBUHCKHMX TeKcTa B PPeH3HHISHCKOI TaTHHCKOM pykonucH KoHua X-Havana X1
B. HE HAXOIMJIMCh B CBA3H C A3bIKOM CTAPOC/IABAHCKUX MAMATHHKOB” ; cp. ero Cmapo-
caaganckuii azoik, 4. I (Mocksa, 1951), 81.
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CJIABAHCKOM NHUCHbMEHHOCTH, Mbl CKJIOHSEMCS K MHEHHIO, YTO HENb3s
TFOBOPHTh O HACTOSIUIMX CHHTAKCUYECKUX 3aMMCTBOBAHHMAX, NPOHMKIIHX
B CTCH. S3BIK B IICJIOM M3 JIaTHHCKOTO WJIM JpEeBHEBEPXHEHEMEUKOIO
A3p1k0oB. TakuMm o6pa3om, mei Broane cxomumcs ¢ S. Bayspom, co-
TJIACHO KOTOPOMY “JIaThIHb He MOTJIa BMeTb GoJiee IiyGOKOro BIMSHUS
Ha ynoTpebJieHHe CTCI. CHHTAKCHYECKHX CPEeACTB W, B KpaWHeEM ciyyae,
DOCTYXHa JIMIIb TOJNYKOM K BBIOOPY HOIXOISHIMX, CAMOCTOSATENBHO
peann30BaHHBIX KOHCTPYKIHIA.”2% ITpHOIN3HTENBEHO TOXE CAMOE MOXHO,
BIIPOYEeM, CKa3aThb HE TOJBLKO O HE3HAYMTENbHBIX FepMaHU3MaX, HO H O
MCEBIOTPELM3MAX-CEMUTH3MAX, TaK M HE BOIUEAHNIHX B COOCTBEHHO
CHHTAKCHYECKUil CTPOif (TJIyOUHHYIO CTPYKTYPY) CTCI. A3BIKA (CM. HHXE).

Hawnny4muM 1oka3aTeabCTBOM YYXKIOCTH M HECBOMCTBEHHOCTH JIaTH-
HM3MOB, T€PMAHHM3MOB U CEMHTH3MOB COOGCTBEHHO CHHTAKCHYECKOMY
CTPOYO CTCJL. SI3bIKA ABJISAECTCSA, HOXKAIYH, TOT (hakT, YTO X, HO-BHIAAMOMY,
HeNb3s OOHAPYXKHUTH KaK pa3 BHE Te€X CTCI. TEKCTOB, KOTOPHIE HENOCPEI-
CTBEHHO TEpeBelieHb! C JATHHCKOTO WIH ApPeBHEBEPXHEHEMEIXOro WJIH,
B Ciyyae IICEBIOTPEUH3MOB-CEMATH3MOB, BHEe LHUTAaTOB W3 Berxoro
3aBEeTa, CBA3aHHBIX, INYCTb OINOCPENOBAHHO, € COOTBETCTBYIOLIMMH
CEMHMTCKUMH TNOJJIMHHMKaMH. UTo KacaeTcs, C APyrod CTOPOHBI, Ha-
CTOSIILIMX T'PEM3MOB, T.€. IUTePaTYPHbIX SBJICHUH, 3aHMCTBOBAHHBIX U3
rpevYecKkoro KOWHe, W KHUBBIX BH3AHTHHH3MOB, TO MX MOXHO BCTPETHTH
HE TOJIbKO B CTCJI. TIAMATHUKAX, MEPEBEIEHBIX C Tpeveckoro (rue Hx,
pa3yMmeercsi, 0COBEHHO MHOI0), HO TaKKe U B OPUTUHAJIBHBIX IPOU3-
BeIEHMSX CTCJI. MHCBMEHHOCTH, KaKMMH MBI CYUHTaeM, HalpuMep, T.H.
nansoHckue Kutns ceB. KoHcrantuna u Medomus, u, Do M3BECTHOM
CTENeHH, MO-BUAMMOMY, JaXXe B HEMHOIOYMCJIEHHBIX CTCJ. MEpeBOAax
C Ipyrux sA3bIKOB 4eM Tpeveckuil.2® Taxum o6pazom, Bompoc 06 HHOS-
3bIYHBIX CHHTAaKCHYECKUX oOpaslax M MOIENsX, MPOHMUKIHUX B CTPOH
CTCJI. 513bIKA, M, CJIE0BATEIIEHO, BOIPOC O BO3MOXXHOCTH BOCCTAHOBJIEHUSA
o0uIecTaBAHCKOTO HACHEIUs, KAK OHO, XOTA OBl B CKPBITOM WM CMENIaH-
HOM BW/IE, COXPAHWJIOCh B CTPYKTYPHbIX Pa3sHOBHAHOCTSAX CTCJ. Ipen-

% Cp. ¢6. Ceskoslovenské predndsky pro IV. Mezindrodni sjezd slavisti v Moskvé
(TIpara, 1958), 82-83 (8 moknane . Bayapa, “Vliv fectiny a latiny na vyvoj syntaktické
stavby slovanskych jazykt™).

2 Cp. HalOM 3aMevYaHus O NOTEHUHALHO 0coO0M 3HayeHun KHeBCKHMX IMCTKOB (B
ciyyae OOHApYy)XEHMS B HHX CHMHTaKCHYCCKUX rperusmos), Scsl IV (1958), 243-244.
O cunrakcuce Xutus cB. Medoaus cp. mainy cratsio “Zur Sprache der Methodvita”,
Cyrillo-Methodiana, 329-361; 06 OpMrMHAJIPHOCTH HA3BAHHOTO NaMsATHHKa (POTHB
mHerus P. Tominuua u np., 6yaro Kutue Medonus saBnserca nepeBogOM rpe4eckoro
OPHIMHANIA) B K OOBSCHEHHIO HAJIMYAA B HEM ()Pa3eOIOTHYECKAX M CHHTAKCHYECKHX
TPEIM3MOB CM. B YaCTHOCTH CTp. 330-332 u 360.
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JIOXEHHs, CBONUTCS, HA caMOM Jiejie, K BO3MOXHO Oonec 4eTKOMY
BHIJIEJIEHHIO HACTOSILIUX CHHTAKCHYECKMX IDEU3MOB B CICJ. SA3BIKE.
OmuuM M3 TPHEMOB, YCJIOBHO MPUMEHHMBIX K TaKOMY BBIJICNICHHUIO, 33
nocyeaHee BpeMs 0Ka3aaocs TpebyeMoe COBPEMEHHOH JIMHT BUCTHYECKOH
TeopHeif cTporoe pasrpaHuueHHe MeXAy T.H. HIOBEPXHOCTHOMH M IiiyOMH-
HOM (JIH Jaxe, KaK MbI IPeANOYUTAEM I0JIaraTh, HECKOJbKHMH IJIyOHH-
HBIMH) CTPYKTYpaMH g3bIKa. B 3Toif CBSI3M HANO, OJHAKO, HE YIYCKaTh
U3 BHIY, YTO HEBO3MOXHOCTb HENOCPERCTBEHHOM, TOJIHOM HHTYUTHBHOMN
npoBepkl ¢axkToB, B TOM YHCIe BCEX MBICTUMBIX TpaHchopManui,
CTCN., XKaK “MepTBOro”, f3blka CHUIBLHO OIDAHHYMUBACT IPUMEHHMOCTH
JaHHoro moaxoja (cM. moapobHee Huxe).2?

3. Tlpm M3yyYeHUW CHHTAKCHYECKHX CTPYKTyp JIFOOOro f3BIKa IEeNeco-
06pa3Ho HCXOAMTh W3 NPEIJIONEHUS — IPOCTOrO, OCIOXHEHHOIO H
(COYMHUTENLHO, KaK M MOAYMHHMTEILHO) CIOXHOTO — Kak OCHOBHOM
€MHMIBI TUHTBHCTHYECKOro aHamm3a. Kak Mbl mocrapaeMcsi MOKa3aTh
HHXe, C crelMpHIecKoi LETbI0 PEKOMEHAYETCs JaXe He MCXOAUTh H3
TIPE/ITIOKEHHS KaK TaKOBOTO, a CKOpee W3 COBOKYNHOCTH NpaBWI, IIPH
TOMOIIIM KOTOPBIX HOPOXIAIOTCS pasHoro poaa mnpemioxkeHus. C
OpYro#l CTOpPOHBI, MBI He pa3feisieM MHEHHE TeX Y4eHBIX, KOTOpble
CUUTAIOT, YTO MOPOKAAIOIIAS MOJEb SA3bIKAa JOJIKHA ObITh € JUHCTBEHHO
JONYCTHMBIM MOAXOIOM K H3y4YeHHIO cUHTakcuca. Tpu (wid, eciu
YIrOIHO, YEeTHIPE) HA3BAaHHHIX IJIABHBIX PAa3sHOBHIHOCTH CTCJ. Npeajo-
XKEHHS HE HYXIAIOTCA 3Jech B OajbHelllleM ompeneieHuu, MO0 OHHU
oOLIeNpHUHATEI, B OCOOEHHOCTH B CIAaBSHCKOM s3bIko3HaHMM. Bce ke,
IOCTOMHO, KaXeTcs, YIIOMHUHaHHUs, YTO MpeLJIOKEHHe OCJI0XKHEHHOE T.H.
060co0yeHHbIMU 0O0opoTaMH (kKak, HalpuMep, HATEeIbHBIM CaMOCTOS-
TEJIbHBIM ¥ APYTUMH NMPHYACTHHIMH KOHCTPYKIMSIMH, a TaKXe pa3HOro
poAa MHOUHUTHUBHBIMU CJIOBOCOYETAHHSMHM) B CTCJ. A3BIKE BecbMa
XOpOLIO NPEACTABIEHO, YTO B 3HAYUTENbHON Mepe OOBsCHACTCS BIUA-
HHEM I'peYecKHX 00pa3ioB, NpAYeM UCTIONb3YIOTCH, pasymeeTcs, Mopdo-
JIOTHYECKUE CPEACTBa, WMEIOIUMECH B PACHOPSIXEHHUM CaMoOro CrICI.

% JIpo6GneMa MHTYHTHBHOW TIPOBEPKH CBOIOHUTCS, B OCHOBHOM, K BOIPOCY O TpaM-
MaTRYECKON NMPAaBWILHOCTH MW HENPaBWILHOCTH, a Takike O Da3NMYHBIX CTEMEHIX
OpPAaBUIBLHOCTH KaK 3aCBUIETENBCTBOBRHHBIX, TaK M IOTEHLMAJIBHO OOIMYCTHMBIX
CHHTaKCHYECKHX CTPYKTYD “MepTBOro” s3blka. BbIMECKa3aHHOE O HEBO3MOXHOCTH
MHTYUTMBHOM TPOBEPKH CTC]. GAKTOB He cielyeT, ONHAKO, MOHMMAaTh, Kax OynTo
HMHTYMTHBHAsI MHTEPIPETAUMsA CTPYKTYDHBIX Da3BHOBHIOHOCTEH CTCH. fA3BIKa COBEp-
HIEHHO MCKMIOYeHa. DTO, KOHEYHO, He TaK; €CTh, HAOOOPOT, MHOTHE CIIyYan, I'Ie MbI C
YBEDEHHOCTBIO MOJMEM OIPENENUTh, NPABUIIbHA JIH HAHHAA KOHCTPYKHHS C TOYKH
3peHHA CTCI. CHHTAKCHCA.
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a3b1ka.28 YcIoBHYIO MONb3y HPHMEHEHUS HOBOTO TPaHC(HOPMALUOHHO-
reHepaTHBHOIO MOJAXola K IpobieMe BHIOEIICHUS HIM, TOYHEE, pasiu-
4YeHHs pa3HOro ponxa (pasHo# “riIyOHHEI”) CHHTAKCHYECKHX TDENHU3MOB
MBI ONBITAEMCA NPOJEMOHCTPHPOBATh HA NMPHMeEpPEe MMEHHO 3THX T.H.
060c06ICHHBIX 0B60POTOB CTCA. A3BIKA, CHEAYA B 3TOM OTHOLICHHHM, B
3HaYHTENIbHOM Mepe, 3a HaOMIoNeHIMHA U cooOpaxeHus MU P. Pyxuyxu
(cM. HEXE).

3.1. HauneMm c mpocToro mpeUIokeHus. B goxmane, mpeacTaBICHHOM
Ha cuMmmo3uyme B 1966 r., cocrosBuleMcd B r. bpHo B mocBsAmEHHOM
BONPOCAM CTPYKTYPHBIX THUIIOB CIIABSIHCKOI'O NPEJIOKEHHS U WX PA3BH-~
Tus, Y. Baprynms, xapakTepuzys B OOMMX 4YepTax M KiacCHQUIHUPYS
CHHTArMaTHYecKHe CTPYKTYPH (T.e. CJOBOCOYETaHHUs: MOJJjexailee —
cKasyeMoe, COYeTaHHA APYIHX 4JICHOB NPEMJIOKEHHS U T.H.), BXOASLIHAE
B COCTaB UPOCTOr0 TPEIVIOKEHHS B CTCI. A3BIKe,2° HmpUINeN K 3aKiIo-
YEHHIO0, YTO HaGOP OCHOBHBIX CTPYKTYP NPOCTOI'O MPEIJIOKEHHS, KAK OHO

28 TIpHYaCTHHIM KORCTPYKUHAM CTCH. A3BIKA H UX OTHOIIECHHIO K IPEYECKHM COOTBET-
CTBHSM IIOCBAIGHO [IBa HCAABHMX COCHMalbHBIX HcciemoBanus: R. Veferka, Syntax
aktivnich participii v staroslovénstiné (IIpara, 1961) u R. RiZicka, Das syntaktische
System der altslavischen Partizipien und sein Verhdltnis zum Griechischen (bepmwH,
1963); cp. Takxe cratbio P. Pyxuaxu, “Struktur und Echtheit des altslavischen dativus
absolutus”, ZfS/, VI (1961), 588-596. O TpanchopMaLHOHHO-TeHEPATHBHOM IOAXOAE
K MHGUMHMTHUBHBIM INPEJHKATHMBHBIM CJIOBOCOYETAHHSM CTCJ. A3BIKA (BHHMTENbHBIH
WIOC WHGHHUTHE W NATENbHBIA IUIIOC HHQUHHTUB), OOCyXAaeMbiM Pyxuuxoi,
CM. HHXe.

*  Cp. Cz. Bartula, “Uwagi o zasobie struktur zdania pojedynczego w jezyku staro-
cerkiewno-stowianskim (Przyczynek do skladni prastowiafiskiej i sktadni poréwnaw-
czej jezykow stowianskich)” B c6. Strukturni typy slovanské véty a jejich vyvoj. Materidly
pro syntaktické symposium, Brno 19-23.X. 1966 (bpxo, 1966), 11 cTp., mpenBapuTeIbHOE
w3nanue. KpaTkuil oyepk DOCTPOEHMSI IPOCTOrO MPEMJIOKEHUS B CICI. A3BIKE HaH
Baptyne#i takxe B mocobuu mo crei. A3biky; cM. T. Lehr-Splawinski, Cz. Bartula,
Zarys gramatyki jezyka staro-cerkiewno-slowiariskiego na tle poréwnawczym, 4-oe u3n.
(Bpownas-Kpaxkos, 1959), 102-122. Crcn. cnoBocodeTanus, 0003HAYAIOUIME CHHTAr-
MaTHYECKYIO CBfi3b yNpaBieHHs, OBUIM HCCEAOBAHbI TeM X€ y4YeHbIM B 0CO0OM
monorpabuu Zwiqzki czasownika z dopelnieniem w najstarszych zabytkach jezyka
staro-cerkiewno-siowianskiego (Bpounas-Bapmaga-Kpakos, 1964); Ta ke camas
npobneMaTuka Gblia H3y4YeHa IOYTH OTHOBPEMEHHO, XOTH C HECKOJIbKO HHBIM HO-
X0I0M, ¥ APYTHM CIEIHMATHCTOM IO CTCH. CHHTAKCHCY; cp. A. Sjoberg, Synonymous
Use of Synthetical and Analytical Rection in Old Church Slavonic Verbs (Croxronsm-
I'eteGopr-Yocana, 1964). O npeaHKaTHUBHBIX CJIOBOCOYECTAHMAX-NPEIUIONKECHAAX C
HMEHHBIM HJIN CBS30MHO-HMEHHLIM CKa3yeMBIM B CTCH. A3bIKE CP., CpPeld HOBeKIIX
pabort, ctateio P. Beuepxn, “K problematice vét s jmennym a sponové jmennym
pfisudkem v staroslovén$ting” B BhIIEYIOMAHYTOM COOpHHKe mOKaamoB (BpHO,
1966). 3nech, KOHEYHO, HEYMECTHO NEPETHCIATH LENbI Pl APYTHX LEHHBIX paboT
0O BOOPOCAaM CHHTAKCHYECKAX (yHKIMHA M CeMaHTHYECKHX OTTEHKOB OTHENbHBIX
MOPGOIIOTHYECKHX KATErOpHMi M 4acTedl peyH, Mo mpoblieMaM NOCTPOEHHS OCOOBIX
CHHTarM B PaMKaX NPOCTOrO MPEIOKEHUs CTCI. A3bIKa ¥ T.M., BHILIGAWIHX B CBET 3a
HCTEKIIHE TOAbI.
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TIPEICTaBICHO COOTBETCTBYFOUIMMH CHHTAKCHYECKAMHU Pa3HOBHIHOCTSIMA
3aCBHIETEILCTBOBAHHBIMH CTCJI. #3BIKOM, OoJiee WM MEHEee TOYHO
OTpaXaeT COCTOSHHE BO3MOXHBIX THIOB MPOCTOTO IIPeJIOKEHHS
MO3[HETO TEPHOJA NPACHaBAHCKOW (WM oOwwecTaBsHCKOH) INOXH,
npuYeM, B YACTHOCTH, OCTAETCS ONPEHEUTH apXau3Mbl, COXpaHEHHBIE
JIMUIb CTCJI. CHMHTAKCHYECKHMM CTPOEM, HJIM, HaoOOpOT, B HM3BECTHBIX
CIIy4asx, COXPaHUBIIMECH B APYTUX APEBHECIABIHCKUX S3BIKAX (TJIABHBIM
06pa3oM, B APEBHEPYCCKOM, NPEBHEYCIICKOM HJIM PEHBEMOJILCKOM), HO
CIy4yalHO WM 3aKOHOMEDHO YTpaueHHble S3BIKOM CTCI. TEKCTOB.
Hanee, cnenyet oNpeneMTb UMEHHO TaKue, BCTPEYAIOIIMecs B paMKax
CTCJ. TPOCTOTO TIPENJIOKEHHUS CTPYKTYPHl, KOTODBIE XapaKTepHBI
TMIPEHMYLLIECTBEHHO JJIA HOXHOCHABSHCKUX S3BIKOB, T.e. OTPaXarwT
M3BeCTHOE 0co0oe pa3BuUTHe OOILET0 CHHTAKCHYeCKOTo CTposl Iipa-
CJIABSHCKOM 53MOXH, HO He 006s3aTesibHO OOYCIOBJICHBI OOLUMMH TEH-
JCHIMSMH TMO31HEHINero pa3BuTHs OasKaHCKUX (B y3KOM, JIMHTBHCTH-
YEeCKOM CMBICJIE) SI3BIKOB, B TOM YHCJIE OOArapckoro # MakeIOHCKOro, O
KOTOPOM HUIZ pevb BBHUE, U T.1. BapTysns B cBoeM ouepKe, HMEIOILEM
JIYIUb MPEABAPHTELHBIN XapakTep, BMOJIHE OTHAET cede OTYET B TOM,
410 ero obmue HabmroaeHust U coobpaxeHus HyXIaloTCAd B JaJIbHCAIINX
YTOYHEHHAX, HOMOJHEHHAX W, MO BCEH BEPOATHOCTH, MOAU(DUKALUAX.
Tem He MeHee, IPaBUJILHOCTH IJIABHOTO €T0 BHIBOJA 00 001eM coBmae-
HHY COCTaBa OCHOBHBIX CTPYKTYPHBIX Pa3HOBHAHOCTEH NPOCTOrO Npen-
JIOWEHHUS CTCIH. 5A3bIKA C COOTBETCTBYIOLMM OOIIIeCIIaBIHCKHM COCTABOM
CHHTAKCHYECKHX CTPYKTYP [TO3XHETPACIABSIHCKOIO MEPHOAa KAXKETCH HaM
BHE BCSKOTO COMHEHHS, TaK KaK 3TOT BBIBOJ| NOTBEPXIACTCHA CPABHEHHEM
C 3aCBHAETEILCTBOBAHHBIMH PA3HOBHIHOCTAMM CTPYKTYp IPOCTOrO
TIPEAIOKEHWS] APYTUX APEBHUX CJIABIHCKHX SI3BIKOB, B TOM 4HCIE, B
YACTHOCTH, W MAPEBHEPYCCKOrO IIOMIHHHOTO (BOCTOYHOCIABSHCKOIO)
Tuna.3® OcoleHHO BaXHBIMH IS oOOCYXOaeMoil 3aech NpoOJieMbl
SIBJIAIOTCS, HAa Hall B3IJsd, 3aKIIOYUTEIbHBIE 3aMEYaHUsA I[OJIbCKOTO
YYEHOrO IO JAHHOMY BOIIPOCY, KOTOpbIe MBI, NO3TOMY, LUHUTHPYEM
JIOCJOBHO

30 Kpome cconku Ha kuury T. 1. JlomreBa, Ouepku no ucmopuyeckomy curmaxcucy
pycckozo azwka (Mockpa, 1956) — cp. npuMm. 5 B craTthe bapTynd — NOJABCKHHE
Yy4YeHBI MOTr Obl HaiiTH ropasgo Gosnee yOeauTeNnbHbI MaTepyall, MOTBEPKIAIOLIMA

ero HaONIOOEeHUs O “‘3aCBUACTENLCTBOBAHMH NPEACTABICHHbIX (B crCil. s3bike, I.B.)

THIIOB H Pa3HOBMOHOCTEN ClIoBOCOYETAHMM” (CP. CTP. 7 IPEABAPUTENLHOIO U3JAHHUA)
B NaMATHHKAaX OPYIHX HPEBHECIAaBAHCKMX f3bIKOB, B TOM 4YHCIIe OCOOEHHO IpEBHE-
pycckux, obparupmuce k paboram B. Y. BopkoBckoro, B 4acTHocTH K 1-oMy TOMY
ero Cunmaxcuca OpesHepycckux 2pamom (cp. npuM. 12 Beluie), B KOTOPOM Kak pa3
TPAaKTyeTCA O HPOCTOM NPEOJIOKEHHHM UCKOHHO APEBHEPYCCKOro (ApeBHEBOCTOYHO-

CJlaBﬂHCKOI'O) A3bIKa, €ro WICHaX H CIOBOCOYETAHHUAX.
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Wydaje si¢, ze w obrebie zdania pojedynczego wyraznych struktur obcych i
struktur sztucznych, nie majacych oparcia w systemie stowianskim, nie wiele
si¢ znajdzie. — Czesto podkresla sie stusznie stylizowany charakter jezyka scs.,
wzorowanego na tekstach greckich. Fakt ten jednak nie powinien odstraszaé
od podejmowania prob analizy jezykoznawczej podstawowego systemu
stlowianskiego, zawartego w tym jezyku. Spod bogatej szaty artystycznego
przekladu pelnego synonimicznych s$rodkow stylistycznych mozna i nalezy
wydoby¢ to, co jest podstawowa struktura jezykowa, w tym takze struktura
syntaktyczna.!

Mpl, pazymeercsi, He JOJDKHBI OCOOEHHO YIMBISTBLCS TOMY, YTO CpeId
MHOTOYHCJICHHBIX, B OOIEM, CHHTAKCHYECKUX I'PELIM3MOB B CTCJI. SI3BIKE
YHCHO TEX, KOTOpbIe NPHUXOIATCA HA OO MPOCTOro MPEIJIOXEHUS,
IOBOJBHO OorpaHMueHO. TeM He MeHee, CYILIECTBYIOT, KaK M3BECTHO, U
TaKye I'PElM3MBl: BIIPOYEM, MBI NBITAJIUCH 3TO OTYACTH IOKA3aTh elle
B HallleM MOCKOBCKOM JOKJane, a Takxe B Tpyle o ¢hopMax onmucaTeNb-
HOTO OyIyIHero B CTCIl. sI3bIKE M B HEKOTOPBIX APYruX Haimux paborax.’?
Croda Mbl JJOJKHBI OTHECTH, NIPEXJIE BCETO, IMONBITKU BbIPA3HTD CIIABSH-
SKHMH S3BIKOBBIMH CPEJICTBAMU U3BECTHbIE (PYHKIMHU, IPUCYILHE COOTBET-
CTBYIOHIMM (popMaM H KOHCTPYKIMSIM Ipedyeckoro opurusHaia. [Ipume-
paMH TakuX “GyHKIHMOHAJBHBIX I'PELIU3MOB MOTYT CIIYXKHUTb yIIOMAHYTOE
HaMM paHee yHnoTpeOyieHHe mNepdeKTHBHOro mpe3eHca B (QyHKIMH
HMIlepaTUBa, YHOTOpesieHue GopMbl MECTOMMEHHS iZe (KaK NMpaBWIo, B
topMe cpenHero pona: jefe) c HHQUHUTHBOM B NOApakKaHue BO3MOXHOU
B IPEYECKOM S3bIKe CyOCTAHTHBAILMH IYTEM COYETAHHUS ONMpeeSIeHHOrO
YJieHa ¢ UH(UHUTUBOM,?? pa3HOro pola omucaTeabHbIe POpMbI BpeMeH
u crnocoboB JneicrBus (HampuMmep, NOJYIPaMMAaTHKaIH3UPOBAHHOE
ynotpebsieHre nepudpa3s ¢ BCoMoraTelbHBIMH TJIarojaMu U HHQUHU-
THBOM Uit o0o3HaueHuss Oynyluero BpEMEHM pAa3HBIX MOMAIbHBIX
OTTEHKOB, @ TaKXe I Nepelaqyyd OTTeHKa HayMHATeJbHOro HEHCTBHUS;
CBS30YHBlE KOHCTPYKIUH € NPUYACTHAMHE U JaxKe OTIJIArOJIbHBIMU MPH-
JIAaTaTeJIbHBIMU [JIA BBIPAXKEHUA MPOIOJIKUTENBHOIO NeHCTBUSA M T.II.),
ynoTpebeHre MHOXECTBEHHOI'O 4ucia (Hapsay ¢ €IMHCTBEHHBIM) He-

31 Cp. yka3. cou. (ctp. 10 npeaBapuUTENBHOTO H3NAHHUSL).

32 Kpome IUTHPOBaHHBIX YXe paboT cp. Takke Haum crathu “Zum analytischen
Ausdruck der Zukunft im Altkirchenslavischen”, ZfsiPh, XXV (1956), 1-7 (0 code-
TaHUAX TUNA bodp C NpUYACTHEM WIM OTIJIATOJBHBIM MPHIATaTeNIbHbIM); “Zum
periphrastischen Futurum im Gotischen und Altkirchenslavischen”, Byszl, XVIII
(1957), 77-81.

33 Kpome paHee mpuBeIeHHBIX HaMM npumepos (cMm. Scs! IV, 1958, 245) cp., Hamp.,
Mk. 9, 10 éoto jests jeZe iz mrotvyxe veskrosnpti = i 86TV 10 £k VEKpAY GvaoTtiival;
Mk. 12, 33 i jeZe ljubiti = xai 10 dyondv.



