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T'ocnoods cowen nocmompems Ha 20p00 U 6AWIHIO, KOMOPble CMPOUNU H00U, U cKazai. — Bee modu —
O0OUH HAPOO U Y HUX OOUH A3bIK, B0 OHU U 3amesiu maxKoe; menepv He 6yoem O/ HUX HUYe2o0
Heso3modcHoz2o. Colloem dce u cmeuaem UM A3blK, Ymodbl OHU hepecmanu NOHUMamsy opye opyea.

U T'ocnoos paccesn ux ommyoa no ecemy c8emy, u OHU Nepecmani Cmpoums mom 20poo. Bom
nouemy oH Ovil1 Hazgan Basunon — 6edv I'ocnodv cmewian mam a3vlk 6ce2o Mupa.

- bBoitug, 11, 5-9

And the Lord came down to see the city and the tower, which the children of men builded. And the
Lord said, Behold, the people is one, and they have all one language; and this they begin to do: and
now nothing will be restrained from them, which they have imagined to do. Go to, let us go down, and
there confound their language, that they may not understand one another’s speech.

So the Lord scattered them abroad from thence upon the face of all the earth: and they left off to build
the city. Therefore is the name of it called Babel; because the Lord did there confound the language of
all the earth: and from thence did the Lord scatter them abroad upon the face of all the earth.

- Genesis, 11, 5-9
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0.1. Introduction

For centuries, scholars have wondered where the great diversity between the various languages in the
world originated from. As early as the beginning of our era, people wondered why, for example,
people in Rome spoke in a different language from the people who lived in Athens or contemporary
Germany. Various explanations were made up, including mythological ones, like the story about the
Tower of Babel that claimed mankind had attempted to build their way into heaven and doing so
forced their god to stop their attempts by creating various tongues, grinding the communication
between various peoples to a halt.

As times went by and Renaissance and Enlightenment swooped through Europe scientific thought
emerged and was firmly established in society. Still, the question remained: where did all existing
languages come from and why were some languages comparable and mutually intelligible while
others differed as much as day and night. New theories emerged, though one can often question their
scientific nature and credibility. An example of these new theories is the 16" century theory proposed
by Goropius, who claimed to have found evidence that Dutch was directly derived from the language
that people spoke before the construction of the Tower of Babel.

With the advent of historical-comparative linguistics — a study that originated in the study of ancient
texts (philology) — in the late 18™ century when linguists such as Sir William Jones introduced the
hypothesis that Sanskrit, Latin and Greek might be related due to similarities in grammar and
vocabulary®, linguists were given tools by means of the concept of sound laws to more thoroughly
investigate the origins of human language.

It was at this point that linguists started to thoroughly unravel the origins of contemporary and already
extinct languages and that multiple theories on the evolution of language appeared. Likewise, a great
deal of theories on the origins of the three closely related East-Slavic languages — Russian, Belarusian
and Ukrainian — appeared. The first ones were formulated by linguists such as Aleksej Saxmatov in
the 19™ century and all throughout the 20" century up to this day various theories have been published.
The fact that these theories show common ground as well as points in which they greatly vary from
one another opens up the possibility of studying these theories, comparing them and then conducting
new research in order to prove one theory or disprove the other (or at least make one theory more
plausible than the other).

Precisely that is what will be done in the investigation described in this thesis. Firstly, various theories
from different time periods (19" century, 20" century and contemporary) will be described. In total,
three ‘major’ theories (encompassing the East-Slavic languages as a whole) and two ‘minor’ theories
(focusing on Belarusian and Ukrainian respectively) will be featured in this investigation. These
theories will then be compared to each other to find common ground and major points of conflict

between the theories.

! Blench, R., ‘Archaeology and Language: Methods and Issues’, A Companion to Archaeology, 14/01/2008, p.
3.



Based upon these common grounds and points of conflict, a series of written sources will be selected.
These written sources will share a common nature (either religious or secular) and will be selected so
that they cover the entire time period during which — according to the analysed theories — the
contemporary East-Slavic languages have existed and developed.

After selecting the texts, they will be analysed. This analysis will be conducted upon different criteria
than the ones that were used in order to formulate and defend the already previously published and
analysed theories; if the theories, for example, are based solely on phonetics, then here the texts will
be analysed from a different viewpoint, for example, syntax or morphology. By doing so, the
investigation will take a different angle on the texts and can therefore provide new evidence which can

make one or more theories either more or less plausible.

0.2. Historical background

In order to place the texts that will be analysed in the research presented in this thesis, a short
overview of relevant historical events will be provided below.

988 — Kievan Rus’ adopts Christianity.

1240 — The city of Kiev is sacked during the Tatar invasions. This caused a break-up of internal
contacts between the various principalities of Rus’ and allowed the Grand Duchy of Lithuania to
gradually expand its influence over the western parts of Rus’.

1315 — Gediminas becomes grand duke of Lithuania and starts pushing the Lithuanian border deep
into Rus’ lands. Upon his death in either 1341 or 1342, Lithuania extends as far as the Dnjepr River
and the Pripjat marshes.’

1385 — Union of Krewo. The kingdom of Poland and the grand duchy of Lithuania are under a
personal union, i.e. both are ruled by the same sovereign.

1569 — Union of Lublin. Poland and Lithuania form a close alliance, thus creating the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. As stated in the treaty, Lithuania is forced to cede the Lithuanian
provinces Volhynia and Podlasia to Poland. The state is increasingly Polonised, as Poland holds a
majority in the Diet.?

1596 — Union of Brest. An attempt is made to merge the Catholic and Orthodox churches on the
territory of the Commonwealth. As a result, Belarusian, which had been the official language of the
Lithuanian court up until that point, is replaced by Latin (and later on by Polish) in official documents.
1697 — Belarusian is officially banned from use in all state documents and court proceedings in the

Commonwealth.*

? Misiunas, R.J., ‘Lithuania — History of Lithuania’, Encyclopadia Brittanica.
® The Editors of Encyclopadia Britannica, ‘Union of Lublin’, Encyclopadia Brittanica.
* Grenoble, L.A., Language Policy in the Soviet Union, (Routledge, London & New York), 2003, p. 888.



1772, 1793 & 1795 — The three partitions of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth see the

Commonwealth carved up by Prussia, Austria and Russia. The latter annexes all of the lands inhabited

by Eastern Slavs.?

RUSSIA

CZECH REP.

AUSTRIA

HUNGARY ROMANIA

Figure 1: The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (Rzeczpopolita) in 1619. It is clear that
the Commonwealth encompassed most of modern-day Belarus and Ukraine.

0.3. Introductory remarks

This thesis will focus on the East Slavic languages Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian. When referring
to ‘the East Slavic languages’ it is these three languages that are referred to. Rusyn, however, though
considered an East Slavic language as well, will not be investigated in this thesis, since academic
research on this language is still in the phase where linguists are unsure whether or not to classify
Rusyn as a separate language or a dialect of either Ukrainian or Slovak. For those who seek more
information on the origins of Rusyn | would recommend the work by Pugh which is referenced in the
bibliography of this thesis as well, since Pugh has done some extensive research into the Rusyn
language.

Furthermore, 1 would like to point out that in this thesis | will refer to the official language of the
republic of Belarus as Belarusian, since to me this sounds more correct as it reflects the Belarusian
name for the language: Benapyckass Mosa/Belaruskaja Mova and it is more appealing to the eye.

® Misiunas, R.J., ‘Lithuania — History of Lithuania’, Encyclopadia Brittanica.



When citing articles in which the respective authors refer to the language as Belorussian or even
Byelorussian (which is derived from the Russian name: benopycckuii SI3bix/Belorusskij Jazyk), 1 will
of course keep the name intact, though when paraphrasing | will stick to ‘Belarusian’.

To conclude I should point out that all translations of non-English citations are done by me, unless
otherwise indicated. Figures and tables are also all done by me, unless otherwise indicated in the
bibliography.

0.4. Abbreviations

1pl — 1% Person Plural

3sg — 3" Person Singular
aux. — Auxiliary

BY — Belarusian

CES — Common East Slavic
CS — Church Slavonic

CSI — Common Slavic
Cz—Czech

D — Dutch

E — English

Inf — Infinitive

n/d — No Data available / Insufficient Data
P — Polish

R — Russian

U — Ukrainian



Chapter 1: Three major and two minor theories

1.1. An overview of theories on the historical development of the East-Slavic languages

It goes without saying that in an investigation aimed at trying to find evidence in favour of one of the
many theories on the emergence of the East-Slavic languages or the disproval of any of these theories,
it is best to start at the very beginning, namely: by analysing some of the theories that have been
developed in the past.

In this section, three major theories will be discussed in the order of their appearance. After a short
introduction to Heinrich Wilhelm Ludolf’s and Nikolaj Karamzin’s observations on the history of the
Russian language in the 17" and early 19" centuries respectively, the first major theory will be
described. This is a theory that was put forward by 19" century academic Aleksej Saxmatov and was
one of the first theories to extensively describe the historical-comparative development of the East-
Slavic (or as Saxmatov himself would call it: Russian) languages.

The second theory to be discussed stems from the Soviet era and was put forward by academic Fedot
Filin. As a linguist, Filin had been active since the 1930’s, during which he was one of the staunch
defenders of Nikolaj Marr’s Japhetic Theory.® After this theory was discredited by Stalin himself, it
seemed that Filin’s academic career was over, but because of the political changes in the 1950’s Filin
once again saw a chance to climb the academic ladder and install himself as a major linguist.” By then
he had left his Marrist views behind him as he walked the path of traditional linguistics. One of the
results of this change was his new theory on the origins of the East-Slavic languages, published in his
1972 book ‘The origins of the Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian languages’. In this theory, he
stresses the importance of local languages and dialects, rather than the socio-political changes that
were emphasised in Saxmatov’s theory.

The final major theory that will be discussed in this chapter is a contemporary theory, published in
2007 by the American scholar Stefan Pugh. In his theory, he stresses the importance of certain
historical events and their impact on language development. His theory stands out from the previously
published theories as he accredits the Polish language for having played a major role in the
development of the East-Slavic languages (while the other theories downplay this role) and states that
Belarusian and Ukrainian have a common ancestor: Ruthenian.

After these three major theories have been discussed, some attention will be given to theories by Paul
Wexler and George (Yuri) Sevel’ov, who are experts on the Belarusian and Ukrainian languages
respectively. By discussing their works, the historical development of Belarusian and Ukrainian, both

‘little languages’ in the other theories, will hopefully be made more clear.

® Alpatov, V.M., Istorija Odnogo Mifa — Marr i Marrizm, (Nauka, Moskva), 1991, p. 100-101.
" Alpatov, V.M., p. 195.



1.2. Early theories: Ludolf, Karamzin and Saxmatov

The question of how the East Slavic languages — and mainly the Russian language in that respect —
came into being has been a topic in historical-comparative linguistics for a long time. The similarity
between Russian and Church Slavonic has been observed as early as 1696, when the Grammatica
Russica was published in Oxford. This ‘Russian Grammar’ was written by the German diplomat and
language enthusiast Heinrich Wilhelm Ludolf as an introduction to the Russian language for
foreigners.® Ludolf’s book starts off with an introduction to the language situation in Russia,
mentioning the use of Church Slavonic in most written works and Russian for day-to-day
communication. This is then followed by an overview on the differences between Russian and Church
Slavonic in which Ludolf observes that the two languages show striking similarities and that any
‘oddities’ between the two follow strict rules, such as the changing of the Slavonic ‘a’ after two
consonants to a double ‘o’ in Russian (i.e. CS: glava and R: golova).® The small amount of differences
and their regularity led Ludolf to believe that Russian is a dialect of Church Slavonic.'

The similarity between Russian and Church Slavonic continued to baffle scientists and with the
emergence of standardised Russian, the written Russian language became a real competitor of Church
Slavonic as scholarly interest in the Russian language grew significantly. As the literary language of
Russian became standardised by the beginning of the 19" century due to efforts of Nikolay Karamzin,
the accepted notion on the relation between Russian and Church Slavonic was that Russian was an
adapted form of the latter.

When a French grammar of the Russian language appeared around the turn of the 19" century,
Karamzin himself was struck by the author’s remark that similarities between Russian and Latin meant
that Latin had borrowed words from Church Slavonic. In a detailed critical review of the observations
done by the French author of the grammar, published in the journal Véstnik Evropy in 1803, Karamzin

writes:

Ceii yueHbIl MYXb HE3HAETh, YTO PycKoii s3bIkb ecTh ClaBSHCKON, N3MbHEHHBIN BpeMEeHEeMb, yoTpediieHieMb
u npuMbcomMb HBKOTOPBIXE TyXHUXB CIIOBB!

This learned man does not know that the Russian language is [Church] Slavonic, changed by time, use and the
addition of some alien words!**

By the end of the 19" century, when historical linguistics had made its appearance in the sciences,
Karamzin’s notion of Russian being ‘adapted’ Church Slavonic was being investigated more
thoroughly and Russian linguists had formulated more extensive theories on the appearance of not
only their mother tongue, but of the other East Slavic languages as well. Some of these theories are

briefly discussed in Fedot Filin’s 1972 book ‘The origins of the Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian

& Ludolf, H.W., Grammatica Russica, (Theatrum Sheldonianum, Oxford), 1696, pp. Xiii-xv.

% <A Slavonicum duas consonantes sequens mutatur in duo o’ — ‘The Slavonic A, following two consonants, is
changed into two O’s’. Ludolf, H.W., Grammatica Russica, p. 4.

%) udolf, H.W., p. 4.

! Karamzin, N.M., ‘O Ruskoj Grammatiké Francuza Modrju’, Vésmik Evropy, 1803, 15.



languages’. Filin, however, pays more attention to what he calls the Trexclennaja koncepcija (‘Three-
membered concept) as formulated by Aleksej Saxmatov, who is praised by Filin for being the first
linguist to create a general picture of the origins and development of the East Slavic languages.*
Filin extensively discusses Saxmatov’s 1894 article ‘On the question of the origination of the Russian
dialects’ (K voprosu ob obrazovanii russkix narecij’), in which Saxmatov briefly discusses the origins
of the various ‘Russian dialects’. Strikingly, Saxmatov seems to be convinced that all East-Slavic
languages are Russian in one way or the other (a rather common view at that time), which is reflected
in his terminology: Common East-Slavic is called Obscerusskij (‘Common Russian’), the various
Slavic tribes are described as ‘Russian’ tribes and the various East-Slavic languages are referred to as
dialects."”®

The theory, which Saxmatov puts forward in his article, can be summarised as follows. During the 9"
century, the Russian people had fallen apart into various tribes, which all were more or less similar to
one another, but had different cultures. One thing most of them had in common was their language,
which was more or less the same and could be divided into two groups: a northern and a southern
dialect."

This situation changed in the 9™ and 10" centuries, when a strong state, based in Kiev, managed to
unite all of the Russian tribes, resulting in assimilation of their cultures, religion and languages. Only
two regions were not integrated into the Kiev state: the principality of Galicia-Volhynia (in the
Carpathians) and the principality of Polotsk, in modern-day Belarus, which included the lands of
Vitebsk and Minsk. As a result of this political divide, the Common Russian speech with its two
dialects gradually ceased to exist over the course of the 11" and 12" centuries, resulting in three new
languages: Eastern Russian, North-western Russian and South-western Russian, with each language
corresponding to each state and Eastern Russian being spoken in a much larger area, as the Kiev state

stretched from Novgorod to Kiev (see Figure 1).

2 Filin, F.P., ProisxoZdenie russkogo, ukrainskogo i belorusskogo jazykov, (Nauka, Leningrad), 1972, p. 33.
13 Saxmatov, A.A., ‘K voprosu ob obrazovanii russkix nare&ij’, Russkij Filologiceskij Vestnik, 1894 (34), Ne3,
pp. 1-12.

“Ibid., pp. 1-2.

10
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Figure 2: Language situation around the 10th century according to

Saxmatov. Reddish: northern and southern varieties of Eastern

Russian; blue: North-western Russian; yellow: South-western Russian.

The Kievan state, however, starts to internally break up at the end of the 12" and beginning of 13"
centuries: the balance of power shifts away from Kiev to Vladimir, resulting in internal migration of
the South-eastern Russians to the north-east. The invasion of the Tatars speeds up this process, as their
attacks cause more and more South-eastern Russians to leave their lands.

As a result of the migration of at least a part of the South-eastern Russians, cities like Kiev and
Pereyaslavl are abandoned by Eastern Russians and consequently re-inhabited by South-western
Russians, who are encouraged to do so by the Lithuanian princes as they conquer more and more land
in that region. Therefore, the South-western Russians greatly expand their lands, which finally stretch
from the Carpathians to the river Don.

The partial displacement of the South-eastern Russians had resounding effects as it not only upset
various power balances in the region, but also had an effect on some of the languages. The South-
eastern Russians who were not displaced sought to increase centralisation within the East-Russian
state, leading to a shift of the capital from Vladimir to Moscow, while those who moved towards the
north-east caused East-Russian to gradually become a mixture of North- and South-eastern Russian.
A part of the South-eastern Russians were incorporated into Lithuanian lands over the course of the
14™ and 15" centuries. As a result of this, they got into more intensive contact with the North-western

Russians, who had been incorporated into these lands as well (the Grand Duchy of Lithuania

15 Saxmatov, A.A., ‘K voprosu ob obrazovanii russkix nare&ij’, Russkij Filologiceskij Vestnik, 1894 (34), Ne3,
pp. 3-5.
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eventually reached as far as Smolensk and Kiev). The resulting Litovskorusskij Sojuz (‘Lithuanian-
Russian union’)*® was made possible only after the incorporation of these Eastern Russians, as

Saxmatov states:

HpeL[CTaBJ'IHeTCSI BECbMa B’hpOHTHLIM’b 1 JaxKe Io4uTu HeO6XOL[I/IMLIM’b npeaAnoJa0XKUThb, UTO HaceneHie OTHUXDb
CaMbIXb 00JaCTEN U COCTABIISLIO TOTh py'CCKiﬁ JJICMCHTB, KOTOpLIﬁ nmbirb Takoe 0oJIbIIOE 3Haquie Bb
JIutoBCcKOpyccKkOMb rocyaapcTeh, mpuuemsb He [Tononks u He Butebekb, a cochaHis ¢b HUIMH IOTOBOCTOYHBIS
memena obpycnmi gactb Jlutes [...]"

It seems very likely and almost compulsory to suggest that the population of these lands [i.e. the Eastern Russian
lands] composed the Russian element, which had such a big impact in the Lihuanian-Russian state; not Polotsk
and Vitebsk, but their neighbouring south-eastern tribes Russified a part of Lithuania [ ...]

Proof for this statement is found by Saxmatov in various aspects of the Belarusian language, which,
according to his theory, was the result of the influx of South-eastern Russians into the Belarusian lands
and therefore only developed into the current language by the 15" century.*®

As shown above, Saxmatov’s theory basically boils down to the summary in table 1.

Contemporary language | Origins

Russian Mixture of the Southern and Northern varieties of East-Russian; created after South-

Eastern Russians migrated north

Ukrainian™ South-western Russian

Belarusian Youngest language (reached final form in 15" century); result of heavy South-

eastern Russian influence on North-western Russian

Table 1: The origins of the East-Slavic languages according to Saxmatov.

16 Saxmatov, A.A., ‘K voprosu ob obrazovanii russkix nare&ij’, Russkij Filologiceskij Vestnik, 1894 (34), Ne3,

pp. 7.
7 1bid.

% 1bid., p. 8.
19 Called Malorusskij “Little Russian’ by Saxmatov.
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1.3. Fedot Filin’s theory, ‘The origins of the Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian languages’.

As briefly mentioned before, Soviet linguist Fedot Filin also occupied himself with the question on
how the East Slavic languages came into existence and published a large work on the subject in 1972.
Contrary to Saxmatov, who emphasised primarily socio-political changes as the explanation for the
emergence of three different languages, Filin stresses the importance of local dialects, based on small
linguistic changes as the basis for developments that would lead to one language falling apart into
multiple new languages. In this regard it should be noted that Filin adopts the notion that dialectical
isoglosses can predate the emergence of new languages and are in that way a type of ‘superimposed’
phenomenon that is noticeable in any language, regardless of the language boundaries. This will be
explained later on in this section.

In his theory Filin traces the origins of the East-Slavic languages back to the origins of the Slavic
people as a whole, since the contemporary Slavic languages all show some similarities which can only
be explained by the Slavs having been one united people with a common Slavic language at some
point in history.?’ This Obsceslavjanskij jazyk (‘Common Slavic language’), however, never was a
‘monolithic’ system which excluded internal divisions by dialects. Filin suggests quite the opposite:
because of the fact that the Slavs were made up of various tribes, Common Slavic was but a collection
of various, closely related, dialects and dialectal zones. !

It was because of migration that the Common Slavic language finally fell apart. The language system,
which was already rather unstable, spread over a larger area as the Slavs migrated from their
homelands (which Filin supposes to be between the Carpathians and the Dnjepr River), getting
‘diluted’ in the process as internal bonds between the Slavs gradually made way for language contact
with other languages, such as the Germanic languages — including the language of the Goths (first
centuries AD) — and finally even languages such as the Finno-Ugric languages (7"-8" centuries AD).?
Even before the creation of Kievan Rus’, Slavs had settled all over contemporary European Russia,
reaching areas like Cudskoe Ozero (on the border of contemporary Russia and Estonia), and the rivers
Volxov, Oka and Volga. At about the same time, the Slavs had migrated in other directions as well,
colonising the Balkans in the 6" century and reaching the river Elbe in the 8"-9" century. Despite their
enormous spread over the majority of Eastern Europe, however, the Common Slavic language had not
fallen apart yet. Its dialectal zones were still intact and merely ‘stretched out’ over the new Slavic
lands. It should be noted, though, that these zones do not correspond to the contemporary language
groups within the Slavic language family.?

It was only gradually that Common Slavic started to fall apart. From the 7™ century onwards, local
linguistic innovations began taking place in various regions of the Common Slavic area. These

innovations gradually caused the language to break up, resulting in the 8""-9" centuries in the

2 Filin, F.P., ProisxoZdenie russkogo, ukrainskogo i belorusskogo jazykov, (Nauka, Leningrad), 1972, p. 7.
2 Ibid., p. 8.

2 |bid., p. 16.

2 Ibid., p. 26.
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emergence of Common East Slavic. The main reason for the breakup of Common Slavic, according to
Filin, is the fact that because of their migrations, various Slavic tribes encountered different climates
and cultures, which resulted in similar language shifts happening according to different rules. As an
example, Filin mentions the development of the Common Slavic syllables and consonant clusters
*tort, *tj and the denasalisation of the vowels ¢ and ¢. The remnants of Common Slavic, such as a
common basis for phonology, grammar and lexicon, which were still existent in the newer Slavic
languages, resulted in certain general language changes happening in all of the Slavic languages even
after the collapse of Common Slavic. Filin mentions, for example, the deletion of the ‘reduced vowels’
» and », which happened between the 10™ and 13" century.?

Common East Slavic itself experienced various language changes even before the deletion of the
reduced vowels. These language changes gradually spread over the area in which Common East Slavic
was spoken, but sometimes yielded slightly different results. Filin names a few of these changes,
amongst which are the following:

- Over the course of the 11™ and 12" centuries a new system of intonation (‘expiratory stress’)
emerged in the south-western language area. This new system gradually spread in a north-
eastern direction, eventually covering all of the Common East Slavic speaking lands. Until the
13" century the old intonation system was in use in the north-east, where the gradual change
led to an opposition between the sounds o (open) and 6 (closed). An intermediate system
emerged around Polotsk and Smolensk, where the new system was introduced but this
opposition did not occur.

- Inthe 11" century, again, starting in the south and spreading northwards from there, the
sounds & (y) and i started to merge.

- Asattested by written sources, during the 11" and 12™ centuries the use of —ovi and —evi in the
masculine dative singular differed between north and south. In the north (Novgorod) the form
was rarely used, while around Kiev it was more commonplace. The form disappeared first in
the north and its disappearance then spread towards the south, so that the form eventually
completely fell into disuse.?

After the emergence of the Kievan Rus’ state and the subsequent formation of various Russian
principalities, the amount of dialects of Common East Slavic grew quickly. When the state started to
fall apart and in the 13" century the Tatar invasion took place, a chaotic time started in the Common
East Slavic language area. New internal power structures emerged while at the same time new
colonisation towards the north-east and the subsequent assimilation of non-Slavic people took place.

The Tatar invasion created more chaos and allowed the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth to annex

2 Filin, F.P., Proisxozdenie russkogo, ukrainskogo i belorusskogo jazykov, (Nauka, Leningrad), 1972, pp. 28-29.
% Ibid., pp. 633-634.
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vast areas of the East Slavic lands, effectively creating a division within these lands for several
centuries. Under these circumstances, the development of dialectisms intensified.?

The isoglosses of these new dialectisms were not defined by the former borders of either the old Slavic
tribes or the principalities, but were formed according to isoglosses which even predated Common
East Slavic. Therefore, the East-Slavic languages did not form according to those tribes and
principalities, but because of the fact that around this time the East Slavic peoples started to unify in
certain territorial ‘no-étniceskie massivy (‘ethno-territorial bodies’). How these bodies were formed, is,
according to Filin, still unknown, but it is certain that within these bodies new innovations emerged,
which would lead to the breakup of Common East Slavic and the slow emergence of the contemporary
East-Slavic languages. Proof for the fact that it was about this time that Common East Slavic started to
break up is found by Filin in the fact that when the reduced vowels were deleted from East Slavic in
the 12-13" centuries, this happened at different times in different areas of East Slavic and also yielded
different results.?’

From this moment on, the three East-Slavic languages started developing separately. Already over the
course of the 14" and 15" centuries, major lexical differences can be observed between written
accounts from the north-eastern, western and southern parts of the East Slavic language area and
various properties of modern day Russian, Ukrainian and Belarusian start to develop. Filin does note,
however, that the border between Russian and Ukrainian is better defined than the border between
Russian and Belarusian. He explains the latter by stating that between the 14™ and 17" centuries, a
certain dialect continuum existed between these two languages, which resulted in Belarusian
becoming, more or less, an intermediate between Russian and Ukrainian.?®

After emerging around the 13-14™ centuries, the three East-Slavic languages have been in continuous
development up to this day. However, in spite of all later innovations, Filin states that ancient
isoglosses continue to be in effect. Filin mentions, for example, the isoglosses regarding the
phenomena of akan e (i.e. the reduction of unstressed o) and the different pronunciations of the v (i.e.
either as /v/ or /ii/). These isoglosses are superimposed upon the modern day languages and transcend

both language and state borders.?®

% Filin, F.P., Proisxozdenie russkogo, ukrainskogo i belorusskogo jazykov, (Nauka, Leningrad), 1972, pp. 632-
633.

7 Ibid., p. 635.

% |bid., pp. 635-636.

# |bid. p. 636.
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1.4. From one to two to three, and possibly four: Stefan Pugh’s theory

An interesting and more contemporary theory regarding the origins of the East-Slavic languages is put
forward by American scholar Stefan Pugh in his 2007 book ‘A New Historical Grammar of the East
Slavic Languages’. Basing his work upon his earlier research, as well as work done by other linguists,
including Filin, he proposes a new theory that discusses the emergence of the East-Slavic languages on
a more global perspective (contrary to Filin, who, according to Pugh, did to some extent look into the
history of East-Slavic, but in doing so was ‘traditional in its approach — sometimes to the extreme’™’).
According to Pugh, in order to explain major trends in the development of languages, one has to take
into account the historical changes which happened in the area in which the languages were spoken.
Small, local changes, however, often cannot be accounted for through historical events or political
change and likewise, not all historical events had an impact on language. As an example, Pugh states
that the unification of the various East-Slavic tribes under Varangian rule in the 860’s did not impact
the Slavic language, because no ‘Norse-Slavic bilingualism’ occurred and the number of loan words
from Norse remains very little. At that time, Common East Slavic was a ‘loose continuum of dialects
with a minimum of variation’, that gradually fell apart not because of internal changes, but because of
external forces.*

Pugh recognises three major external forces that affected Common East Slavic and the languages that
emerged because of its breakup, namely:

1. The Christianisation of Rus’ (988); the acceptance of Christianity strengthened the ties
between the East- and South-Slavic languages and led to the introduction of Church Slavonic
(a South-Slavic language) for liturgical purposes. This, however, had little to no impact on
Common East Slavic for the next two centuries because of the high rate of illiteracy.

2. The sack of Kiev during the Tatar invasions (1240); the sack of Kiev, the main seat of the
orthodox faith for the East-Slavs, caused not only political fragmentation of the East-Slavic
lands, but also halted the spread of Church Slavonic in part of these lands. The main seat of
the church moved to the north (Vladimir, Suzdal) and took Church Slavonic with it. As a
result of this, Church Slavonic and Church Slavonicisms continued their influence on the East-
Slavic speech in the north.

In the south, however, Church Slavonic underwent a loss of status, which called a halt to the
influence of this language on the local Slavic speech. The East-Slavic of the south therefore
got rid of any external influences, more so because no ‘Slavic-Tatar bilingualism’ has been
observed.

3. The Polish(-Lithuanian) annexation of southern and south-western (= Ruthenian) lands; as

the Polish-Lithuanian commonwealth expanded its territory eastwards, it conquered a large

% pygh, S., A New Historical Grammar of the East Slavic Languages - Volume 1: Introduction and Phonology,
(Lincom GmbH, Munchen), 2007, p. 6.
! Ibid., p. 9.
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portion of the East-Slavic lands. The conquered lands are called Ruthenia by Pugh, as in these
lands the ‘Ruthenian language’ emerged — but this will be discussed later. The unification of
the Ruthenian lands under the Polish-Lithuanian banner and their separation from Russia had
two major implications:
a. Bilingualism (Polish-Ruthenian) appeared, causing the Polish language to have major
impact on the Ruthenian language.

b. Polish influences in Russian were reduced to a minimum.

These historical events, and mainly the introduction of an uneven use of Church Slavonic in East-
Slavic, gradually caused the regional differences to become so evident, that from the 13™ century
onwards we can safely assume that Common East Slavic no longer existed. The significant change of
Common East Slavic can be witnessed in, amongst others, the Russkaja Pravda, written in 1282, in
which, according to Pugh ‘greater numbers of features of the modern systems are present in one and
the same text’, and in that regard especially those features that show the emergence of early Russian.*
As Pugh suggests, the breakup of Common East Slavic witnessed the emergence of Old Russian and
Old Ruthenian.

As for Russian, its development is rather complex, because for centuries the written language of the
Russian language area was dominated by Church Slavonic. This meant that local varieties of the
Russian speech could not develop in written form and were almost exclusively limited to oral
tradition. However, a certain reciprocity between Russian and Church Slavonic can be observed and
by the 15™ century, Church Slavonic was no longer ‘pure’, as it had become riddled with features from
the local vernacular. Besides that, Church Slavonicisms were slowly getting introduced into common
Russian as well, as Russians, attempting to give their writings a ‘higher’ style, started to incorporate
these Slavonicisms into their own vocabulary — though often incorrectly.*

Attempts to ‘renew’ and ‘purify’ Church Slavonic resulted in this language becoming
incomprehensible to the ‘common’ people all over the East-Slavic area. It is because of this
incomprehension that the first grammars of Church Slavonic appeared. Most of these grammars,
including the famous grammar by Smotryc’kyj, were written in Ruthenia, though, where Church
Slavonic was used as a tool to resist the pressure from the Latin language, which was widespread in
(catholic) Poland. Smotryc’kyj’s grammar also made its way to Russia, being reprinted in Moscow in
1648 and consequently offering the basis for Lomonosov’s 1755 Rossijskaja Grammatika (‘Russian

Grammar’), which, according to Pugh, signals the emergence of modern Russian.*

%2 pygh, S., A New Historical Grammar of the East Slavic Languages - Volume 1: Introduction and Phonology,
(Lincom GmbH, Munchen), 2007, pp. 9-10.

* Ibid., p. 11.

** Ibid.

% Ibid., pp. 11-12.
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The other language that emerged after the breakup of Common East Slavic, was (Old-)Ruthenian.
With this term Pugh denotes the series of closely related dialects that emerged after the Tatar invasions
in the 13" century. Old-Ruthenian was not a uniform language and did not have an official written
variety, but can be considered a language unity, because its dialects were so very similar.*

Historical developments throughout the 15"-17" centuries (Pugh does not state precisely which
developments) led to the creation of a written variety of the Ruthenian language, which was uniform
throughout the region ‘for all intents and purposes’, though on a local level, small phonological
differences could be observed. Because of the fact that the Ruthenian lands were annexed by Poland, a
bilingual system was in place, which resulted in heavy Polish influences that are still noticeable
through the abundance of Polish loan words to this day.’

Though uniform, one can distinguish Belarusian and Ukrainian features in Ruthenian texts from this
period, which means that certain authors can be called Belarusian (such as F. Skaryna — early 16"
century) or Ukrainian (such as Smotryc’kyj — late 16"/early 17" century). However, if one compares
their texts, one finds that — even though their texts are apart from each other not only in space but also
in time — a lot of common features in morphology, phonology, lexicon etc. can be observed. It is
because of the high amount of common features that one can safely assume that Belarusian and
Ukrainian were still subsystems of Ruthenian at this time.*

However, Belarusian and Ukrainian started to slowly develop on their own, which resulted in a
breakup of Ruthenian over the course of the 17""-18" centuries. It is from then on that one can speak of
‘modern’ Belarusian and Ukrainian (the first text, printed in ‘modern Ukrainian’ therefore stems from
the end of the 18" century).*

Last, but not least, Pugh includes the Rusyn language in his theory. He mentions that this language is
still the topic of intensive research and little is known about its past up to this day. The only thing that
Pugh is sure about, is that Rusyn has clear ties to the Ruthenian language of the 16" and 17" centuries,

but also shares a lot of features with modern day (i.e. 20" century) Ukrainian.*

% pugh, S., A New Historical Grammar of the East Slavic Languages - Volume 1: Introduction and Phonology,
(Lincom GmbH, Munchen), 2007, p. 12.

" Ibid., p. 13.

% Ibid.

% Ibid.

“0 Ibid., p. 14.
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1.5. Considering Belarusian and Ukrainian: Wexler and Sevel ov

To round off this section some of the works done by scholars Paul Wexler and George (Yuri)
Sevel’ov, who have focused their research on the Belarusian and Ukrainian languages respectively,
will be discussed.

Both Wexler and Sevel’ov divert from the theories on the origins of the East Slavic languages
mentioned above by stating that the East Slavic languages derived directly from Common Slavic, that
is, without passing through a ‘Common East Slavic’ phase. In one of his articles™, Wexler writes that
this implies that all three East Slavic languages emerged in the 6™-7" centuries and achieved their
present form more or less around the 15" century. A second implication of this theory is that it
diminishes the role that the Grand Duchy of Lithuania played in the emergence of both Belarusian and
Ukrainian: while the theories of Saxmatov, Filin and Pugh cite the annexation of these areas of Rus’
into the grand duchy as a cause for the isolation and subsequent alienation of the languages in these
region from Russian, the theory to which Wexler holds on states that Belarusian and Ukrainian had
already acquired many of their distinctive features long before their separation from the lands of
Rus’.*2

The theory to which Wexler refers shows great overlap with Sevel’ov’s own theory on the emergence
of the (East) Slavic languages, which he describes in great detail in his comprehensive work ‘A
Prehistory of Slavic’. In this work, he not only proposes an emergence of the East Slavic languages
directly from Common Slavic without an ‘intermediary’ phase, but takes his interpretation of the

origins of all Slavic languages one step further by stating that

[...] the facts of the phonological development of Sl[avic] before approximately the tenth century do not justify
the traditional tripartition of the Sl[avic] languages into E[ast], W[est] and S[outh] groups.*®

According to him, all Slavic languages derive more or less directly from Common Slavic, which had
fallen apart according to dialectical innovations. Already as early as the 6™ and 7" centuries, one can
observe Common Slavic to start falling apart into several languages, which would eventually evolve

into their contemporary counterparts, as Sevel’ov shows in the following diagram:

! Wexler, P., ‘Diglossia et schizoglossia perpetua — the fate of the Belorussian language’, Sociolinguistica,
1992, 6, pp. 42-51.

“2 Ibid., pp. 45-46.

“ Sevel’ov, G.Y., A Prehistory of Slavic — The historical Phonology of Common Slavic, (Carl Winter
Universitatsverlag, Heidelberg), 1964, p. 611.
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Legend:

. Area of sk > sk’ before ¢,.

. Area of vajce ‘egg’.

Area of tj, dj > §t, Zd.

. Southeastern boundary of unchanged I, dl.

. Northwestern boundary of vacillation libo ~ ljubo.
Southeastern boundary of sk > #& before é&,.
Southwestern boundary of sems ‘seventh’.
Southeastern boundary of 2 > # in the second (and third) palatalization.
. Northwestern boundary of sk > st before &,.

. Northwestern boundary of kv, gv > cv, 3v before ¢,.

NoOhWwNO=O TP

Figure 3: ‘Earliest dialectal divisions of CS’

One of the major arguments for his theory that the traditional classification of the Slavic languages
into South, West and East is incorrect Sevel’ov finds in the Czech and Slovak languages, which
sometimes took sound laws from the languages that border them to the north and sometimes from
Slavic languages from the south, creating an intricate web of isoglosses that, in Sevel’ov’s opinion,
proves that these languages cannot be so easily classified as ‘West-Slavic’.**

If any classification is needed, Sevel’ov states, it would be more accurate to divide the Slavic
languages into 1) the languages of the ‘Adro-Baltic area’, which represent newer Slavic settlements
and their intense language contact with other language groups, resulting in a group of unstable and
dynamic languages, and 2) the stable Eastern languages, representing the languages of the Slavs who
did very little to no migration, thereby coming into contact only with less advanced civilisations living
in thinly populated areas and resulting in stable languages with very little isoglosses. In this scheme,
two peripheral areas should be added. These areas mark languages which had their own innovations
and which had isolated themselves from other languages and would include the West Baltic and

Macedonia/Bulgaria.*

“ Sevel’ov, G.Y., A Prehistory of Slavic — The historical Phonology of Common Slavic, (Carl Winter
Universitatsverlag, Heidelberg), 1964, p. 611.
45 H

Ibid.
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If we take Sevel’ov’s theory into account, we can fairly accurately place Belarusian on the edge of the
‘stable Eastern’ languages and the ‘Adro-Baltic’ languages. However, Belarus’ strategic location in
between Poland and Russia has caused, as Paul Wexler suggests, the Belarusian language to be in a
constant state of diglossia. As a result of that the language is prone to a large amount of innovations,
some of which later on managed to pass into the other East Slavic languages as well.*® As a result,
Standard Belarusian and its dialects share a great deal of isoglosses, be it lexical, morphological or
phonological, with dialects of Russian and Ukrainian.*’

The languages with which Belarusian had to coexist over the course of history changed over time as
borders and demographics changed, but one can safely assume that Polish and Russian have had the
greatest impact on Belarusian because of the large numbers of speakers of both languages and the
extensive time periods during which they either coexisted with Belarusian or bordered it. An
interesting result of their influence is that Belarusian dialects sometimes retain both West- and East-
Slavic doublets, e.g. BY: roiisty “fat’ — from the CSI *#»lst» — and tlusty “fat (of food)’ from P: tfusty.*®
Other languages with which Belarusian coexisted at some point in history were not necessarily Slavic,
as Wexler shows in one of his articles: Belarusian came into contact with languages such as Yiddish,
Church Slavonic, Lithuanian and Romany, to name a few.*

As a result of the Belarusian language coexisting with a great multitude of other languages, resources
on the development of the Belarusian language are abundant. Wexler, for example, uses Yiddish texts
(written in Hebrew script) to investigate historical sound laws in Belarusian, which are reflected in
proper names. These proper names, of course, had to be transliterated into Hebrew script — quite often
phonetically — and therefore offer insight into how certain words were actually pronounced. An
example of a discovery by Wexler through this approach is the emergence of the change of [y] > [u]
after labials — regardless of stress — in south-western Belarusian dialects (for example mula ‘soap’;
BY: myla). Through Hebrew accounts, Wexler discovered mention of a town called bwkh?v; BY:
Byxaii, which therefore well represents the sound change [y] > [u] (the Hebrew ‘w’ should be read as
[u]). The Hebrew source was written in the 16™ century, which enabled Wexler to trace the sound
change to that time period.*

Likewise, Wexler concluded that the emergence of prothetic consonants before stressed [0] in
Belarusian (BY: vézera; R: 6zero) dates back to the 15" century® and it might have put him in the

position where he could propose rather bold statements such as that the feature of akan e was a

*® Wexler, P., ‘Diglossia et schizoglossia perpetua — the fate of the Belorussian language’, Sociolinguistica,
1992, 6, pp. 42-51.

" Ibid., p. 44.

“ Wexler, P., ‘Explorations in Byelorussian Historical Bilingual Dialectology and Onomastics’, The Slavonic
and East European Review, 1974, LII, 129, p. 483.

“ Ibid., p. 486.

% Ibid., p. 496.

! Ibid., p. 497.
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Belarusian innovation, which later spread into Central Russian dialects and consequently Standard

Russian.>

As for the development of modern day Ukrainian, Sevel’ov has conducted a lot of research into this
field. As can be deducted from a 1958 reader on the East Slavic languages which he co-edited,
Sevel’ov divides the East Slavic languages into ‘Old’, ‘Middle’ and presumably, ‘New’. Interestingly
enough, the only ‘Old’ language is ‘Old Rus’ language’, the texts of which are merely divided by
region rather than language. This more or less points towards an assumption that Russian, Ukrainian
and Belarusian were preceded by a common East Slavic language, which contradicts Sevel’ov’s own
statement on the non-existence of such a language in his 1964 work.>

This contradiction aside, Sevel’ov places the divide between Old Rus’ language and Middle Ukrainian
around the 14" century.> Probably one of the major arguments for Sevel’ov’s choice to have the 14"
century mark the beginning of a true Ukrainian speech can be found in the development of one of the
distinctive features of Ukrainian: the spirantisation of [g] into [h]. Sevel’ov himself has done extensive
research into this sound change, which went through an intermediary phase [g] > [y] > [h] and reflects
an isogloss that spans a large part of Europe, from Bavaria to the Oka river.”

In the same article, Sevel’ov sets out to try and pinpoint the time period during which the sound law
was in effect. He takes into account a great multitude of factors, such as the fact that Christian names
also show the reflex [g] > [h], thereby placing the sound law after the Christianisation of Ukraine
(otherwise, the Church Slavonic alternative for the Greek y, namely [g], would be used).*®

Another method that is employed by Sevel’ov in order to pinpoint the appearance of [h] in Ukrainian
is comparable to Wexler’s methods: in parts of Ukraine that were annexed by Poland early on (namely
Galicia and Transcarpathia), the Roman script was used. While Cyrillic script has no separate letter for
[h], the Roman script has and indeed, as Sevel’ov observes, in texts from these regions the letter h was
employed in places where Cyrillic uses 2.’

Through these and many other observations, Sevel’ov places the sound change [g] > [h] in Ukraine
roughly around the twelfth century, but certainly no later than the beginning of the thirteenth century®,

which makes his placement of the lower limit of ‘Middle Ukrainian’ in his reader at the fourteenth

%2 Wexler, P., ‘Diglossia et schizoglossia perpetua — the fate of the Belorussian language’, p. 45. Wexler states
this in his article, but does not offer any in-depth explanation. However, it seems fair to imagine on might
observe the spread of akan e in sources that display a phonological transliteration of Belarusian, such as the ones
Wexler studied in Wexler, 1974,

%% Sevel’ov, G.Y., Holling, F. (ed.), A Reader in the History of the Eastern Slavic Languages, (Columbia
University Press, New York), 1958, p. v-viii.

> Ibid., p. vii.

% Sevel’ov, G.Y., ‘On the Chronology of h and the New g in Ukrainian’, Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 1977, 1,
(2), p. 137. Personally I think this isogloss extends even beyond the Slavic language area, as similar isoglosses
can be observed in German and The Netherlands as well (compare the ‘hard’ and ‘soft” g pronunciation in e.g.
D: goed ‘good’).

% Ibid., p. 139.

" Ibid., p. 144-146.

% Ibid., p. 146.
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century fairly understandable: presumably at that point most distinctive features of Ukrainian had been
introduced to the language.

To round things off, Sevel’ov has also written into great detail about the emergence of the modern
Ukrainian literary language. According to Sevel’ov, modern Ukrainian was kick-started by the
publication of Kotljarev’skyj’s 1798 work Enejida (U: Exeina).” The publication of this work led to
the efforts of creating a standard Ukrainian literary speech. In creating this language, one can observe
a competition between various Ukrainian speaking regions, mainly between Galicia and the region
around Cernihiv and Poltava. Sometimes one would have great influence on the other and sometimes
the situation would be the other way around.®

When the standardisation efforts started at the end of the 18" century though, Galicia was not a part of
the Russian Empire and therefore cut off from Cernihiv, the main centre where this effort was taking
place. Therefore, the literary language of the 17"-18" century Cossack hetmanate was dominated by
the dialects of the Cernihiv region. As the hetmanate disappeared, Poltava and Xarkiv emerged as new
cultural centres. As a result, the influence of the local dialects of these regions on the literary language
grew significantly, while the role of the Cernihiv region dwindled (but did not disappear
completely).®

As mentioned before, the influence of Galicia on Ukrainian literary language was almost non-existent
and in fact, Galician speech was being influenced by the Eastern-Ukrainian dominated language.®® The
situation changed in favour of Galicia, though, in 1876 when by decree of the tsar the printing of
Ukrainian books in the Russian Empire was prohibited. As a result, the cultural centre and
standardisation effort were moved abroad to Galicia, as in the Austro-Hungarian Empire such
limitations on the printing of Ukrainian language books were not in place. L’viv started to blossom as
centre of the Ukrainian culture and did so until 1905-06, when the printing restrictions in Russia were
lifted.*

% Sevel’ov, G.Y., Die Ukrainische Schriftsprache 1798-1965, (Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden), 1966, p. 1.
% Ibid., p. 25.

% Ibid., pp. 13-15.

%2 Ibid., p. 26.

% Ibid., p. 37.
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Saxmatov, 1894 Filin, 1972 Pugh, 2007
VIlith
century Emergence of Common
IXth East Slavic
Kievan Rus’ unites all East
century )
Slavic lands
Xth century
Xlth Common Russian speech
century falls apart into South- Various language changes
- within Common East Slavic
lith western (Ukrainian),
t
North-Western and Eastern : :
centur Formation of ‘ethno-
y .
Russian territorial bodies’; deletion
Shift of power and Tatar of reduced vowels; breakup
invasion cause South- of Common East Slavic Common East Slavic
Xl1l1th eastern Russian migration; falls apart; Old Russian
century assimilation South- and Emergence of Russian, and Old Ruthenian
. Ukrainian and Belarusian
north-eastern Russian emerge
(resulting in Russian) as separate languages; start
XIVth South-eastern Russian lands of their separate
. . . . | n
century incorporated into Lithuania developments
North-western Russian, Ruthenian emerges,
XVth influenced by South-eastern subsystems: Belarusian
century Russian becomes ) ) Ruthenian & Ukrainian
] Dialect continuum between .
Belarusian ) ] Ruthenian
Belarusian and Russian
XVith
starts to emerge Rusyn
century
emerges?
XVIlth
century Modern
Emergence | Belarusian,
XVIlith o
of modern | Ukrainian
century )
Russian emerge

Table 2: The three theories in chronological comparison, based on Saxmatov, 1894; Filin, 1972; Pugh, 2007.
Bold letters indicate new languages. In Pugh, 2007, | denoted Old-Russian and Russian as two, more or less
separate languages, as Old-Russian — according to Pugh — was pretty devoid of Slavonicisms, which are fairly
commonplace in modern Russian.
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Chapter 2: Research introduction

2.1. Common grounds in the theories and what it means for the current investigation

Now that five theories that aim to shine a light on the emergence and historical development of the
East-Slavic languages have been discussed, we can safely assume that the origins of these languages
are still unclear and that the theories are still relying on assumptions — some of which more dubious
than the other (such as Wexler’s assumption that Belarusian introduced akan’e to Slavic) — and are still
open for debate.

However, the different theories do have some common ground amongst at least some of them, as
different as the theories themselves may be. Among these common grounds is the assumed time period
in which Common East Slavic broke up: if we ignore Sevel’ov’s (and in his tracks, Wexler’s) rather
bold assumption that this language never existed, all theories seem to be in agreement and put the
break-up of Common East Slavic around the twelfth/thirteenth century. It should be noted that at after
this time mark the theories are disagreement again: while Saxmatov and Filin claim the end of
Common East Slavic witnessed the birth of three new languages that later evolved into Russian,
Belarusian and Ukrainian, Pugh claims just two languages emerged: Ruthenian and Russian.

Another major factor in the theories is the influence of changing geopolitical circumstances and
mainly the incorporation — and resulting isolation — of modern-day Belarus and Western Ukraine into
the Polish dominated Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. The theories agree on the fact that the
placement of a state border between these lands and Russia caused a very effective split in the East-
Slavic languages: the theories note that the state border halted Russian influence on the speeches of
Belarus and Ukraine and isolated them, but not all theories agree that the border also exposed the
speeches from these lands to influences from Polish. These influences from Polish were absorbed by
Ruthenian in Pugh’s theory and the isolation of this language from Russian allowed it to develop on its
own and evolve into two distinct languages. Saxmatov’s theory also stresses the importance of the
Polish expansion, but for different reasons: he gives the Poles credit for allowing the ‘South-eastern
Russians’ to come into contact with ‘North-western Russians’, which resulted in the Belarusian
language. At the same time, he ignores the idea that Polish might have influenced the local speeches in
the lands annexed by them. Pretty much the only theory that downplays the role of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth on the development of the East-Slavic languages is the theory that is put
forward by Filin. He states that the Polish expansion into East-Slavic lands did result in various new
‘dialectisms’, but explains many of the differences between the languages of these lands by
emphasizing the role of ancient isoglosses, which, according to him, are ‘superimposed’ upon the
various languages.

Another common ground amongst the different theories can be found in the methods employed by
their authors in order to supply their theory with factual evidence. All theories described in chapter one

focus mostly on phonetic changes — sound laws — in the East-Slavic languages. Based on these sound
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laws, they attempt to justify, for example, their theory of the impact of the Polish annexation on
Belarusian and Ukrainian.

A final common ground can be found in the written accounts that are used as sources of evidence for
various sound changes taking place. All theories are based on written material found in secular texts,
such as treaties and law books. Most probably, religious texts are not used for the study of early
Russian, Belarusian and Ukrainian since these texts were often written in Church Slavonic and only
translated into the vernacular languages later on. Therefore, these texts are of little use to the
researcher who wishes to uncover developments in the early East-Slavic languages.

2.2. Introduction to the current investigation: an overview of the texts and scoring criteria

To summarise the findings from chapter 2.1, we can state that all theories agree on the fact that the
oldest forms of the contemporary East-Slavic languages emerged no later than the 13" century, that
the 13" century itself marks the definite end of Common East Slavic, and that the Polish annexation of
East-Slavic lands did play some role in the development of Belarusian and Ukrainian — although the
theories disagree on the precise nature of the Polish language in this process. All theories are mostly
based on developments in the phonetics of the East-Slavic languages and researchers found proof for
these changes in secular texts, discarding religious texts in the process.

Based on these observations, it is possible to determine the exact plans for my own investigation.
Firstly, it seems evident from the previously mentioned theories that investigate secular texts that were
written after the 13" century should be investigated. However, one text from the 13" century, the
‘fragmenting period’, will be included as a point of reference. Also, since this will be a comparative
study, one text from each region (Russia, Belarus and Ukraine) should be analysed for each century
that is investigated. The resulting overview of texts is therefore as follows in table 3.

Please note that during the research itself, multiple texts were added in order to create a more complete
overview into the development of the languages at certain stages. These additional texts were added
because some forms, that suited the research criteria (see 2.2.1. and further), had not been found in the
original text that was under discussion. These additional texts were of course also added to table 3 as

the second mentioned text for each location in a given time period.
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Russia

Ukraine

\ Belarus

XIlIth century
(‘fragmenting period”)

Excerpt from the ‘Smolensk Trade Treaty’ (1229)

XIVth century

Testament of Prince
Dmitrij Ivanovi¢ of

- Deed of Peter
Radceovskyj (1359)s

Document of ceasefire
with Polish king, 1352.

Moscow (<1378)s - Deed of Februn,
governor of Przemysl
(1391)
XVIth century Excerpt from From ‘Letter of - Excerpt from “Story

‘Ambassadorial book
on the relations of
Russia and the Nogai
Horde’ (1551).

Mahmet Shihzoda,
Sultan of Kafa, to
Grand Prince Ivan
Vasil’evi¢’ (1502)s.

of the Renowned
Knight Tristan’
(Povest’ o slavnom
rycery Tryscane).

- From ‘Al-Kitab’s.

XVIlIth century

Excerpt from
‘Documents on the
construction of the
churches of
Carevokoksajsk’
(1734)

- Excerpt from the
letters of Hetman Ivan
Mazepa to M. Kocubej
(ca. 1708)s.

XIXth century

Excerpt from Vikencij
Ravinski’s Eneida
Navyvarat (1820°s)

Table 3: An overview of the texts which are to be investigated. The addition of a subscript capital letter S to the
names of certain texts indicates that these texts were found in Sevel’ov, G.Y., Holling, F. (ed.), A Reader in the
History of the Eastern Slavic Languages, (Columbia University Press, New York), 1958. Due to a lack of on-line
accessible material on the Belarusian language from the 18™ century (most probably caused by the 1697 ban on
the use of Belarusian in official documents), an early 19" century text will be analysed instead. The ‘Deed of

Februn’ was found in Pes¢ak, 1974 (document nr. 53).

As one cannot consider it very productive to try and repeat previous research as reflected in the

theories in chapter 1, various different changes in the East-Slavic languages will be investigated.

Instead of phonetic changes, the primary focus will be placed on morphological changes. By doing so,

a different look — one that was discarded by the authors of the previously mentioned theories — will be

taken on the development of the East-Slavic languages. In investigating these morphological changes

the primary focus will lie on the disputed influence of Polish on the Belarusian and Ukrainian

languages by investigating the development of the verb in these languages in comparison to

developments in the morphology of the Polish verb. If analogies in the morphological development

(conjugation, inflection etc.) between the Polish verb and Belarusian and Ukrainian verbs can be

found, this would make the notion that Polish played a major role in the development of Belarusian

and Ukrainian more plausible. If no analogies are to be found, of course, this would make that notion

less plausible and give more credibility to the theories of Filin and Saxmatov, who also downplay the

influence of the Polish language.
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2.2.1. Research on the past tense: past tense ending

A great deal of attention will be paid here to the formation of the past tense of the verb. If we take a

look at how the past tense is formed in the contemporary East-Slavic languages and Polish, we find

situation 2 as described in table 4 for past tense verbs with a masculine gender subject.

Polish Belarusian Ukrainian Russian
Situation 1 -/u/ -/ -1/ -1/
Situation 2 -/u/ -/u/ -Iv/ -/

Table 4: the past tense for masculine subjects in ESI-languages and Polish.

As can be seen in table 4, situation 2 shows that for masculine gender subjects, Belarusian and
Ukrainian tend to form their past tenses in pretty much the same way as Polish does, namely through
either -/ii/ or -/v/. Then supposedly, past tense masculine underwent change under influence from
Polish, which would support Pugh’s theory that Polish had great influence on Belarusian and
Ukrainian, changing the masculine past tense for these languages from a hypothetical situation 1 in
table 4 to situation 2. A fact that further supports this theory is that the change to -/ ~ v/ did not go
‘all the way’. While in Polish -/ii/ is found in all genders (except for person-masculine person plural),
BY -/ii/ and U -/v/ are only found in the masculine past tense, which might indicate that the
introduction of non-/I/ in past tenses is of alien (i.e. Polish) origin.

However, the opposite assumption might be true as well: the hypothetical ‘situation 1> might be
erroneous just as well, for one can argue along the same lines as indicated above, stating that perhaps
the masculine verb ending in -/l/ in Belarusian and Ukrainian were introduced to the language by
Russian (so that masculine past tense -/I/ is a Russian innovation). Like the suggestion above, the
appearance of -/ii/ and -/v/ in masculine past tense only can indicate that it was the introduction of -/I/
that did not go ‘all the way’. If one assumes the latter to be true, one would chronologically place
situation 2 before situation 1, as this would point towards the ultimate result of the spread of R -/I/
across the East-Slavic languages.

In any case, the fact that both the hypothetical process of the spreading of -/t ~ v/ from Polish towards
the East and the process of the spreading of R -/I/ towards the West was halted halfway through,
resulting in an intermediate past tense system in Belarusian and Ukrainian, can be explained by the
emergence of standard literary language, which might have emerged at a point in which both

languages were still transitioning from one situation to the other.**

® 1 would like to remark that alternation between /I/, v/ and /0/ as in masculine past tense or R: volk, U: vovk
and BY: voiik ‘wolf” is not a pure Slavic phenomenon, as Germanic languages display the same alternation.
Compare D: goud and E: gold.
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2.2.2. Research on the past tense: auxiliary verbs

Pugh’s theory that Polish influenced Belarusian and Ukrainian might be supported by the fact that
perhaps the Belarusian and Ukrainian masculine past tense endings are similar to Polish, but this does
not account for the fact that the Polish past verb is more complicated. In Polish, past tense verbs
include a remnant of the old auxiliary verb ‘to be’ in all forms, except for the 3™ person. This,
however, is not reflected in contemporary Belarusian and Ukrainian, which, just like Russian, merely
employ a past tense verb ending in the earlier discussed -/1 ~ v ~ @/. Therefore R: ja cital; BY: ja
Sytaii; U: ja cytav but P: ja czytatem (‘1 was reading’) in which —em is a rudimentary form of the 1sg
of by¢ (‘to be’).

The loss of the auxiliary verb is a process that can be observed in most Slavic languages, but only
Russian has completely discarded the verb, as Issatchenko observes. He notes that in Slavic languages,
such as Polish, Czech and Russian the CES tenses of aorist and imperfect disappeared since a third
tense, the perfect tense, could easily take their place. This tense was formed by means of a past
participle ending in —l» and an inflected present form of ‘to be’. Over time, however, the auxiliary
verb was mostly retained in some form or the other and only lost in some cases. An example of this
can be found in Polish: it was only in the fourteenth century that Polish lost the auxiliary verb in 3"
person — after which it became an emphasis marker — and only later on did this process repeat itself for
all persons, so that only in the sixteenth century such usage disappeared and the auxiliary verb was
reduced to an inflectional ending for past tense verbs (as displayed above).®® However, unlike the other
Slavic languages, Russian completely removed the auxiliary verb, causing the past participle to
function in much the same way as an adjective (compare R: ja znal/znala ‘T knew [m/f]’ and R: ja
umen/umna ‘I am wise [m/f]"). % ¢’

The elimination of this auxiliary verb in Russian was a process that was already well underway in the
13" century, i.e. at the time Common East Slavic was breaking up. Issatchenko discusses an
intermediate stage that helped the removal of the auxiliary verb in this period (see table 5). According
to him, in order to denote the person in a past tense before the 13™ century, one was to use a
corresponding form of ‘to be’, as can be seen in the table. During the transitional period, it seems,
Russians got more used to explicitly naming the subject of the phrase, which then eliminated the

necessity of the use of the auxiliary verb altogether.®

6 Dickey, S.M., ‘See, Now They Vanish: Third-Person Perfect Auxiliaries in Old and Middle Czech’, Journal of
Slavic Linguistics, 2013, 21, 1, pp. 78-79.

% Issatchenko, A., ‘Tense and Auxiliary Verbs with Special Reference to Slavic Languages’, Language, Jul.-
Sep. 1940, 16, 3, pp. 192.

%7 |t should be noted, though, that some remnants of the auxiliary verb are still present in Russian as impersonal
particles. These include by (conditional particle), bude (‘in case’) and bylo (denotes an interrupted action that
was rendered ineffective by another action). The particles have lost their connection to ‘to be’ and are not
inflicted, as the following example from Turgenev’s Fathers and Sons shows: Bacunuii iBanosuu [...],
cobupancs 6w10 noboamams ¢ HuM, HO bazapos Totuac ero otocinain [...] (‘Vasilij Ivanovi¢ was about to go and
have a chat with him, but Bazarov immediately sent him away’). — Issatchenko, A., pp. 194-196.

% |ssatchenko, A., pp. 194.
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< 13th century (CES) ~13th century > 13th century (R)
(transitional)
You (m) gave dalv €si ty dalv esi ty dalv

Table 5: The loss of the auxiliary verb ‘to be’ in Russian, according to Issatchenko, 1940, p. 194.

2.2.3. Research on present tense verb endings & infinitive

Not only will the investigation focus on the verb ending in the past tense and the development of the
auxiliary verb in this tense, but attention will be paid to the present tense and infinitive of the verb as
well. To discuss the verbal endings for all persons in the present tense would be rather complicated, as
the texts that are to be analysed are mostly deeds, law books and contracts, i.e. documents which
rarely employ persons other than 3sg, 1pl and the infinite form of the verb.

The reason for investigating the present tense is made clear in table 6. As shown in the table, the verb
endings for the persons given in Belarusian and Ukrainian seem like a big hodgepodge in which some
persons share their verb ending with Polish (such as the Ukrainian 1pl ending in —m— followed by a
vocal —0) while for a different person the same language employs a verb ending that is shared with

Russian (such as the Ukrainian 3sg which in some verb classes shares the —t with Russian).

Polish Belarusian Ukrainian Russian
3sg -0 -0/ -c’ (-11p) -0/-t’ -t
1pl -my -m -mo -m
Infinitive -¢’ (-¢) -c¢’ (-11p) -ty -t’

Table 6: Declension of the present tense verb in contemporary Polish, Belarusian, Ukrainian and Russian. Note
that BY and U 3sg employ both -g and -¢’, depending on the verb class. Compare U: maljuje ‘he draws’ and U:
krycyt’ ‘he screams’. In BY 3sg the /t/ is changed into /c’/ because of dzekan’e, a sound change that is also part
of the Polish language.

One can start a discussion similar to the one in chapter 2.2.1. with regards to the present tense verb
endings as well: are these similarities to Polish the result of Polish influence on Belarusian and
Ukrainian (just as the masculine past tense endings in these languages) or are the similarities with
Russian East-Slavic (or Russian) innovations that had spread towards Belarusian and Ukrainian, but

did not completely ‘replace’ the original verb endings?

2.2.4. Nominative adjective endings: the influence of contraction and plural gender

Next to the verb, the adjective will be analysed here as well. Just like the present tense verb endings
indicated in table 6, the endings of adjectives in the nominative case in Belarusian and Ukrainian seem
to be a mix of Russian and Polish endings.

Both Polish and Russian primarily employ the ‘long’ variety of the Common-Slavic adjective. This
form, contrary to the ‘short’ form, used to denote definite and indefinite forms respectively and was

formed by adding the CSI demonstrative 3sg pronoun —js to the short variety of the adjective (e.g. CSI:
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*Novs + jb > *novaje ‘new’). This distinction has disappeared in both Russian and Polish, which
therefore are left with no marker for definiteness at all. However, the short form of the adjective has
not disappeared entirely in both languages, as Russian still employs the form in some predicative
positions and both languages maintain some short forms in standard expressions.®

With regards to the Russian and Polish endings of the nominative case adjective mentioned above, the
primary distinction between the languages is that Russian employs a longer form, that still employs an
explicit /j/ (as in -/yj/ and -/oje/). As argued by Townsend and Janda Polish lost this /j/, which led to a
contraction of the nominative case adjective endings into single vocals (so that, e.g., -/aja/ > -/a/).”
As with various aspects of the verb, Polish influence on Belarusian and Ukrainian might have caused
these languages to also undergo a loss of /j/ in the adjective and subsequent contraction of the
nominative endings. Table 7 shows that this might well be the case, as, for example, Belarusian seems
to employ primarily Russian endings for its adjectives, while the masculine case uses the Polish

ending. Ukrainian, on the other hand, does the exact opposite.

Polish Belarusian Ukrainian Russian
M -yl -yl -lyjl -yjl
F -laf -lajal -laf -laja/
N -le/ -loje/ -le/ -loje/
Pl Person-M: -/i/ -lyjal -fil -lyjel
Other: -/e/

Table 7: Contemporary nominative case endings of the adjective in Polish, Belarusian, Ukrainian and Russian.
The adjective endings are shown phonetically, as all of these languages make a distinction between soft and
hard declension, resulting in different spellings (compare BY: HoBel NOVY ‘new’ and anowsi aposni ‘final’).
Besides that, one should bear in mind that stress and akan e might result in different pronunciation (compare
BY: tréci and trécjaje ‘third M/N’ in which the neutral ending is —aje rather than —oje).

Furthermore, special attention should be given to the nominative plural of the adjective. As can be
seen in table 7, Polish is the only language under consideration that distinguishes gender in plural. In
Polish, the person-masculine plural adjective has a separate ending from its non-person-masculine,
feminine and neutral plural counterparts (compare P: glodni turysci ‘“hungry tourists’ and gfodne bobry
‘hungry beavers’).”!

Contemporary Russian, on the contrary, does not distinguish between genders in plural and therefore
employs one and the same ending in nominative plural: -/yje/ (-sie or —ue). This, however, was not
always the case, as — at least until the 18" century™ — a distinction used to be made between genders in

nominative plural adjectives in Russian as well. Almost like in Polish, the gender distinction in the

% Townsend, C., Janda, L., Common and Comparative Slavic: Phonology and Inflection, (Slavica, Columbus),
1996, pp. 178-181.

" Ibid., p. 180.

™ These examples were kindly taken from http://blogs.transparent.com/polish/polish-adjectives-part-1/

"2 Lomonosov, M.V., ‘Prime¢anija na predloZenie o mnoZestvennom okondenii prilagatel’nix imen’, Polnoe
sobranie socinenij — Tom 7, (Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, Moskva/Leningrad), 1952, pp. 81-87.
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nominative plural divided the adjective into masculine (ending in -/yje/) on the one hand and feminine
and neutral (ending in -/yja/) on the other. The latter form, however, gradually gave way to -/yje/,
which is currently the ending for all nominative plural adjectives.

With Polish, which distinguishes gender in nominative plural adjectives to this day, on the one side
and Russian, which abolished this gender distinction, on the other, the question arises how these two
languages impacted the same nominative plural in Belarusian and Ukrainian. As can be seen in table 7,
these languages, like Russian, do not make a distinction between genders, but nonetheless employ
different word endings. Ukrainian forms the nominative plural by means of the Polish contracted form
-/i/, while Belarusian uses an uncontracted form, namely the old Russian feminine/neutral plural -/yja/.
One can wonder how these forms were introduced to Belarusian and Ukrainian. Besides that the
guestion arises: if Ukrainian borrowed the contracted -/i/ from Polish, and Belarusian maintains the
old Russian feminine/neutral plural ending, does this imply that these languages had a longer history

of plural gender distinction than Russian (which would suggest Polish influence)?

2.3. Conclusion

To summarise what has been written above: various parameters have been selected for elaborate
analysis. These parameters were selected on the fact that in Belarusian and/or Ukrainian they show
discrepancies with what one can assume to be the alleged ‘true’ East-Slavic forms. Therefore, verbs —
in past and present tense — will be analysed here and in doing so, the main focus will be on the way
these verbs are formed. That way, hopefully, evidence for possible Polish influence on the Belarusian
and Ukrainian languages can be found. If certain innovations, like the masculine past tense ending in
-/ ~ v/, really were introduced by Polish, they should appear in Belarusian and Ukrainian texts only
after these lands were annexed by Poland. Besides that, attention will also be paid to the possibility of
auxiliary verbs appearing in various texts, as it turns out that while Russian quickly discarded these
verbs, Polish maintained them in some form or the other until this day. Therefore, if Polish influence
on Belarusian and Ukrainian in the past was as great as some theories suggest, it might be possible that
this influence caused the auxiliary verb to remain part of Belarusian and Ukrainian longer than they
were in Russian. Also, analysis of the development of the present tense endings might uncover
whether or not the hodgepodge of Russian and Polish endings in present tense verbs in Belarusian and
Ukrainian was the result of Polish influence on these languages or not. Finally, analysing the
development of the nominative adjective endings takes on yet another aspect of the development of
Belarusian and Ukrainian. In analysing the adjective endings, it should become clear whether or not
the contracted and uncontracted forms of the adjective endings were introduced to these languages by
Polish. Furthermore, it might uncover whether or not gender distinction was made in these languages

for a possibly longer time than in Russian.
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Please note that although the main focus will lie on morphology, some interesting phonetic features,
when encountered, will be included here as well as these observations might be too valuable to
withhold from the reader.

2.4. Methodology

In order to clearly trace the expansion of either Russian or Polish forms into Belarusian and Ukrainian,
it should be made clear how to oppose the Russian forms to their Polish counterparts. In doing so, the
following oppositions can be created:

Russian Polish

Verb
Past tense masculine ending - -/v ~ 0/
Present tense ending

3" person singular -C -0 /-c’

1* person plural -mg -mV

- Infinite -t/ -c’

Adjective Uncontracted (e.g. —/yj/) Contracted (e.g. —/y/)

Table 8: Summary of oppositions between Russian and Polish that are investigated in this research. C denotes a
random consonant, V denotes a random vocal.

Note that for the infinite form, the Polish form —c " is contrasted to both —" and —ti, because both of
these forms are attested in Russian, while in Polish they only have one counterpart. Compare R: citat’
‘to read’; nesti’ ‘to carry’ and P: czyta¢ and nies¢.

With these oppositions in mind, the past tense masculine verbs, the present tense verbs and the
adjectives indicated in table 8 will be marked in each text. The marked verbs and adjectives will be
counted and classified according to whether they display the Russian or Polish variety. In doing so, the
frequency of each of the two opposing varieties can be expressed (first as a part/whole and
subsequently in percentages) for each text. After all texts have been analysed, this technique enables
the creation of graphs that indicate whether or not certain trends were present in various languages
(such as, for example, a hypothetical decline of the use of the Russian variety in Belarusian 3 person
singular verbs).

Besides that, as discussed before, the use of auxiliary verbs will also be investigated. The investigation
technique is pretty much similar to the one discussed above, with the exception of the lack of
‘opposition’ between Russian and Polish varieties: either the auxiliary verb is present or it is not.
Therefore, in order to track the frequency of the use of auxiliary verbs, all past tense verbs that are
present in a certain text will be counted, while meanwhile keeping track of any past tense verbs that
employ an auxiliary verb. Like the aforementioned procedure, this one too enables the creation of a
trend graph.

The only object of analysis which will not be analysed by means of frequency will be the gender

distinction in nominative plural adjectives. For this part of the analysis, all nominative plural
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adjectives will be grouped and checked to see if different endings are employed and if so, if this
correlates to the gender of the corresponding noun. While demonstrative and possessive pronouns will
not be included in the investigation of contracted/uncontracted adjective forms, they will be included
in the investigation towards possible gender distinction in plural adjectives.
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Chapter 3: The investigation and its results

3.1. A text from the fragmenting period: The Smolensk Trade Treaty (1229) — appendix 1

To start off and to determine the base line — the point from which the three East-Slavic languages
started to divert — a text from what shall be called the “fragmenting period” will be analysed. During
this period, as the theories mentioned in chapter one agree on, Common East Slavic was still in
existence, but started to gradually fall apart. For that reason, a text — or rather an excerpt from a text —
from the beginning of the century will be analysed. The text, written in 1229, is known under the name
Smolenskaja Torgovaja Pravda (‘Smolensk Trade Treaty’) and is an extensive document regarding the
rights of trade and traders in the lands of the lord of Smolensk and the land of Riga (which at that
point was a bishopric in the Teutonic Order). The document was written to provide a legal basis for
possible trade conflicts and was signed not only by representatives of Smolensk and Riga, but also by
various merchants from the Hansa, including Groningen, Minster and Dortmund.

When counting and analysing the masculine past tense forms, a total of 11 verbs were encountered in
the excerpt. Out of these, none displayed an ending in -/v/ or -/ii/, so all masculine past tense verbs
ended in -/l/. Overall, 16 others past tense verbs were counted, making the total number of past tense
verbs 27. Out of these 27 verbs, none employed an auxiliary verb.

Just like the past tense verb, the present tense verb did not show any Polish influence either.
Unfortunately, the excerpt from the document did not include any first person plural forms, but it was
abundant in third singular and infinite forms.

All'in all, 31 third person singular forms were counted in the excerpt from the document. All of these
forms fitted the earlier mentioned ‘Russian variety’ —C, as all of these forms ended in a consonant.
Interestingly, though, about half of the attested forms (14 out of 31) employed the ending —te, while
the other 17 forms used —¢’ as an ending. Both forms were used seemingly at random, as in some cases
the same verb has been attested with both endings, such as at the beginning of the actual agreements in

the document, were it reads:

(...) Axe 60oynbTe cBOGOIBHBIN YIBKE OYOUTH - TPUBEHB cepebpa - 3a TOIBBOY
Asxxe 60oybTe X0BIIs OYOUTS - @~ TPUBHA cephOpa 3amiaTut - (...)

(...) If a free man will be killed, [one should pay] 10 pieces of silver for his head.

If a serf will be killed, 1 piece of silver should be paid.

Both —te and —¢” denote the same person in present tense and indicate one and the same form. One
should bear in mind that at the time of writing of this text, the deletion of the reduced vowels s (which
became e) and v (> 0) was still taking place, resulting in alternative ways to spell these reduced
vowels. These alternative spelling methods can best be observed in the way the 3sg of ‘to want’
(xocet’) is written in the text, where one encounters xocet’ (xouets), xocete (xouere) as well as Xucoto

(xpubTh). Therefore, the 3sg endings in —te and —” should be regarded as one and the same.
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More consistency in the used verb endings is displayed in this document by the infinitive. A total of 28
infinitives have been counted in the document and most of them employ the same ending: -ti, which
earlier on had been classified as the Russian variety of the infinitive ending.

However, despite this consistency, two exceptions were found in the selected excerpt from the
document. In this part of the document, a dative/infinitive construction can be found in which Rusin
‘the Russian’ is placed in the dative case and added to the infinitive ne zvati ‘not to call’, thus creating
a construction meaning ‘The Russian is not to call’. It is fairly evident that this construction calls for
an object as well as an additional infinitive, since the Russian in this sentence is not to call someone in

order to have him do something. Therefore the sentence is translated as follows:

Poycunoy He 3BaTH - TaTHHA Ha MOTh OUTH CA © 0y POYCKOH 3eMJIH *:* A JTAaTHHWHOY HE 3BaTH pOYCHHA Ha 1moxrk
6uTO cA - 0y pusb u Ha roTckoMb Oepesb i

The Russian is not to call the Latin [i.e. the Teutonic knight] to the battlefield to duel on Russian lands, and the
Latin is not to call the Russian to the battlefield in Riga and on Gotlandic shores.

As can be seen, the dative/infinitive construction is employed twice: both the Russians and the
Teutonic Knights are banned from challenging each other to a duel. As the construction is employed
twice, the additional infinitive is also used twice. The additional infinitive is the same in both cases,
but spelled in two different ways, which are both different from the other infinitives in this document
ending in —ti. The additional verb in question is the verb bit’sja ‘to fight’, which is first written
employing the ending —t» (bitssja) and then employing the ending —to (bitosja).

Although one might suspect that both forms are writing errors — since all other infinitive verbs in the
document employ —ti — this is not the case. The verb ‘to fight’ in this case is a supinum, a sort of
alternative infinitive that was employed in Church Slavonic as a replacement of the normal infinitive
after verbs that indicate motion (because the supinum is a slightly different form than the infinitive, it
shall further be left out of the analysis). The supinum ended in -», a reduced vowel which, as discussed
earlier, can also be read as —o. Therefore, like —te and —¢’ in 3sg, the supinum endings — although
spelled differently — should be read as one and the same ending.

As for the adjective, a total of 10 masculine forms were counted. All of these masculine adjectives
were uncontracted and ended in either —yj or —ij. No feminine or neutral nominative case adjective
were found and only two plural nominative adjectives were found, both ending in —ii and
corresponding to masculine nouns. Three additional plural pronouns were found: one ending in —i and
two ending in —o0. These forms were found at the end of the document, where a list of merchants is

provided:

perapboh - IBTAPTH - agaMsb * TO OBUTH TOPOXKAHE *:* HAa TOYKOMb Oepe3e - MbMBOEPHB * BpeIpHUKDb ToyMOb - TH
ObuTH 13 MO0Ka
Regnebode, Detjart, Adam; they were citizens of Gotland — Memebern, Frederic Dumbe; they were from Lbeck.
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It is clear that both to and ti correspond to men, so the difference in ending cannot be explained by a

possible gender distinction between the two forms (so the amount of data is insufficient to determine

whether or not a gender distinction was made at all). However, if the amount of men to which to and ti

refer is counted, a difference appears. While ti only refers to two people, to refers to three (and further

on in the text even four). Therefore the difference in forms might be explained by a certain degree of

grouping: while two people are referred to using a plural form, more than two people are referred to as

a group, which is reflected in the neutral ending of to.”

Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 11/11 (100%) | -u/-v 0%
Verb 3sg -C 31/31(100%) | -#/-¢’ 0%
1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf -t’/-ty 26/26 (100%) | -¢’ 0%
M 10/10 (100%) 0%
F Uncontracted n/d Contracted n/d
Adjective N n/d n/d
PI 2/2 (100%) 0%
Pl Gender n/d
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 0/27 (0%)

Table 9: Overview of form frequencies in the 13th century ‘Smolensk Trade Treaty .

"3 Besides that, one should bear in mind that the dual form, which was eliminated not long before the writing of
this text, might have played a role as well.
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3.2. Belarusian texts

3.2.1. A ceasefire with Kazimierz, the king of Poland — appendix 2a

The oldest Belarusian document that has been analysed here dates back from 1352 and describes the
terms and conditions to a ceasefire between various Belarusian and Polish nobles. On the Polish side
the document is signed by king Kazimierz 111 of Poland (1310-1370) himself as well as other nobles,
such as the duke of Mazovia (who, incidentally, was also called Kazimierz).” On the Belarusian side
the document was signed by various lords as well, including lord Jurij Narimuntovi¢ (~1326- >1398),
who owned the lands of Chelm and Belz”, and lord Jurij Kor’jatovi¢ (?-1375), who owned the lands
of Podolia™. All of these cities and localities are currently located in either Poland or Ukraine, but at
the time of the signing of the document these lands were Lithuanian, where Belarusian was the
language used in official documents and treaties (see chapter 0.2). Besides a ceasefire, the document
also discusses the duration of the peace, the transferral of the city of Kremenets (Kremjanets in the
document) to the control of lord Narimuntovi¢ and the fact that in case of a Hungarian invasion of the

lands of Rus’, controlled by Lithuania, Poland will not assist Lithuania:

AdKe TIOUJETh OYTOPHCKBIA KOPOIb Ha JINTBY, OIBCKOMY | KOPOJICBH ITOMaratu. Ae MouaeTh Ha Pyce, mro
JINTBBI CJIymaceTb, KOPOJICBU HC [TIOMAraTu.

If the Hungarian king goes to [read: attacks] Lithuania, it is up to the Polish king to help. If he goes to the lands
of Rus’, which are subject to Lithuania, the king is not to help.

In the above citation, it looks like the author made a spelling error. Rather than write nomoratu /
pomagati’ ‘to help’, he wrote momararu / pomagati. However, this is not a spelling error, since the
contemporary form pomogat’ is a Russian innovation, while pomagati is the old Slavic form (compare
to P: pomagac and Cz: pomahat).

In the document only one instance of the past tense could be found, surprisingly. This one verb was
plural, so it provides no information on the formation of the masculine past tense. However, this verb

did employ an auxiliary verb:

A Ha TO €CMEI JaJin cBob meuaru.
And to that we have placed our stamps.

Technically, this results in a frequency of 100% of auxiliary verb use in this document, but since only
one past tense in general is attested in this document, there is insufficient data to back up this claim.
Besides that, given the place in the text and the formulation of the sentence, the phrase might be a
standard formulation that was always employed at that time to finish a sentence. If this is the case, the

use of the auxiliary verb in normal spoken Belarusian at that time seems doubtful.

% Unknown author, ‘Poland’, Medieval Lands, 2014.
7> Unknown author, ‘Knjaz’ Jurij Narimuntovi¢ Belz’kyj’, litopys.com.ua.
7® Unknown author, ‘Knjaz’ja iz zemel” VKL i Beloj Rusi’, averdysh.narod.ru.
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However, in a similar text, a ceasefire from 1372, more instances of the auxiliary verb are employed,
so it seems that the verb actually was still in use, but not very frequent. In a total of 8 past tense verbs,
2 auxiliary constructions were found. This results in a total of three auxiliary constructions that were
found in nine past tense verb constructions in the 14™ century texts. Besides that, the same text shows
two instances of the masculine past tense verb, both ending in -/1/.”

As for present tense endings, all three forms that were investigated (3sg, 1pl and inf) were found in the
text. A total of 24 instances of the present tense verb in third person singular were found and all of
them showed an ending of the Russian variety, namely: -¢". The same consistency was found in the
infinitive of the verb: 33 infinitives were counted and all of them employed the Russian —ti.

However, slightly less consistency could be found in the first person plural endings of the verb. A total
of six of these verbs were encountered in the document. Out of these seven, only five employed the
Russian ending —mg (spelled as —ms), while two used the Polish ending —my. Interestingly enough, out
of the verbs which employed the Russian ending, three verbs were mozem, i.e. conjugations of the
verb ‘to can’. Out of the two verbs that used the Polish form, one was the verb esmy, which is the
auxiliary verb that was discussed earlier. It is doubtful whether or not this form should be taken into
account as possible proof of the use of Polish forms in 1pl, because this form is the standard inflection
of the verb ‘to be’. For this reason, it shall be left out of the analysis. As a result of this, only six 1pl
verbs will be counted, out of which one employs the Polish ending.

With regards to the adjectives once again some interesting remarks can be made. First of all, it should
be noted that no instances of the neutral gender adjective could be found in the text. Six masculine
adjectives were found and all of them ended in an uncontracted —yj. No feminine adjectives were
found, although the word ruska ‘russian (F)’ is found towards the end of the text. As can be seen, this
word employs a contracted ending, but since this can be explained by the fact that the word is a
substantivized adjective, it will be left out of the equation. However, in the 1372 ceasefire, one
‘normal’ feminine nominative adjective was found, ending in the uncontracted —aja.

One plural adjective was found, corresponding to a masculine noun (knjazi ‘knights”). Unfortunately,
this does provides insufficient evidence for a possible gender distinction in plural adjectives. However,
if possessive pronouns are also taken into account, the pronoun in the final sentence of the document
(quoted above) can be analysed as well. In this sentence, the construction svoé pecati ‘our stamps’ can
be found. Interestingly, the pronoun ends in —¢, rather than —i. The most logical explanation for this
would be that this is because pecat’ has a different gender than knjaz’, which is in fact the case. This
would mean that indeed, gender distinction in plural adjectives would be made in Belarusian at this

point.

" Unknown author, ‘V.k.1. Al’herd z bratam vjalikim knjazem Kejstutam i vjaliki knjaz’ smalenski Svjataslati
Ivanavic¢ zaklju€ajuc’ z vjalikim knjazem maskotskim Dzmitriem Ivanavi¢am I jago bratam knjazem
Uladzimiram Andréevi¢am peramir’e’, Historyja Belarusi IX-XVIII stagoddzjaii. PerSakrynicy, posted
13/12/20009, original 07/1372.
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Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)

Verb Past Tense M | -l 2/2 (100%) -u/-v n/d

3sg -C 24/24 (100%) | -8/ ¢’ 0%

1pl -mg 5/6 (83%) -mV 1/6 (17%)

Inf -t’/-ty 100% -’ 0%
Adjective M Uncontracted 6/6 (100%) Contracted 0%

F 1/1 (100%) 0%

N n/d n/d

Pl 1/1 (100%) 0%

Pl Gender Yes (M: -yi; F: -ye)

distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 3/9 (33%)

Table 10: Overview of form frequencies in the 14th century Belarusian texts.

3.2.2. Two Belarusian texts from the 16™ century: Tristan and Al-Kitab — appendix 2b&2c

In analysis developments in the Belarusian language during the 16™ century, a total of two texts will
be analysed. The first text is an excerpt from ‘The Story of the Renowned Knight Tristan’, which is a
Belarusian translation of a 12" century story that was written in German. In the story, the reader is
acquainted with prince Tristan, his heroic deeds and his love affair with princess Isolde.

The second text to be analysed is of a completely different nature. It is an excerpt from the 16" century
Al-Kitab. Kitabs were the name of various books that were written in Belarusian, but employed an
adapted Arabic script. The books were used by Tatars that had settled in Belarusian lands and had
assimilated, losing their knowledge of the Tatar language in the process. Being unable to understand
their native language, their religious texts, amongst which was the Quran, had to be translated to
Belarusian, but had to maintain the sacred Arabic script.”® As a result a series of books were created
that contained texts written in Belarusian that was phonetically transferred to a different script. In
other words: the Al-Kitab contains a written variant of Belarusian that reflects the way it was actually
pronounced.

Analysing both texts, it becomes clear that — at least for the 16™ century — written and spoken
Belarusian differ quite a lot. When looking at the past tense, for example, a total of 92 past tense verbs
were encountered in Tristan, out of which 63 were masculine past tense verbs, ending in -/I/.
Furthermore, out of the 92 instances of the past tense, 7 were formed using an auxiliary verb.
Contrastingly: 22 past tense verbs were found in the fragment from Al-Kitab. Out of these 22 verbs,
16 were masculine and all of these were formed using the Polish variety -/i/. Besides that, no single
auxiliary verb was used in this text.

Clearly, there is a discrepancy between the data sets obtained from both texts: while Al-Kitab shows
no auxiliary verb usage and its masculine past tense verbs solely employ the Polish ending, the story

about Tristan uses some auxiliary verbs and Russian past tense endings. Both issues will be discussed.

78 Nes’cjarovi¢, VI, ‘Kitaby — unikal’naja z’java i belaruskaj move’, Pravapis.org.

40



First of all: the auxiliary verb usage. As discussed earlier, according to Issatchenko, Russian lost its
auxiliary verb as early as during the 13" century, while Polish used the verbs for a longer time period
as an emphasis marker. The latter might explain the reason for the complete lack of auxiliary verbs in
Al-Kitab, especially if compared to the actual context of the auxiliary verbs in Tristan:

U moTom mociai o cBoe[ro ceiHa, W KOJIM OH] Tiepel Hero MPBIIIOJ, TIOTIeeTh Ha HETO BEJIMHU Cepa[uTo u pek]:
(...) ymopsut ecu ogHOT{0} OT TOGPEI[X PHILPPHI U HAGOJIB]IIOTO TPBISATENS Y MOMM IOMY, a MeHe e[cu (...)

3aryomi].

And then he sent for his son, and when he arrived before him, he looked at him very angrily and spoke: (...) you
have Kkilled one of the good knights and best friends of my house, and you have (...) ruined me.

Evidently, the auxiliary verb is used in phrase which is full of emotion (the author even adds the fact
that the person speaking is very angry), which fits Issatchenko’s assumption perfectly: the auxiliary
verb is employed in this example to stress the emotion that is captivated in the sentence and transfer it
to the reader. When the other instances in which the auxiliary verb is used in this text are taken into
account, the same could be applied to them too: the auxiliary verb is only used in sentences which are
guoted from a character in the text, mostly in phrases which express wishes and emotions in general.
It is for the same reason that the auxiliary verb is not used in the Al-Kitab. Because this text is not of a
literary, but of a religious kind, the auxiliary verb, which is employed as a style figure, is unnecessary.
Besides that, it seems fairly plausible that in spoken Belarusian, on which the Al-Kitab is based, the
auxiliary verb was not used at all, strengthening the idea that the auxiliary verb was limited to written,
literary texts.

As for the discrepancy between the masculine past tense endings: it might be possible that the Al-
Kitab is based on a Belarusian dialect which adopted the -// earlier than the dialect Tristan is written
in, but this seems implausible. A more interesting possibility that can be suggested is that during the
sixteenth century, under the influence of Polish, Belarusian had already adapted -/ii/, or at least was in
the process of adapting this verb ending. However, the problem arose that the Cyrillic alphabet did not
have a letter to denote this sound: the letter ¥ (/i/) would not appear in the language until the 1890s"
and the letter 8 (/v/) did not correspond to the actual pronounciation either. The author therefore
probably decided to use the old spelling through i (/I/), which incidentally might also have been the
spelling he had learned (as grammars on Church Slavonic of course also showed the masculine past
tense in ).

Further proof for the latter assumption might be found in the fact that Al-Kitab shows various
innovations which are not represented in the story about Tristan. Al-Kitab shows, for example, the so
called dzekan e (n3exanne), which is a phonetic phenomenon that denotes the transformation of /d’/
and /t’/ into /dz’/ and /c’/ and which is present in both Polish and Belarusian. In Al-Kitab we find this

phenomenon in the second sentence of the passage, where adzin is written, rather than odin ‘one’.

7‘9 Bulyka, ‘U neskladovae’, Encyklapedyja litaratury i mastactva Belarusi — Tom 4, (Belaruskaja Saveckaja
Encyklapedyja, Minsk), 1984, p.377.
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An even more striking phenomenon that can be found in the Al-Kitab is akan’e (axanse), the sound
law that implies a reduction of the unstressed /o/ into /a/ or /o/. In Al-Kitab this sound change is shown
in words such as prarok ‘prophet’, adzin ‘one’ and celevek ‘man’. A third innovation that is reflected
in the fragment from Al-Kitab is the change of the plosive /g/ to the fricative /y/, as can be seen in
words such as s’neh ‘snow’ and drithoje ‘other’. Based on these observations, we can assume that the
processes of dzekan e and akan e and the change from plosive /g/ to fricative /y/ happened at least as
early as the 16™ century. As for the latter, bear in mind that for Ukrainian, in which a similar sound
change took place, the moment of the occurrence of the sound change was in the 12" to early 13"
century (according to Sevel’ov).%’ This would imply that Belarusian adapted the sound change later
than Ukrainian, opening up the possibility that it perhaps borrowed this feature from Ukrainian.
Because phonetic proof shows that the 16™ century was a time in which many innovations were
introduced in Belarusian, it will be assumed that the masculine past tense endings in -/I/, as shown in
Tristan, are incorrect and are merely written that way because the author lacked an appropriate letter to
write down the actual pronunciation. Therefore, with regards to the masculine past tense endings, the
16™ century will be regarded as a transitional period.

On a side note: it is not true that the story of Tristan does not show any innovations at all. An example
of an innovation that is reflected in this text is the appearance of the prothetic consonant, which,
according to Wexler, had appeared in the language about a century before.®* One instance of a

prothetic consonant is encountered in the phrase:

U ka3an ero BKUHYTH y BOTO[Hb, ¥ Tak] OH BMED.
And he ordered him to be thrown in the fire and that way he died.

Moving on to the present tense, the story about Tristan and the fragment from Al-Kitab show more
consistency. In both texts no instance of 1pl was encountered. In Tristan the third person singular was
encountered a total of 13 times. Out of these 13, all verbs employ the Russian variety, though it should
be noted that only 2 of the 13 showed the ‘old’ form —’ as the others employed —t. A total of 29
infinitive verbs was counted, but these too showed a small change compared to older texts: while all
verbs used the Russian ending, 2 infinitive verbs no longer employed the old ending of —ti, but now
employed —¢’.

In Al-Kitab 14 instances of the third person singular were encountered, but these all displayed
different endings. Out of these 14, 4 verbs used the Russian form and ended in —t, but this group of
verbs is solely made up of the third person singular of ‘to be’, written in the text as jest. This group
will not be included in the analysis. 10 verbs employed the Polish variety endings: in 6 cases, the verbs

employed —¢ (including one reflexive verb: sxavajecca ‘abscond’), which is the old —t-ending that had

8 Sevel’ov, G.Y., ‘On the Chronology of h and the New g in Ukrainian’, Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 1977, 1,
(2), p. 146.

8 Wexler, P., ‘Explorations in Byelorussian Historical Bilingual Dialectology and Onomastics’, The Slavonic
and East European Review, 1974, LI, 129, p. 497.
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undergone the effects of already mentioned dzekan e (which, since it is also apparent in Polish, shall
be considered a Polish variety as well). The remaining four verbs displayed the other Polish variety
and ended in —g. As for the infinitive: 4 infinitives were counted and all of them showed the Polish
ending —¢ (although one form showed a ‘transitional ending’ in —¢).

Once again this shows that Belarusian underwent major innovations in the sixteenth century. Old
forms, such as —ti for the infinitive and —” for third person singular were disappearing, giving way to
new forms, while others had already switched over to the Polish variety (like —¢ for infinitive).

As for the adjectives, the story of Tristan and Al-Kitab show even more consistency. No real
differences were found between the texts as no real morphological differences seemed to be in place.
Therefore, the two texts will be combined in the adjective analysis.

A total of 17 masculine nominative adjectives were found in both texts combined. Out of these 17, 8
showed a contracted form. Interestingly enough, all of the contracted adjectives were participles, such
as govorecy ‘speaking’ and xotecy ‘wanting’ in Tristan and pisuci “writing” and pasoisi® ‘having
returned’ in Al-Kitab. The same applied to plural adjectives: a total of 5 forms were counted and out of

these, one was contracted. Once again, this contracted form was a participle:

(...) jeni, prinatisi, tvari svaje na z’emlu patazi(li).

They, having perceived them, placed their faces on the earth.

Furthermore, 2 feminine nominative adjectives were found as well as 7 neutral adjectives. All of these
showed the Russian uncontracted form.

Because of the fact that only five plural nominative adjectives had been found (all ending in —ie) and
all of these corresponded to masculine nouns, there is insufficient data to analyse whether or not

gender distinction was made.

82 Compare to R: mome it
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Tristan Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 63/63 (100%) | -u/-v 0%
3sg -C 13/13 (100%) | -o/-¢’ 0%
Verb (-¢:2;-t: 11)
Inf /-ty 29/29 (100%) | -¢’ 0%
(-ti: 27; -1": 2)
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 7/92 (8%)
Al-Kitab Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 0% -u/-v 16/16 (100%)
3sg -C 0% -9/ -c’ 10/10 (100%)
Verb (-¢: 6; -9: 4)
Inf /-ty 0% -’ 4/4 (100%)
(-¢:3; -¢i: 1)
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 0/22 (0%)
Combined data Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 63/79 (80%) -u/-v 16/79 (20%)
3sg -C 13/23 (57%) -0/ -c’ 10/23 (43%)
(-¢:2;-t: 11) (-¢: 6; -2: 4)
Verb 1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf /-ty 29/33 (88%) -c’ 4/33 (12%)
(-ti: 27; -1°: 2) (-¢: 3; -¢i: 1)
M 9/17 (53%) 8/17 (47%)
F 2/2 (100%) 0%
Adiective N Uncontracted 717 (100%) Contracted 0%
PI 4/5 (80%) 1/5 (20%)
Pl Gender n/d
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 7/113 (6%)

Table 11: Overview of form frequencies in the 16™ century Belarusian texts. In the top half of the table the data
with regards to the verb has been split up between the story about Tristan and Al-Kitab, in order to highlight the
differences between the two. In the bottom half of the table, the data from both texts are combined.

3.2.3. Eneida Navyvarat by Vikencij Ravinski (1820s) — appendix 2d

As mentioned before, the last Belarusian text that will be analysed here was written not in the 18™ but

at the beginning of the 19™ century. Material from the 18" century could not be found (neither in

Sevel’ov’s reader, nor on-line) and this might be because of the fact that during the 18" century the

use of Belarusian in official correspondence, contracts, deeds and other legal documents was banned

in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. It was only towards the end of the 18" century that

Belarusian was freed from this ban when during the three partitions of the Commonwealth the

Belarusian speaking lands were incorporated into the Russian empire.

Eneida Navyvarat ‘Aeneid the other way round” was written in the 1820s by Vikencij Ravinski, a hero

of the war of 1812 who wrote many satirical works. His version of the Aeneid is a parody on the

Ukrainian Enejida (U: Ereina), which was written in 1798 by Kotljarev’skyj. Ravinski’s Aeneid is

written in the Smolensk dialect of Belarusian® and shows many features of contemporary phonetics,

8 Unknown author, ‘Smolenskij dialekt’, smolnews.ru, 23/07/2007.
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which to some extent were also visible in the 16™ century texts (see 3.2.2.) such as akan e and the use

of prothetic consonants:

IOHOHa BOONaK aTnMxXHYyIa
Juno moved the clouds aside

In the selected fragment a total of 48 past tense verbs were encountered. Out of these, 22 were
masculine, which all employed the Polish variety of the masculine past tense ending and ended in -/v/.
Like in the story of knight Tristan in section 3.2.2., here too it might be the case that the actual
pronunciation of the verb ending was /ti/. A v was written instead, since there was no letter to represent
the actual pronunciation. No auxiliary verbs were encountered in the fragment.

In the excerpt very few present tense verbs were counted: no instances of 1pl were found, and only a
total of four third person singular verbs and 8 infinitives were encountered. Interestingly enough, these
two groups of verbs display a trend which had been started in the 16™ century: all 3sg verbs had a
Polish ending — a -/t/ which because of dzekan e had been transformed into —¢ —, while all infinitives
employed the Polish variety and ended in —¢ as well.

As for nominative adjectives, they too were only sparsely encountered in the fragment. Only seven
masculine and two feminine nominative adjectives were found, while no neutral or plural adjectives
were found in the nominative case (though one neutral gender demonstrative pronoun was found in
part VI, ending in —¢je and thereby suggesting that neutral gender adjectives were uncontracted in
Belarusian at the time). The two feminine adjectives were both uncontracted, while out of the seven
masculine adjectives, four were contracted. However, like in the 16" century texts, these contracted

forms were all participles.

Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 0% -u/-v 22/22 (100%)
3sg -C 0% -0/ -c’ 4/4 (100%)
Verb (ending in —¢)
1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf -t’/-ty 0% -’ 8/8 (100%)
M 3/7 (43%) 417 (57%)
F 2/2 (100%) 0%
N Uncontracted (possibly Contracted n/d
Adjective 100%)
Pl n/d n/d
Pl Gender n/d
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 0/48 (0%)

Table 12: Overview of form frequencies in the early 19" century Eneida Navyvarat.
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3.3. Russian texts

3.3.1. The 14™ century testament of Prince Dmitrij Ivanovi¢ of Moscow — appendix 3a

The first Russian text to be analysed here is a text that was found in the reader compiled by Sevel’ov.
The text is a short fragment taken from the testament of a certain prince of Moscow, Dmitrij [vanovic¢
and is dated by Sevel’ov as being written earlier than 1378. The name of the prince, as well as the
suggested time period during which the testament was written, suggest that the prince is in fact the
legendary Dmitrij Donskoj, the Moscow prince who led and won the first battle with the Golden
Horde, the Mongol horde that had made most of the Russian principalities into tributary states. In the
text itself, one reads what one expects to find in a testament: Dmitrij declares which of his possessions
is passed on to whom after his death.

Although the text is fairly short, most of the parameters that are scrutinised in this investigation can be
found in it. Starting with the masculine past tense ending, a total of 10 instances could be found. All of
these were formed using the Russian variety ending in -/I/. Interestingly, but not very surprisingly, no
single other past tense gender was found in the text, which can be explained by the fact that the
testament is written as if Dmitrij is talking. Out of the total of 10 past tense verbs, 4 verbs employed an
auxiliary construction. An explanation for its frequent use can be found in the official character of the
text, which therefore perhaps called for more archaic forms. Besides that, the document was written in
a time period just after the point during which, according to Issatchenko, the auxiliary verb was
abolished in Russian.

As for the present tense, no instances of the first person plural could be found. Only two instances of
the third person singular and one infinitive form were encountered in the text. All of these employed
the Russian variety: 3sg used —” and the infinitive —ti as their respective endings.

Moving on to the adjective, no neutral nominative adjectives were found. A total of two masculine
adjectives were found, one feminine adjective and five plural adjectives. All of these adjectives
showed the uncontracted Russian ending. As for gender distinction: all plural forms (ending in —y¢)
corresponded to masculine gender nouns, so based on this text alone, there is insufficient data to
decide whether or not gender distinction in plural adjectives was made. However, a more extensive
version of the same text, found on-line, shows the adjective-noun pair koropsie xepesun® / kotorye
derevni ‘which villages’ in which the word derevni is a plural form of the feminine noun derevnja.
This would suggest that a gender distinction in plural adjectives was made, with the masculine form

being —y¢ (-ert) and the feminine forms —ye (-bre).

8 Unknown author, ‘Duxovnaja gramota velikogo knjazja Moskovskogo Dmitrija Ivanovi¢a Donskogo’, portal-
slovo.ru.
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Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 10/10 (100%) | -u/-v 0%
3sg -C 2/2 (100%) -0/ -c’ 0%
(ending in —¢")
Verb 1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf -t’/-ty 1/1 (100%) -c’ 0%
(in —ti)
M 2/2 (100%) 0%
F Uncontracted L/1 (100% Contracted 0%
Adjective N n/d n/d
PI 5/5 (100%) 0%
Pl Gender Yes (M: -ye; F: -ye)
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 4/10 (40%)

Table 13: Overview of form frequencies in the 14" century testament of Dmitrij Ivanovic of Moscow.

3.3.2. From the ambassadorial book on the relations of Russia and the Nogai Horde (1551) —
appendix 3b

The second Russian text to be analysed is an entry dated May 3", 1551 from the ambassadorial book
on the relations of Russia and the Nogai Horde. As the title suggests, the book consists of
ambassadorial reports on the international relations between Russia and the Nogai Horde, or affairs in
which both of these nations were involved. The Nogai Horde is the name of one of the confederations
of Mongol and Turkic tribes, which emerged after the collapse of the Golden Horde. The Nogai Horde
was located on the northern shores of the Caspian Sea.

The investigated parameters in the text show a great deal of continuity with the previously analysed
14™ century Russian text. However, it is interesting to note that some spelling errors can be found in
the text, which shows that in some ways the written Russian language did not completely reflect the
spoken language anymore at this point. An example of this phenomenon can be found when the author
writes the word ermo / esco “still’, which should have been written as eme / eSce. A more interesting
development is found in the word that means ‘comrade’ (ToBapwut / tovarisc). This word is
encountered four times in the fragment, but only once the word is spelled roBapu (i.e. without the
spelling reflecting the reduction of /o/ into /a/). In the other cases, the word is spelled TaBapwi /
tavaris¢. The same goes for the adjective ‘“Nogai’: it should be written as Horaiickuii / nogajskij, but is
encountered in the text as naraiickuii / nagajskij. These little errors indicate that the phenomenon of
akan’e was already well implemented in Russian at that time.

As mentioned before, the text shows a great deal of continuity with regards to the previous text. A
total of 43 past tense words were counted, out of 25 were masculine, which all employed the Russian
variety ending -/l/. No auxiliary verbs were counted.

In the present tense no first person plural was encountered, while 4 third person singular verbs (in —’)

and 5 infinitives (in —ti) were encountered.
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Before discussing the adjective, an interesting noun, to which some of the adjectives correspond,
should be pointed out. This noun is mirza (mup3a), which is a princely title that was employed in
various khanates, including the Nogai Horde. While the word has the feminine gender in Russian, it
always denotes a male leader. As a result, the word’s declension is the same as regular feminine
words, but in adjective-noun pairs or when corresponding to a verb, it is treated as a masculine word,

as depicted below:

(...) onu mpunutn B Harau k Benek Bymat mupse (...)
(...) they arrived in Nogai at prince Belek Boelat (...)

H mirza is treated as a feminine word in declension

A ot benex bynaTt Mup3sl uznet nocon ero Kapaua
And from prince Belek Boelat comes his envoy Karaca

A Hcmawnnp Mup3a 3uMoBan y AcTpaxanu

. - . - mirzais tr m line word in gender
And prince Ismail spent the winter near Astraxan ais treated as a masculine word in gende

Therefore, when analysing the correspondence of adjectives to a noun, the word mirza, though
resembling a feminine noun, should be treated as a masculine noun.

This being said, the adjectives can be analysed. Just like the verb, the adjective in this text shows
major continuity with the adjectives in the previous text. Four masculine nominative adjectives were
counted and all of them showed an uncontracted ending in either —ij, -0j or —ej. Five plural adjectives
were found, all ending in —ye or —ie and all corresponding to masculine plural nouns. Therefore, there
is insufficient information on whether or not gender distinction was made. In the selected fragment, no
neutral adjectives were found. However in a different entry in the same book (found in the same on-
line source), the adjective-noun pair knjaznoe slovo ‘the knight’s word’ is found, indicating that
neutral adjectives were uncontracted as well. Finally, feminine nominative adjectives were found

neither in the selected fragment, nor in different entries in the book.

Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 25/25 (100%) | -u/-v 0%
3sg -C 4/4 (100%) -0/ -c’ 0%
(ending in —¢’)
Verb 1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf /-ty 5/5 (100%) -’ 0%
(in —ti)
M 4/4 (100%) 0%
F n/d n/d
Adiective N Uncontracted 1/1 (100%) Contracted 0%
Pl 6/6 (100%) 0%
Pl Gender n/d
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 0

Table 13: Overview of form frequencies in the 16™ century ambassadorial book.
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3.3.3. Documents on the construction of the churches in Carevokoksajsk (1734) — appendix 3c

The last Russian text that will be analysed here is an excerpt from a series of documents concerning
the construction of various churches in the Russian city Carevokoksajsk (nowadays called Joskar-Ola).
The selected text contains a request from the local clergy of Carevokoksajsk to the archbishop to send
his approval for the construction of a new stone church on the spot where a dilapidated church,
apparently called ‘the Carevokoksajsk church of John the Baptist’, used to be. In the second part of the
letter the answer of the archbishop is found. He approves the request (he gives the local clergy his
blagoslovennaja gramota ‘blessing letter’) and mentions various construction guidelines, such as
details on where to place various icons, where to place the carskie dveri ‘royal doors’ (which are
placed in the iconostasis) and so on.

The letter itself contains a small amount of past tense verbs (their number was seven), out of which
three masculine past tenses were counted. These three ended in -/I/. Present tenses were lacking in the
text (only one first person singular and some third person plural forms were found), but infinitives
were abundant. Interestingly enough, the infinitive ending seems to be in the process of changing into
its contemporary Russian ending —¢” in this text, as two forms of the infinitive were found in the text.
Out of the total number of 29 infinitives, more than half of the verbs (20 out of 29) employed the
ending —¢’, while the remaining 9 infinitives used the ending —ti. There seems to be no strict rule
concerning when to use the old ending —ti and when to use the contemporary —¢’, as in some sentences,

both forms are used:

(...) 9T0O HaM (...) IOBEJETH B BHILICIIMCAHHOM Topojie LlapeBOKOKIaxCKy OKa3aHHYIO CTApYI0 BETXYIO
LIEPKOBb pa3oopars (...)

(...) so that we be commanded to destroy the mentioned old dilapidated church in the aforementioned city of
Carevokoksajsk (...)

By analogy of the third person plural of the present tense verb in this text, it is however possible to
give some indication as to the ending of the third person singular, as often these two forms show the
some ending in Russian (compare R: govorit; govorjat ‘to speak (3sg and 3pl) in which both forms
end in the same consonant). If such an analogy can be drawn, it can be assumed that 3sg in 18"
century Russian ended in —t as the third person plural forms also end in this consonant.

As for the adjective, all genders in were encountered in nominative case: masculine adjectives were
counted six times, feminine once, neutral twice and plural fourteen times. All of these forms were
uncontracted and the plural showed two different endings: -ye and —yja. The latter was encountered
most often (10 out of 14 times) and corresponded to the words obraz ‘icon’, oltar’ ‘altar’, dver’ ‘door’,
strana ‘side” and ikona ‘icon’. The —ye-form corresponded only to words to which —yja also
corresponded, namely obraz and oltar’. Interestingly enough, both of these words are masculine
nouns, while all other words are feminine. This would lead one to believe that a gender distinction was
still in place in Russian at this point — with —yja corresponding to feminine gender nouns and —ye to

masculine —, but it was in a process of dying out. This can be seen in the fact that the author correctly
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employs the presumed feminine gender nominative plural ending for feminine nouns, but incorrectly

uses this ending for some masculine words as well. This shows that apparently Russians were more

inclined to not discern gender in plural anymore, preferring just one plural adjective ending —yja.

Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 3/3 (100%) -u/-v 0%
3s¢ -C (possibly -6/ - n/d
100%)
Verb 1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf -t’/-ty 29/29 (100%) | -¢’ 0%
(-ti: 9; - 20)
M 6/6 (100%) 0%
F 1/1 (100%) 0%
Adiective N Uncontracted 212 (100%) Contracted 0%
PI 14/14 (100%) 0%
Pl Gender Yes, but disappearing (M: -ye; F: -yja)
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 0

Table 14: Overview of form frequencies in the 18™ century documents on the construction of churches.
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3.4. Ukrainian texts

3.4.1. Two deeds from the Przemysl in the 14th century — appendix 4a&4b

The first two texts from the Ukrainian language area were written in the 14™ century in the area around
the contemporary Polish city of Przemysl. Both texts are documents regarding the sale and purchase of
plots of land and whatever could be found on that land, detailing the seller and the purchaser as well as
the terms and conditions of these sales. In the first deed, for example, the buyer is a certain lord Peter
Radceovskij, who buys a property from Anna Radivonkovaja which she inherited from her
grandfather. The deed states that the property, including the windmill and some farms, will be sold for
forty grivnya and will belong to Peter and his sons from that point on.

In the second text, which was written almost half a century later in the same area (some witnesses,
such as ‘xompko 610ensckun’ from the first deed are mentioned in the second one as well!) a similar
sale is mentioned. In this case, a local bishop has sold two farmsteads to a certain Jaskov Ispruvs’kij
for the sum of 10 grivnya.

As both texts do not show large discrepancies amongst each other, they will be combined in the
analysis. Doing so, a total of 14 past tense verbs were counted, out of which ten were masculine.
These ten verbs employed the Russian ending in —/I/ (spelled as —is). Interestingly, four auxiliary
constructions were counted, but all of these were found in the second deed. Since this deed was
written towards the end of the 14™ century, this might indicate that the auxiliary verb was on the return
after having been lost for — according to Issatchenko’s observations — almost a century.

Present tense verbs were scarcely encountered in the deeds. A total of four infinitive verbs were found,
all employing the Russian variety ending —ti. The 3sg and 1pl forms that were found (three times and
one time respectively) were forms of the verb ‘to be’ (rects / jest” and recmsr / jesmy), and were used in
the auxiliary constructions. As mentioned earlier, this does not provide any information on the
inflection of ‘regular’ verbs, so they will not be included in the analysis. However, just like in section
3.3.3. the third person plural might give an indication as to how 3sg was formed. In the second deed,
one instance of the third person plural is found: ouzozdrjat’, which obviously ends in —’ and makes it
likely to assume that 3sg also employed —¢’, i.e. the Russian variety ending.

Nominative adjectives were rarely encountered in both documents and because of this, no feminine
adjectives could be included in the analysis. Four neutral nominative adjectives were counted and all
of them ended in —oje, an uncontracted form. Three masculine nominative adjectives were counted as
well, but interestingly, only two of them showed uncontracted forms. The other adjective, the
participle prisodsi ‘having arrived’, shows a contracted form. The same applies to the only plural
adjective: isvédwci. This adjective, too, is a participle and shows a contracted ending. However, since
only one plural adjective was encountered, there is insufficient data to assume that all plural adjectives
were constracted. Likewise, there is also insufficient data to gain insight into the possibility of gender

distinction in plural adjectives in Ukrainian at this time.
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Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 10/10 (100%) | -u/-v 0%
350 -C (possibly -6/ - n/d
100%)
Verb 1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf -t’/-ty 4/4 (100%) -c’ 0%
(in -ty)
M 2/3 (66%) 1/3 (33%)
F n/d n/d
Adiective N Uncontracted 414 (100%) Contracted 0%
PI n/d (1/1)
Pl Gender n/d
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 4/14 (29%)

Table 15: Overview of form frequencies in the 14™ century Ukrainian deeds.

3.4.2. Letter of the sultan of Kafa to Grand Prince Ivan Vasil evi¢ (1502) — appendix 4¢

The next Ukrainian text to be analysed here is a letter from the sultan of Kafa (a city in the Crimea

which is also known as Kefe, Theodosia and under its current Ukrainian name ®eomocis). The letter is

sent to Grand Prince Ivan Vasil’evi¢, also known as Ivan 11, of Moscow and provides historical

evidence on the relationship between the Slavic lands and Crimea at that time. The letter contains

information on trade agreements as well as an attack on traders that was allegedly carried out by

‘Tatars of the Azov region’ (in the letter: O3oBckie Tatapose / Ozovskie tatarove).

When compared to the analysis of the previous Ukrainian texts one finds a lot of consistencies. First of

all, in this letter 42 forms of the past tense verb were counted, out of which 23 verbs were masculine

past tense. All of these 23 masculine past tense verbs employed the Russian ending in -/I/. A total of

four auxiliary verb constructions were counted, though it should be noted that the auxiliary verb

seemed to employ a different conjugation. Just two different forms of the auxiliary verb were found:

ecmu / esmi and ecmo / esmo. The esmi-form corresponded to singular nouns: once to s ‘I’ and once to

Muxauno ‘Michael’, while the esmo-form corresponded to plural nouns, such as msr ‘we’.

Interestingly enough, the third person singular form es¢’ is encountered once in the letter, but not used

as an auxiliary verb. This might show that the auxiliary verb in Ukrainian had become more of a

superficial construct: Ukrainians did not see the relationship between the auxiliary verb and the verb

‘to be’ anymore (which is the reason why esz” is not employed as an auxiliary verb, but esmi is) and

therefore the auxiliary verb was already becoming obsolete, while only being employed in more or

less standard constructions.

As for the present tense verbs: no 1pl forms were found, but a total of 4 instances of the third person

singular and 2 infinitive verbs were counted. All of these employed the Russian variety verb ending
(3sg: -t, inf: -ty).
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The adjective showed consistency with the previous texts as well. Although no neutral nominative
adjectives were counted, it is safe to assume all adjectives employed the Russian uncontracted ending,
as the 2 masculine, 2 feminine and 7 plural adjectives that were encountered in the text all showed the
uncontracted form. The plural adjectives showed four different endings, depending on the stem
ending: -yi/-ii (-em/-in) and —ye/-ie (-vie/-ie). The most employed form was -yi/-ii (4 out of 7 times).
Strangely enough, all of these adjectives, regardless of ending, corresponded to masculine gender
nouns (except for one instance when a —yi adjective corresponded to the neutral gender dela
‘business’. Besides that, one noun, namely kazaki ‘Cossacks’, was encountered twice with different
adjective endings in the corresponding adjective. Just like in the Russian text that was analysed in
chapter 3.3.3. this might indicate that gender distinction in nominative plural adjective was becoming

obsolete: the different adjective endings still existed, but were used randomly and without coherence.

Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)
Past Tense M | -I 23/23 (100%) | -u/-v 0%
3sg -C 4/4 (100%) -9/ ¢’ 0%
Verb 1pl -mg n/d -mV n/d
Inf -t’/-ty 2/2 (100%) -’ 0%
(in -ty)
M 2/2 (100%) 0%
F Uncontracted 2/2 (100%) Contracted 0%
Adjective |-\ n/d n/d
Pl 6/6 (100%) 0%
Pl Gender Possibly, but becoming obsolete
distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 4/42 (10%)

Table 16: Overview of form frequencies in the 16™ century letter of the sultan of Kafa.

3.4.3. Excerpt from the letters of Mazepa (ca. 1708) — appendix 4d

To end this investigation with a more personal series of texts, the final text to be analysed will be an
excerpt from a series of letters of Ukrainian hetman lvan Mazepa to his loved one. The letters are of a
fairly intimate nature and are addressed to either ‘my little heart’, ‘my heartily beloved’ or ‘my
beloved heart’. The texts themselves are fairly short but often contain wishes such as ‘promise to hold
me dear’ or promises such as ‘as long as I am alive, I will not forget you’. The last letters are grimmer
as Mazepa writes in them about his imminent demise and how he longs to see his beloved again,
knowing he is unable to.

Even though the texts themselves are fairly short, they contain a lot of information that is valuable for
this investigation. The letters contain 14 past tenses, out of which three were masculine. Interestingly
enough, these masculine forms all end in the Polish variety ending: -/v/. It can therefore safely be said
that the masculine past tense in Ukrainian had acquired its contemporary form in at least the 18"

century. Furthermore, Mazepa employs three auxiliary verb constructions in his letters. All of these
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employed the second person singular form of ‘to be’ in combination with a feminine past participle.
Therefore it is clear that the auxiliary verb is only used at moments when Mazepa directly addresses
his loved one. Furthermore, the auxiliary verb is only encountered in subordinate conditional clauses:

(...) SIKO 10’KB HE MOEANHOKPOTH CJIOBO CBOE U PYUYCHKY Jlajla €Ch, a s B3aeMHE, IIOKH JKHBB Oy1y, Tede He 3a0yny.
(...) that you not once have given your word and hand, and I will likewise, as long as I am alive, not forget you.

One can therefore likely assume that the auxiliary verb had become a style figure in Ukrainian at this
time. The verb is in common use, but only employed to ‘strengthen’ the conditional and emotional
character of a subordinate clause.

While the past tense shows its first discrepancies with Russian, the present tense still follows nicely in
the Russian footsteps. The third person singular, which was encountered 7 times, employed the
Russian variety ending in all encountered verbs. However, it should be noted that roughly half of these
verbs showed an ending in —t (realised as —t5), while the other half employed the contemporary
ending —¢’ (-1B).

The first person plural was encountered twice and both times employed the Russian ending —-mg (i.e.
without an additional vocal). The infinitive was encountered 20 times and constantly ended in —ty.
Just like the present tense verbs, the adjectives also showed the Russian uncontracted ending in the
two masculine, six feminine, two neutral and five plural endings that were encountered. The plural
once again showed different endings: —iy/-yy and —ie (which most probably is also a pair: -ie/-ye, but
the latter was not attested in these letters). Like in the previous text, these forms were used randomly
and did not suggest a coherent system was in place. All forms corresponded seemingly random to all
noun genders, for example: -ie corresponded to both the feminine rucenki ‘hands’ and the masculine
méstca ‘places’, while the —iy-form also corresponded to a masculine construction: tvoi prokljatjii
‘those damned [people] of yours’.

Once again, this mix up of forms indicates that although different forms of the nominative plural
adjective were in place, gender distinction was not made anymore. The adjective forms are used

seemingly at random.

Russian variety | Freq (%) Polish variety | Freq (%)

Past Tense M | -l 0% -u/-v 3/3 (100%)

3sg -C 7/7 (100%) -9/ -c’ 0%
Verb 1pl -mg 2/2 (100%) -mV 0%

Inf -t’/-ty 20/20 (100%) | -¢’ 0%

(in -ty)

M 2/2 (100%) 0%

F 6/6 (100%) 0%
Adiective N Uncontracted 212 (100%) Contracted 0%

Pl 5/5 (100%) 0%

Pl Gender Most probably obsolete

distinction?
Aux. verb Frequency (%): 3/14 (21%)

Table 17: Overview of form frequencies in the 18™ century letters of lvan Mazepa.
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Chapter 4: Conclusion

4.1. General developments

Before summarising the developments of the parameters described in chapter 2.2 some of the more
general developments that were observed in the texts will be named.

First of all, the phenomenon of akan e in Russian and Belarusian was — surprisingly — noticeable in the
analysed texts. In most texts, this phenomenon was reflected in spelling errors, while in Al-Kitab it
was much more prominent due to the text being a literal transcription of the Belarusian language the
way it was spoken. If one assumes that a spelling error is an indication of the existence of akan e in a
language since the author apparently does not consider the mistake to be a slip of the pen, one can
safely assume — if one merely bases his assumptions on the findings done in this investigation — that
akan’e was introduced to Belarusian in the 16" century.

That being said, it is interesting to see that in the texts that were selected for this investigation, these
kind of akan e related spelling errors make their appearance in Russian in the 16" century as well.
Therefore, solely based on the findings from this investigation, it seems that Wexler’s claim that
akan’e was a Belarusian innovation, might not be true, since akan e popped up in both Russian and
Belarusian texts of the same time period. However, analysis of more and older texts from both
language areas is needed in order to better back up or disprove this claim.

A second interesting observation that was done here considers the sound change of the plosive /g/ into
the fricative /y/. As Sevel’ov noted, this sound change took place in Ukrainian as early as the 12"-13"
century. Though this sound change is not reflected in any spelling at all, the Al-Kitab shows that 16™
century Belarusian had also already underwent the change. One might therefore assume that the
changing of plosive /g/ into the fricative /y/ was introduced to Belarusian by Ukrainian, since the latter
underwent the sound change on an earlier stage.

Finally, it is apparent that Polish sound changes spread into some East-Slavic languages as well. This
is most of all reflected in the introduction of dzekan e to Belarusian, as can be seen first in the

phonetic text from Al-Kitab and later in the standardised spelling of Belarusian in Eneida Navyvarat.

4.2. The development of the masculine past tense

Before actually diving into a trend analysis of the various investigated parameters, it should be pointed
out that — as stated before — the 1229 Smolensk Trade Treaty will serve as the ‘base line’ for all of the
investigated languages. Therefore, the data that were obtained from the analysis of this document will
be used in the graphs to follow as the 13" century departure point for each language separately.
Besides that, it cannot be stressed enough that in a lot of texts only very few instances of the
investigated scoring criteria were found. As a result of this, more texts would need to be investigated
in order to more thoroughly back up the trends that are shown in the graphs below (though I personally

think these additional texts would not show very different trends than the graphs depicted below).
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As can be seen in graph 1 below, the development of the masculine past tense verb in the three
investigated language does not show much oddities.

The first thing that becomes clearly visible in the graph is that the ‘true’ ESI masculine past tense
ending is the ending in -/I/, since this form is not only found in the Smolensk Trade Treaty, but was in
use in all East-Slavic languages until at least the 14™ century. Therefore, in table 4, situation 1 was the
starting point for each of the investigated languages and situation 2 is the new situation, in which the
Polish form (the ending in either -/v/ or -/t/) has managed to get introduced in Belarusian and

Ukrainian verbal declension.
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Graph 1: Frequency of masculine past tense in -/I/

Besides that, it is also apparent that Russian — at least with regard to the masculine past tense ending —
has been the most conservative of the East-Slavic languages, as it still uses the -/I/-ending to this day.
As for the introduction of the Polish variety endings, it seems that Belarusian was the first language to
adapt this form. Already in the 16™ century, the Al-Kitab shows that the old -/I/-ending was replaced
by -/ii/. The fact that graph 1 shows the 16" century as a transitional period (with the frequency for the
masculine past tense ending in -/I/ hovering around 80%) is only because of the second text that was
analysed for that century. In that text, the spelling did not completely reflect the pronunciation and
showed the masculine past tense ending in -/I/. This has been extensively discussed before in chapter
3.2.2.

If the 16™ century saw the transition of -/I/ to -/ii/ in Belarusian, it did not do so for Ukrainian. The
Ukrainian text that was analysed for the same century showed no change in the masculine past tense
ending and the change to the contemporary form -/v/ was only reflected in the 18" century letters from
Ivan Mazepa.

The resulting conclusion from these observations is that the ESI ending -/I/ was only maintained in

Russian, while over the 16"M-18" centuries Belarusian and Ukrainian lost this ending. The first
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language to adapt to the Polish variety was Belarusian, while Ukrainian got their -/v/-ending only

around the 18" century.

4.3. The use of the auxiliary verb
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Graph 2: Frequency of auxiliary verb usage

Compared to graph 1, the graph depicting the development of auxiliary verb usage (graph 2) paints a
much more interesting picture.

First of all, it seems that Issatchenko, who stated that the auxiliary verb had become obsolete in
Russian as early as the 13" century, was unaware that written Russian sources still employ the
auxiliary verb after the 13" century. While in the Smolensk Trade Treaty no single auxiliary verb was
found, 14™ century Russian showed a sudden surge in its usage, peaking at a staggering 40 percent.
However, after that, the auxiliary verb seems to have become obsolete once and for all, since no single
Russian text employed the verb anymore.

Both Belarusian and Ukrainian show similar trends, although they both employed the auxiliary verb
for a longer period of time. Both languages also peaked in their auxiliary verb used during the 14"
century, after which the usage of these verbs started to decline. Already in the 16™ century, for
example, the frequency of the auxiliary verb in Ukrainian was only 10% - compared to 29% in the 14"
century. Yet still, it seems Ukrainian was the language that kept employing the auxiliary verb for the
longest period of all: in the 18" century letters of Mazepa the verb is encountered multiple times,
while in Belarusian the verb had already become obsolete.

It should be noted though, that the auxiliary verb was not necessarily used as a way of constructing a
certain past tense (like it did before the 13" century). As already noted on multiple occasions in
chapter 3, the auxiliary verb seemed to have been used as a means to express strong emotion or
conditionality and was therefore limited to direct speech — like in Tristan — or subordinate clauses —

like in the letters of Mazepa.
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4.4. Present tense verb endings

With regards to the analysed verb ending in the present tense (third person singular, first person plural
and infinitive), it should be noted that overall an insufficient amount of data on the development of the
first person plural was collected from the analysed texts. Most texts lacked this form of the present
tense verb, so no clear trend can be observed. The only clear observation that can be made from the
sparse data is that Ukrainian, which in the contemporary literary language employs a Polish variety
ending (-mo) adopted this form after the 18" century, since in the 18" century letters of lvan Mazepa
this form is not present yet. It might be possible that the —mo-form in Ukrainian was introduced by one
of the Ukrainian dialects to the standard language when it was being created at the end of the
18"/beginning of the 19" century, since — as noted by Sevel’ov — the centre of the standardisation
efforts in Ukraine shifted multiple times, resulting in fluctuating influences from the various dialects.
As for the other present tense forms that were analysed during this research, a clear picture can be

created since all texts contained forms of the third person singular as well as the infinitive verb.
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Graph 3: Frequency of Russian variety endings in 3sg. Note that the drop in frequency in Ukrainian after the
18" century does not necessarily result in a 50/50 divide between Russian and Polish variety endings as this
value was chosen arbitrarily to show that contemporary Ukrainian employs forms from both Russian and Polish.

In the contemporary East-Slavic languages it is Belarusian that has the most irregular form of the third
person singular verb when compared to the other East-Slavic languages, since it has completely
switched the ‘traditional’ East-Slavic ending (in —t) for —g, or changed the —t to —¢’ (under influence of
the sound change of dzekan e, which also occurred in Polish). Therefore it comes as no surprise that in
graph 3 Belarusian has completely gone from 100% Russian variety endings to 0%. Like in the
masculine past tense forms, it is evident that the transition to the Polish form took place roughly
around the 16" century and by the 18" century the transition was complete. Interestingly enough,
though, even in the 18" century texts the —g-form was not found at all as only instances of 3sg in —¢’
were encountered. Like the Ukrainian —mo-form for 1pl, the reason for this might be that the —g-form
was limited to dialects for a long time and was only later introduced to the Belarusian standard

language.
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As for Ukrainian, which in its contemporary grammar also employs two endings in third person
singular verbs (one Russian variety: -¢” and one Polish variety: -g) it seems that the decline in the use
of the Russian variety is fairly recent. In none of the analysed texts a Polish variety ending could be
found, so the adaptation of the —g-form by Ukrainian must have taken place somewhere around the
19" century.
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Graph 4: Frequency of Russian variety endings in infinitive verbs.

Graph 3 is almost completely reproduced when plotting the trends in the development of the infinitive
verb endings — as can be seen in graph 4. In the contemporary East-Slavic languages, Belarusian is the
odd one out when it comes to infinitive verb endings, as it is the only language to employ the Polish
variety ending in —¢’. Both Russian and Ukrainian employ the Russian variety endings in either —” or
—ti (though it should be noted Ukrainian only employs the latter).

These observations are clearly visible in graph 4: Ukrainian and Russian stick together at a frequency
of 100% with regard to Russian variety verb ending usage in the infinitive verb. Belarusian changes it
infinitive verb ending to the Polish variety and — just like in previous graphs — this transition takes

place roughly around the 16" century.

4.5. Nominative adjective and gender distinction

Unfortunately, it was almost impossible to find nominative adjectives for all genders as well as plural
in every text, but even though most texts lacked one or two adjective genders, the remaining adjectives
allow for a fairly decent analysis of the development of the adjective.

When investigating the nominative adjective, the distinction was made between the uncontracted
Russian form and the contracted Polish form as both Belarusian and Ukrainian employ the contracted
form in one or more adjective genders (Belarusian uses the contracted form only in masculine
nominatives adjectives and Ukrainian uses the contracted form in all genders, except for masculine).
Interestingly enough, even though contracted forms are abundant in modern day Ukrainian, only two

instances of a contracted adjective were found in the Ukrainian texts. These two adjectives were only
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found in the oldest analysed texts (the deeds from the 14" century), while in the more recent texts,
these forms had disappeared. Like various other forms, such as the —mo-form for 1pl in Ukrainian, it
might be possible that the contracted adjective was also only introduced to standardised Ukrainian by
dialects no sooner than the 19" century.

As for Belarusian, this language also showed nothing more than minor changes with respect to the
‘contractedness’ of the adjective. Only in the 16™ century does the masculine nominative adjective
start to change: while regular adjectives maintain their uncontracted form, masculine nominative
participles, which behave just like adjectives in their declension, start to become contracted. In the last
Belarusian text, Eneida Navyvarat, this trend continues: masculine participles are contracted, while
regular adjectives are not. It might therefore be possible that in Belarusian, in a more recent time, the
contractedness of the masculine participle has expanded into the declension of regular adjectives, or
that the declension of masculine adjectives adopted the contractedness of the participle due to analogy

when the language was standardised.

As for gender distinction, even less information was found in the texts. Whenever plural adjectives
were found, they often only corresponded to nouns of the same gender, which reveals no information
on adjective behaviour around nouns of a different gender.

Out of the little information that was obtained, it can be deducted that both Russian and Belarusian
made a distinction between noun genders in plural in the 14" century. Interestingly enough, both

languages shared some endings, but used them for different genders:

Masculine Feminine
Belarusian -yi -yé
Russian -ye -ye

Table 18: Nominative plural adjective endings in BY and R in the 14" century.

Besides that, the sparse information that could be found in the texts showed that in Ukrainian already
in the 16™ century gender distinction was disappearing. This can be assumed because of the fact that in
the 16™ century Ukrainian text multiple different plural adjective endings were encountered, but they
did not show any coherent rule in their usage. The same goes for the 18" century Russian and
Ukrainian texts. Evidently, gender distinction in plural adjectives was disappearing rather quickly,

becoming obsolete in at least the Russian and Ukrainian languages in the 18" century.

4.6. Polish influence or not?

Most of the above changes in Belarusian and Ukrainian have certain facts in common. The most
evident observation is that somewhere in the 16™ century an event took place which caused major
changes in the Belarusian language. The event caused the change of the Belarusian masculine past

tense from -/I/ to -/u/, the change of the third person singular verb ending from -t to —¢’ and a similar
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change in the ending of the infinitive verb. Most of these changes (except for the change of the ending
of the infinitive) were later also adopted by Ukrainian.

Besides these observations, one can also see that for some reason, Belarusian and Ukrainian
maintained the auxiliary verb for a much longer time than Russian. While the latter completely rid
itself of the auxiliary verb after the 14" century, the verb was still encountered in Belarusian and
Ukrainian texts of the centuries after that — even though the auxiliary verb lost its old meaning and
became a means of denoting conditionality and emotion.

Finally, the already mentioned event in the 16" century also caused — though this had less impact — a
change in the adjective in Belarusian. Somewhere around the 16™ century Belarusian partially got rid
of the uncontracted ending in the masculine nominative adjective. This first only applied to participles
and later expanded into regular adjectives as well.

It is striking that all of the changes that affected the Belarusian and Ukrainian languages are shared
with Polish: Polish, for example, also employs a masculine past tense ending in -/ii/ rather than -/I/ and
only employs contracted forms in the nominative adjective. Besides that, as Issatchenko noticed,
Polish, too, employed the auxiliary verb for a longer time than Russian did. Therefore, if the changes
in Belarusian and Ukrainian were indeed caused by their contact with the Polish language, the event
that took place in the 16™ century should be related to a political change in the relationship between
the Belarusian (and Ukrainian) speaking lands and the Polish lands.

One quick glance at the timeline in chapter 0.2 confirms this suggestion. In the 16" century, in 1569 to
be precise, the Union of Lublin took place, resulting in a tight union between Poland and (Belarus-
dominated) Lithuania, also known as the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. The union resulted in a
bilingual Polish/East-Slavic situation — according to Pugh — and that way led to an increased influence
of Polish over the Belarusian and Ukrainian lands and lowered the status of Belarusian, which before
that was more or less the official language of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. It might be because of
that previously prestigious status of Belarusian that written Belarusian more quickly adopted various
Polish influences (also: the Belarusian lands had been incorporated into Lithuania way earlier than the
Ukrainian lands, which might have led to some increase in Polish influences already after the Union of
Krewo in 1385). Ukrainian, because of the fact that it was very little used in official documentation,
therefore managed to withstand the Polonisation that was taking place in the higher echelons of the
Commonwealth better, which explains why the Polish influences on Ukrainian lag behind the
Belarusian adoption of these influences.

The fact that the Union of Lublin goes hand in hand with the beginning of the transformation of
various aspects of the Belarusian and Ukrainian languages therefore confirms the assumption that
Polish had a great impact on the evolution and development of the East-Slavic languages. To return to
the theories which were discussed in the first chapter of this thesis, one can therefore safely say that
the theories proposed by Saxmatov and Filin, however brilliant they may be, lose a part of their

credibility. Their theories either ignore the option that Polish might have played an influential role in
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the development of the East-Slavic languages or downplay the role of the Polish language. Therefore,
the contemporary theory, as proposed by Pugh in his book ‘A New Historical Grammar of the East
Slavic Languages’ seems to be the most plausible theory. Out of the three major theories that were
discussed, only in Pugh’s theory a major role in the development of East-Slavic is accredited to the
Polish language. While his theory is based solely on sound laws and other phonetic aspects of the
East-Slavic languages and Polish, the primarily morphological investigation as presented in this thesis
confirms Pugh’s suggestion that Polish had a great impact on Belarusian and Ukrainian as well as his

assumption that the Polish annexation of those lands facilitated the Polonisation of these languages.

In other words: Saxmatov and Filin’s theories, which downplay the role of the Polish language, are
less plausible given the findings in this current investigation. The same findings, however, confirm the
theory on the development of the East-Slavic languages that was proposed by Pugh, as it confirms the
suggestion that the discrepancies between Belarusian and Ukrainian on the one side and Russian on
the other were caused by Polish influence on these languages after the incorporation of these lands into
the Commonwealth.

The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth played a significant role in the diversification of the East-
Slavic languages and helped shape the contemporary Belarusian and Ukrainian languages by

introducing various alien (i.e. non-East-Slavic) aspects to these languages.

Figure 4: Rzeczpospolita (Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth), as depicted in the style of the
comic ‘Polandball’.
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Appendix 1: Excerpt from ‘Cmonenckas mopeoeas npagoa - «/[o2oeop cmoneHckozo Kuasa ¢ Puzoro,
Tomaanoom u nemeyxumu copodamu»’ (1229) — Smolensk Trade Treaty, or ‘Treaty of the lord of
Smolensk with Riga, Gotland and the German cities’

Uro ca abrerh no BbpeMbHEMSB - TO WiaeTo 1o BbpeMBbHEMB - IpHKa3aHo 60yabre 10OpBHIMB T0IEMB
- a TIF000 rPaMoTOr0 OYTBEPIATH * Kako TO 00y rbTe BceMb BbIOMB * WIIH KTO MTOCIIL )KUBBIU WCTaHBTh
Ca * TOTO JIBT KONTM arbOpaxTh - BIAKA PU3KHHA OYMBPIH * 0y3710yMalb KHA3E CMOJIBHECKBIN
MBCTHUCIIaBh * IBABH CHB * IPUCIIAD Bb PUTOY CBOETO JIOYYBIIETO MOMA * IEPhMes - ¥ Cb HUIMb OYMbHA
MOY>Ka TIaHTEIbs * UCBOIETO TOpAa CMOJIbHECKA * TaJBa OblIa HOCIBMb Oy pu3h * U3 PUTHI EEXAIU HA
TOYKBIM OEpBro * TaMO TBEPANUTH MHPB “:* * OYTBBPIAMIA MUPH YTO OBUTH HE MHUPHO * TIPOMBIKIO
CMOJIBHBCKA * ¥ PUTHI * U TOTCKBIMB O€PBIOMb - BCeMb KOymueMs - IIpe cerm MUpB Tpoyanim ca
np0pun moauie + Pondo - uc kamrena - 63K TBOPAHUHB TOyMAaIlle CMOJIHAHUHB * 8K ObI MHPO ObLTH U
b BbKa - OypAIWIN aKb MUPB * KaKo OBLTO 11000 poycH - M BCbMOy JTaTHHECKOMOY SI3BIKOY * KTO TO
0y poyce TOCTHTh ;- Ha ToMb MUPOY @k OBI MUPB TBBPIH OBLTH * TAKO OBLTH KHA3IO JTF000 * U
PYKaHBMb BCEMb * H BCEMOY JIATHHECKOMOY $SI3BIKOY - M BCeMb TEMb KTO TO Ha OYCTOKO MOPA XOIUTh
-:* @K OBbI HAJB3ITB IPABJOY * TO HATICATH * KAKO TO JACPKaTH POYCH * Ch JATHHECKBIMb SI3BIKOMD * 1
JIATUHECKOMOY SI3BIKOY Ch POYCHIO * TO AbpiKat - A OBIXBMB YTO TAKO OYYHHIIIH * TOro OB He 1au
a OBI TPOMBXKIO HaMU 60U OBLTH * a 000 WIBKa OyOHIOTH 10 CMPTH * KaKo WiBKa TO WILTATUTH * aX
OBl MUPB HE PB3APOYIIEHD OBLTD *:* TAKb IJIATUTH * KAKO TO ObI WOOHM®B J11000 OBLIIBI *:*

3/1e MOYMHAIETh CA TIpaBa *:+ Axke 60ynbTs cBOOOBHBIN YINBKE OYOUTH K TpUBEHB cepedpa - 3a
TOTBBOY *

Aske 60yabre XombIe OyOUTH *:* @~ TpUBHA cepbOpa 3aIIaTHTH *:* 0y CMOJIBHECKB TaKO MIATUTH * U
Oy pH3e * ¥ Ha TOTCKOMB Oepr3b -:-

OKO * pOyKa - HbI'a - WIIX UHB YTO JIFOOO * 110 IATH TPUBBHB CEPbOpa * W BCAKOTO * IITATUTH

32 WKbB * € cephOpa - 32 poyKoy * € cepbOpa - 32 Hbroy * €~ cepbOpa *:* ¥ 3a BCAKbIM COYCTaBb * IIATh
TPUBBHB cepedpa i+ 3a 30y0b * I'* TpUBHB cepedpa *:* U CMOJIBHBCKD * U 0y pu3b - 1 Ha TOUKOMB
oepesb -

Kro 6ureth apoyra - 1bpeBbMb - a 6oyabTe cuHb - 11000 KPOBaBb :* MOJIOYTOPHI * IPUBHBI cepebpa
TUTATUTH IEMOY *:*

10 0yXOy oynapure - T - yerBbpTu cepedpa i

MOCJIOY * U TIOMY * YTO OYYHHATB * 33 JIBOIE TOTO OY3ATH * JIBa TUIATEKA “:*

AjKe KOTro OypaHATS * TIOJIOYTOPBI TPHBHEI cepedpa - axe Ooynbre 6e3 pbka -:- Tako miaTutu - oy
cmorbHecke ‘- u oy pu3h - 1 Ha roukoMb Oepb3h -:

Aske M3BUHHTH CA POYCHHB * Oy PH3€ - WJIM HAa TOYKBMb Oepese - 0y JbI00Y Ero He caXkaTH :-

AjKe U3BUHHTH CA JIATHHUHB * 0y cMoJIbHECKD - He MbTaTH fero oy morphos -+ Axe He OoyabTh
TIOPYKBI TO OY XKeJb3a OyCaaUTh i

Ajke TaTUHHUHB JacThb * POYCHHOY TOBaph CBOU OY JIBJTO * OY CMOJIBHCKE * 3aIUIATUTH HEMYHHOY
nbpBhie - X0TA Obl HHBMOY KOMOY BUHOBATbH * ObLIH POYCHHOY -:* Tako Oy3ATH POYCUHOY * Oy

pu3k - u Ha rorckomb Oepesh -

Axe posrubaieTh ca KHA3bE Ha cBOKETO WiBka - a 60yabTe BUHBBATH HEMUHIIO POYCHHD * @ WHMBTb
KHA3b Bce )KeHOY U IBTH *:* 0y XOJI'BIICTBO *:* TEPBOIE IIIATHTH KEMOY *:* JJATUHHHY *:* & TI0 TOMb
KHA3I0 KaKb JJF000 Cb CBOMMb WIBKMB * Takoy IpaBioy Bb3ATH * POYCHHOY * 0y pu3b - U Ha TOUKbMb
oepesb -

AXe TaTUHUHB JaCTh KHAXIO XBJIOIIOY * Bb 3alEMb © WJIK HHBMOY J00pOY WIBKOY - a OyMpeTe He
3aIlTaTUBD * & KTO EMJIBTh IETO WCTaThKb * TOMOY IUIATUTH HEMYHHOY *:+ TakoBa mpasja oy

3ATH POYCHHOY Oy pu3b - 1 Ha roukoms Oepesh -

Poycunoy He oynupaty - JaTHHHHA © WIHEMb ITOCIYXOMb * axke He 6oyabTh 1BorO mociaoyxoy
WIHHOTO HEMYHYA * @ POYTOT0 POyCHHA *:* TOOPBIXD JIFOJIUH * Tako TATHHUHOY HE IbPhIPETH
poycuHa - axxe He 60yabTh TocIoyXa poycHHa * a IPOyroro HeMYKHa *:* 0y pu3b + ¥ Ha rOYKOMB
oepesb -

Poycunoy He BbcTH MaTHHMHA - KO KETb30y TOPAUEMOY - aK€ CaMb BbCX0UeTh -+ A TaTMHUHOY Tako
pPOYCHHA HE BECTH *:* @K€ CaMb BCXOYETE *

Poycunoy He 3BaTH - 1aTHHA Ha IOTh OUTBH CA * Oy POYCKOH 3eMIIH :* A TAaTHHUHOY HE 3BaTH POyCHHA
Ha nosrk OuTo ca - oy pusb u Ha roTckoMb Oepest -
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Komnu ca - rpamoTa nicana - MIuTe ObLTH *:- W pKCTBa TCHA - 70 cero ibra - a7 - 7b1"u - ¢~ bt~ u - u™
b1 | - K™ IOAh MTUCKOYIIOMb PU3KUMB *:* TIPOBCTD * ATAHB * MACThPb * BBIKBHHD *:* 0XKWAN
JBOPAHHHB * Y TIOJIb TOPOXKAHBI - pU3LCKUMU *: IphIh BCEMU JIATUHECKUMHU KOYIIIIHN *:* CA TPaMoTa
OYTBBPIKEHA * BCEXO KOYITHYE * MHUATHIO * C€ OPOYIUIE * UCTIPABUIIM * OYMHHHU KOYITYH * perHh001b -
IbTAPTH - amamb * TO OBUTH TOpOXKaHE ;- Ha TOYKOMB Oepes3e - MEMBOEpPHbB - BpeApUKS J0yMOb - TH
OBLTH U3 JTI0OKA *:* THHAPHUKD TOTh * WIANTHPE * Ta ABa ObLIa MCH jKaTa - KOHPATh IMIXeJb * Wb sranTts
KHUHTB * Ta JiBa OblJIa U3 MIOHBCTEPA * OSPHADD * Wik BBJIKEpS - Ta JiBa ObljIa U3b TPIOHUTH *:*
EEPMBOPBXTE - Wik andpaxTs - Ta 1Ba ObIIa U3 JOPTMBHA * THHAPHKD MIDKUKD U3 OPEMBHB * aTOPaxTh
CIIOYK®D * OepHAPTH - Wik BanThpb - wik anbpaxts Gorots * To ObUTH TOpOXKaHe Oy pu3kb ;- 1 HHEXD
MHOTO OYMHBIX'b TOOPBIXB JIFOABH *:* KOTOPBIM POYCHUHD * WM JATUHECKBIH * TIPOTUBOY CEIE MIPABIIBI
MBJIBUTD * TOTO MIOYBCTHU 32 JINXHUH MOYXb * CA IPaMOTa IECTh BbIJIaHa * HA TOYKOMb O0eph3b IbphIb
POYCKHMB TIOCJIOMb * M TIbPhIh BCEMU JIATHHCKAMHE KOYIIIIH *:° ~
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Appendix 2: Texts from the Belarusian language area

a) «llepamip'e 3 kapaném Honvwuwt Kazimipam, 3 3emasimam i seo 6pamam Kazimipam Mazaeeyxim»
(1352) — Ceasefire with the king of Poland Kazimierz, with Siemowit and his brother Kazimierz
Mazowiecki®

Bhbman To xaxapn 1(e)n(o)B(e)Kb, KTO Ha THIU JUCTH TOCMOTPHUTb.

GOxe 51, kHa3b Eoynytun, n Kuctiotun, u JIlrobapts, | FOpeun HapumonbsToBuus, FOpeun
KopbsIToBHYb, YHHUMBI MUPB TBEPJIBIN HC KOposieMb Kasumupomb [1os1b|ckbMb [SiC] 1 COMOBUTOMB |
cb ero Opatoms Kazumupomb Ma3zoBbCKBIMB U Cb €T0 3eMiiaMH KpakoBb|ckoro 1 CyJOMUPBCKOIO,
Cupa3ssckoro, KysaBbckoro, Jlyanubckoro, oopsiabckoto, [InoTeckoto, Maj3oBbckoto, JII0OIMHbCKOIO,
Cetbx0BbCKOIO U €O JIBBOBBCKOIO.

A 3a Benkoro [Sic] kuasa COnbkbpTa, u 3a | Kopbsita, u 3a ITaTpukus, ¥ 32 UXb CBIHBI MBI
ncIrOyeMb TOTh MUPB JiepkaTi Bbimu TBepao | 6e30 Bcakob XuTpocTu.

He 3anmaTt Hamb KopoeBbl 3eMiab, HU €ro Jroany, MITO €ro CIyXarTh.

Kopol|nesu nepkatu JIBOBbCKYIO 3eMITIO UCHIOIHA. A HaMb Jepxkatu Bomomumbpbckyto, JIyikyro,
Be|m3pckyto, Xommbckyro, bepecTurckyto ncnoaHa xb.

A mupb wr Tlokposa B(oropomun)ut no Usana aue go | Kynans. A wr UBana ane 3a 2 bT.

A roponoBb 0y Pyckon 3eMin HOBBIXD HE CTaBUTHU, HU COXb|KEHOTO HE pyOUTH, TOKOJIA MUPB
CTOUTH 3a 2 IbT.

A Kpemanenp nepxxati KOppto HapuMOHB|TOBUYIO WT KHSI3UHM TUTOBBCKBIXB I WT KOPOJLA 32 2
T, a Topoaa He pyOUTH. A KO MUDPB CTaHe|Th, FOPBIO KHA3IO TOPO/Ia JINIITATHCA.

AjKe IOU/IETh OYTOPbCKBIM KOPOJb Ha JINTBY, MOTBCKOMY | KOpOJIeBH TOMaraTti. Ake IOUIeTh Ha
Pych, mto JIUTBBI ciymiaets, KOpOJIeBH HE MOMararu. |

A TONzEeTH JM Haph Ha JIAXH, a000 KHA3H TEMHUH, KHA3EMb JINTOBECKBIMB ITOMarartu. | Axe
MOUIYTh Ha Pych, ITO KOPOJIA CITyIIAeTh, TUTOBLCKUMB KHA3EMD HE TIOMAarary.

A mipo | JIio6apToBO ATHCTBO X0UEMb €r0 IOCTAaBUTH Ha Cyab mepeas nanel oyropsckumi. 11o
nnrectBbu C(Bs)T(0)ro [(y)xa 3a 2 Hen(e)nu INTOBECKUMB KHA3EMb cTaTH oy Xonmb, a KoposeBu oy
Croubirh. | Kie cMONBATE, TYTH OyJIETh CYyJIb TATaTHCA HC KOPOJeMb. ByJIeTh Jv siTb €ro KOpOoJib 1O |
kpuBak, JIto6apTe OyneTs npars. U i, kaa3p Kuctiotun, Oyay npaBb nepep BbrOPhCKU|Mb
KopoJieMb. bynieTs 11 Kopoib npaBb, HaMb cBoero Opara JlrobapTa gaTé 0yropbCKOMy KO|pOJIeBU Oy
SATBCTBO.

A xomnu OyieTh TI0 MUPY KTO HE OYCXO0YETh Aarbu MUPY JIepiKaTH, TOTh | WroBbCTh. A 110
wrnoBbabHBN cTOSITH MHPY 32 MBCAIB.

Aske monyTh TapoBe [SiC] Ha JIbBOBBbCKYIO | 3emiTto, Toraa Pycu Ha npBOBbINE He moMaraTu. Axe
MOUJIYTh TAPOBE HA JIAXBI, TOT/Ia PYCH | HEBOJIA TIOMTH HC TaTaphl.

A oy TOMb TIepeMHUPbH KTO KOMY KPUBO OY4YHHHUTb, Haj00h ca oynojmunaT crapbuiemy u
OYYHMHUTH TOMY HU[Ch|npaBy. OyduHUT[b]| KOTOPHIK 100pHIN 4(e)i1(0)B(€)Kb | KPUBAY, JIF0O0 BOEBOIA,
000 TIaHb, OYYMHHUTH KCIIPABY UC HUMb. AXKe caMb HE MOXETh | 3aIJIATUTH TOTh UCTHHBHBIN IITO
e OYJIOKaTh €ro 0y BUHY - XOUETh JIM caMb KOPOJIb | 3aIUIaTUTH 32 Hb, a ero 1bandscTtBo co0b
oy3aTH. He oycxodueTs I KOPOJIb CaMb 3a|IJIaTUTH, JaCTh TOMY TO JHYBCTBO [SiC], KTO €ro MOTAKETH.

A 3a u30bra: MoxeMb ero J0|ObITH U BBIAATH. AXKE €ro HE MOKEMb J0OBITH, MOKEMb €ro HCKa
[sic] cb whoto cTopoHy. Asxe | HoObrHETh pycuHb anr00 pycka WK BO JIbBOBb, HIIH XOJIOb YUH WIIX
po0a - BbI1a|TH €ro.

A mto Tou rpaMoTh IHCaHO, TYIO Kb [IPABAY JIUTOBECKBIMb KHA3ZEMb A€[piKaTH.

A Ha TO ecMBbl fanu cBob neuatu.

8 The original Polish names were found on Medieval Lands — Poland, on
http://fmg.ac/Projects/MedLands/POLAND.htm.
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b) Excerpt from «ITlosecmw o cnasnoms puiyaper Tpeicuane» (16th century) — The Story of the

Renowned Knight Tristan.

Koma oH TO pegan, H pek “M caMb | [ecMH]
YMOPBUTH TAKYI0 KOpoleByK [3B]'° cero cpera Tak
uyaHyKe | [croeo HelomarprHocTION. M 0H mmaka-
BIIB,, H Kazanb ee morpectd. | [M omp] cnamp!?
KOpOMK ATNONOHY paH DMeleTH, H MOBSTANH €My,
HKb KbIB | He MOzKeT OBITH, H OH er0 Ka3aJ MyCTHTH.

H komu ymMep koponb | ANONOHB, OTKA3aM TEJO
ero, B peky® pxupyepmel, yromutd. | M xomu pxu-
HYJIH B peKy, OBIT ¥ Hero OOHH XOpPTh, KOTOPBIA OT
Hero | HHKONH HHTAe He OTCTYIOBAN, aJle 33 TMaHOM
CBOHM IIOTH ¥ PeKy 1714 | BOM, HINVYB B pell> MaHa
CBOEro, H HAIIONL ero BeMH ¥ IMyOOKOM | BHpY,
HHABIILL eT0 33 PYKY H BHIBONIOK Ha Oeper 3v0aMu
ceoHMH. | M BBIKOMaBIIBI AMY HOTAMH CBOHMH,
H DONOXKBITH B Helf MaHa | CBOETO0 H 3aKOMal MeCcKoM,
IITOOB €T0 He HAIION: HH OOHH 3Bepb, | H CeThb Ha
OHOH MOTHIE, MITOOH MOT BHASTH. |

W noexams rxopons Knepgach B NOBBL, H eXan
OfHBIM ¥3peueM, H MHOTO 3BeDY | MONOBHIL H eXal K
OIHOMY TOPORY, H IPHOIHKBITECA KY OHOMY | XOPTY
AnonoHosy. XOpTh YBHIAESBIIH MIOAH H MOYATh BHITh
Bell |MH BRICOKHMB TolocoM. Kolnn Kopolb BHAETH
XOpTa, H MOCNAN BHOETH, | IITO &CT.

OHH TOeXalH H, BHASBIIB, MOBEJANH KOPOIIO,
Mopeun: | “HaMb ¢4 BHAUT, AKOOH UTIOBEKs HOBO-
VKOI4H, 3 XOPT CTOHT HA rpole | a HUIIE He HASTh 3b
rpoda”. A Kopon Obl BelIMH MyApPE H IOeXal | caM
BHAeTE OHOTO [Xopra). H pekiie: “To ecT XopT Kopoad
AMOTOHORD, | KOTOpHIH [Kazan mpo Toro XopTa:] To
eCT Mol HaGommelfi mpeiaTens”. | [A] ckaza[n pocka-
aTH MOTH|TyY, ITo6h BUIATL MepThella, | [H Komn
pOCKamalH, OHB OO3Ha|m’, Hx OBIID KOPONb
AmonoH, H BAa|[phll ¢4 B TPyAH, BelMH BBICOKHM
rono] com ropopeunl: “Bike x ecMH 3arudb | [3 Tako-
BO2 TAHOBI, KOTH | ° HafGONBIIBIH MOH [ PRIATENE YMEp
| [zpazme”. H uckan, krag 6] sr10’” eMy GHITH YXOBAHY.

M 3cems Hc k0 |[HA cBOST0 KOPONB] HC NIaUeM CO
CIe3aMH, H K43471 ero NoHeCTH | [¥ oguus ropoa] ',
KOTOpPBI 0BT HeAaMe Ko OTTYIb, U BOpABIIE | 3| Telo
KOPOTA ANONOHA AK eCTh HOTpe0HO, MOMOKEDL ero
B KowT[en]. | A mo ToMp Kopon Kinepmack Kazarh
KIHKATH MO BCHM MecTaM | [a0®l ¢4 mo] |pemaTu®,
XTO BMOPBUT KOpOTA ATIONOHA, XOTeUuksl TOTo BelM[H
BENHKMMH] | AapPbMH AAPOBATH, &CIH OB O TOM XTO
MTo MeBH[OTO Bedal, a eCclH]| | GBI XTO BSTAN 4 He

XO0Tel Ipapdibl CHOOBedATH, TaKoH [MaeT OBITH
rop] | 1oMB*" KapaH®.

H konH BRIINA OT KOpOmd 32amn[opeldb, IeBKA
Anono] |noea pexna: “Tocynapy kopono! Ecin Ov
eCH GBUI O [TOMDB IDTK6 Jal, No] |Began? o Kopolk
AnonoHe, AKOK OH CMepTHIO [yMep, H MOIY TH Bce)
| crnoBedaTH; BOAMYTE TBOSTO IMKOOY Opolly Teds
[ommoe]# | mackm”. Pek xopoms: “O mWTO MeHe
Gyaeil mpocHTH [Bcero Toro] | aam TH”. M AsBKa BCe
CIOBEAANa Mo paay, AKb CA ero [CHH po3MH] | TOBATH
KopolieBoe ATONOHOBOE H HE MOTh ee HHAK [y34TH
H 3acen] | ¥ poAHOH ayOpoke H BOMITE Myxka ee
kopond AnonoH[a # AK BCKO APY] |3 BIHY eT0 DODHI,
H AKb CA KOoponepad YOHNA 3B XA[ITOCTH MO MYV:KY
H [0 TOM| | WITO ¢4 YHHHIO, MO pagy eMy cCIo-
Bemala.

H pex xoponp [Knepgac: “CrIH MOH H] | MeHe
3aryoun H AmonoHa”®. M mocnan no cblHa Ano-
JMOH[OBA H Kazal el0 ONeKD] |BaTH, MOKH OBl Mel
deta®, M moroM mocnmal mo CBoe[ro ChiHA, H KOMH
OH] | Deped Hero MpPHIIION, HOTMeAed: Ha Hero Bell-
MH cepa[uTo H pek “HsH] |a3bHBI uloBeue, yMO-
PRUT ecH omHor{0} OT A00pRI[X pRIZPE H HAOOMb] |
MOTo?® MphATeNd V¥ MOHM JOMY, 4 MeHe e[cH
JACOPOMUN M 3ary0un]. Ane TaKh XOUY BUBIHHTH,
HKDb O3Melll 2a0[maTy, AK A7 TAaKoTO UBIHY] | 370r0
OPBICTOHT”.

A KOTH OH FHO[e] TAKOBOE KOpOne] | BOe 370€ BOTH
opoTHe cede, W zapomanm: “Tocymapy [Kopomio,
SMHIYIiCA!” Ane]” | Kopoib He MOpYINBUICA HH OIH
BIMB MHJIOCEPHI[beM H Ka3aJ] | OTOHb KIACTH H ChIHA
CBOSTO B Hero BRHHY[TH, M npeliina)l | Tad Aepka,
KOTOpad TO CHOBeAaNa, H MOKISKHYBUIR [mepen
KOopoleM, pekia:] | “Tocymapy KOpON, ASpbXKbl MH
CBOH IIMI0Y, Kb MU ecH obenams”. [ kopons] | pexs:
“IMepro, rosopel”. U mdepka pexna: “TIpomry {v} Tebe
Teoero ChiHa™. H xopo[ap] | pexw: “T'oToR TH ecT, ane
MaeT NpPHHATH cMepTh”. M Kazam ero BKH |HYTH
¥ BOTO[HB, H TAK] OH EMep. H peKkb KOpodb ORI
“Oamu [Temep ero]? | coGe [Meprea, To ect Mo]4 BOTA,
TAKOBOE HeMHIOCep[ape KapaTH. | MOxell B3ATH Te-
nep] ero u nforpec|T[u, ko eMy IpRICTOHT]?, |
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c) From Al-Kitab (16™ century)

39. From Al-Kitab (sixteenth century)

115b (1) pri mne prarok paxvalnasé éveata (!), toj, Sto, imhe
piduci, ztamali kelem «. (2) “Adzin ‘enhet priSoti, varota ‘adéiniu,
semdzesat tis’edej ‘enlietej z nim visipalise; (3) pozdrovene tabe
movedi, krikntli. KoZnij Z nix pa ‘adnom paltirisku $vettaséi pa-
sipali. (4) Skora z varot ‘u $eredZinu “uvasot, roznije, roznije ‘enheli,
ej tevaridu, (b) tam vidzeu. ‘Adzin ‘enhet $edzié, $emkrot po sto
tis’e¢ej ‘enhetoli pered jim stajaé, (6) semkrot po sto tis’edej pa
prave stajac, semkrot po sto tis’edej pa levej starane stajac; (7) Ge-
tirista roznimi ihonami “uspaminaju¢ Panaboha, tasku u¢ine usim,
Ti vecistij Boze. (8) Tije ‘enlkeli na z’emlu istipec, “u ‘adamskix
dzecéej hrexi beriié, (9) klikaé jeho bududé k temu ‘enhielu, da sidnahu
dna jeho jon sxavajecca.

116 a (1) Na z’emli, $to roznije reéi jest, Us’ix tix lidZzbu jon vedaje.
(2) Pagoti ‘adtul, hulat pa Vezax, razhledati e zvezdi, (3) kaZnaje
tak safami , safarhi zaveSana, kaZnaje za $ehosvetnuju haru bol-
Saje. (4) Tam-Ze vidzet adzin ‘enhel velmi dzitinij, z moci svajej
stvariti jeho Panboh: (5) palavica iz s’nehu, patavica iz ‘ahni,
roznije fes’hiXi z jezikout idué. (6) Smeh ‘ahnt pomo¢i nezahasié,
ani “ahon sneha nerastopié, (7) “abadva tak “u stajanu jest. Viz Bozuju
moc, $to jest. (8) I movi, e tevarisu: »‘U¢inuscij $neh “ahnu, tasku
a¢ini nad ummetem Muxemmedal!« (9) »Pej seleval spasenju praroc-
kemu!« —fes’hix to jest taho ‘enliela.

116 b (1) Pasou ‘adiul na druhoje nebo. Jak stove (!) movié,
mne $e zdato tak. (2) Iz Zelaza stvorit nebo druhoje ,Panboh, sto
,urobic, budze hatova. (3) Na‘ure drihomu nebu ime. Pej selevatf,
prarok tak movil. (4) Na drihom nebe ‘enlieloti mnoha, nemahu
movic, bo lidzbi net. (5) Kali ¢etevek kurban reZe, tahdi jeni na
koni ussedajué, kazdij na hatavu karonu ‘uztozié, (6) “u rikax dzer-
Zaéi bulavi, ‘a jezikami pecimii¢ tes’bix. (7) Xto-bi mus’ulmanskuju
verl zdavali, jeni, paSoiidi, “us’ix ‘u nive¢ ‘abernué¢. (8) Skora ‘aba-
¢it, s’elam jim datl; jeni, prinaii§i, tvari svaje na z’emlu patazi(li).
(9) Pasot “adtul na trecaje neba. Zastavii kana na oku mhnenju,
print¢i mene Panboh pratidze.



d) Excerpt from Vikencij Ravinski’s Eneida Navyvarat — «ueuda Hagvisapam» (1820s)

KuB-0Ob1B SIHEl, M3A1I0K XyTIaBbIi,

[TapHIOK HUBBOLITA YKPACUB;
Xolb naH, a BAABCS HAMYKaBbIH,
JactynuH, Becsi1, HECTIECHB.

Ho rpexu Byiimy HapaOwim:

Sk nsima Tporo BCro crialiviiy.
Kamens €n 3rpe0mn Haynék,

I

U miBbIIKO 3pOOMBILHY YaBHOK,
TpasHuamu sro HaOUB

U B MOpS 3 UMU €H TAIUIBIB.
Slkacek FOnona 6nl1a 3as,
OTpo/3s MaHbCKAro JINXas,
[lykamna Bce siro cryOuIrs,

B kanén y nexio nacaja3uip.

I

3a TO OT BB ThI HE B3JIIOOMIIA,
Sro Bsnepa mo paaszuna,

A n3s113pKa 3pOOHB YKa3ero:
IOnona xBacramacek cBacto,

A €éH BsHepuny XxBanus,
BsiHepe i qynbKy nagapus.

v

IOHoHa BoOJIaK aTIUXHYJIA,
Jla 3 HEOa Ha MOpS B3TIISIHYJA:
IIneiBens Ha yaBHaKe SHEH.
"AX TBI HAKPYITMHA, 371a/13¢€H!
Bocs s ms10e ckpydy B Tabaxy,
Paxxaom y Mops, sik cabaky!"
[Nan€By mBBIIKO HaXaMMIIA,
Karrens canHsMuy HaJlaKbliia,
B kanécwl cena, makanunace,
Sk pa3 B Sona ouynuiacs,

\%

Bzamna B cBaTiuLly na i Ha KyT.

"3maposa Bcu! fAom um TyT?"
Sloi csim3eB Tarapl Ha IICYKH,
Msi3ry ckaOiIuB Ha EPATICYKU
W nanmu cobe moarisaTas.

U Bock aboprr magadpas,
3aTKHYB 32 MOSIC KaIlaThIT,
CxalmBcs ¢ MeYKHU B aJ[3UH MUT.
"3mapos, xBurypHas FOHoHa,
IIs16e maBHO 5 He BHaaB'.

U tpum eit 3poOuBIIN NaKIIOHA,
MsikoTHAro Ha CTOJI MaJiaB.
SIHa MSAKOTHAro Iaena,
Yuépumuch, Tak aMy 3arena:

"Uu Bepaenrs Maé Thl Topsi?
SlHelt ¢ TpasiHIITaMU TLJTbIBELIb:
CHuxHH ST0 THI, CBAaT, Y MOPA,
Huxail H1unchUMK BOAY MbELb.

A\

Mspkyto, uyB, SIHell €H 3BOHUK,
Baprora, 31m0/131i1, KaHaBOJTHUK;
TpasHIIBI TakKe BCH JaTPBHITH,
Bewu kypBuum 1 Beu SIpBITH,
[IpasBy 3po0sis Ha CBATY:

M ux Bcux Hazja ¢ CBETY 3HECIIb.
Kamu, cBar, 3po0uis Tyro deciis,
To s1 I351ByXHY YKpacuBy,
Canoakyro, sIK 3 MEIaM CIIHBY,
Ls16e 3a Toe mpuBsTy".

Vil

Son pacurynus Ta€ 13€0:

3 AT0 aX CIIMHKA MaIuKia,
JIroOuB €H 1eIIbIIb [PAIIIHA 1IeN1a,
J3sByxHa 110 HYTpY OblLIa.
3ackpé0ocs, bapanoit 3aTpéc,
Yol pasraaa3us, auep HoC,
XarmnuB HamnonKy Tabaxy,
JlynuBim 3y0s1, 6apmartas

U peu IOHOHE €H Taky

C maksoHaM BUIIIb ThI OTKA3aB:
"A Box-1u mHe, Mos FOHOHa,
HuBoanaro > HeT BeTpy A0Ma;
ITo 6ymy pobuts s usmep?
Bbapeii 3 maxmenss, Sk BANEpb,
JISKBILG B CBATIIMLBI HA Ka3EHKY,
A Hot y4opa 3pexaB K XKOHKH,
3sXBUp 3 I3SIByXHAMH 3arpaBcd,
A EBp y 6aTpaku HaHSBCS:

SIk Xouels, ThI cs10€ CMEKaii,
a e.p m3sBYyXHY nacraBaii!

VIl

A s Bce 3pobimo ['paman3ero,

Ca BCcHX TIIy37I0B UX CITUOaHYy,

C TpasHLIOB BBLIABIIIO AJICIO,

Ha nHO y MOpst 3aranio,

TBaiiro >x HaKlOOJIbIIIE JINX0I3€ES,
HsixpyTa, Be1OMaKa Snes,
OtTak nanpy u 3 I350I0KaMH
Ax OynbpKanpb OyI3UIb My3bIPIMU,
SIk B BUp BCHX TOpYMS TrajaBoi
HamecTtHuk cusrauns 3a caboi!™



Appendix 3: Texts from the Russian language area

a) Testament of Prince Dmitrij Ivanovi¢ of Moscow (before 1378)%

20. Testament of Prince Dmitrij lvanovic of Moscow (before 1378)

e L T e er T el e s R e g e gl TeE e et Tl Seylis QRS s SRl ot

1 CKYI0 (CBOBOLY: PYBA' 1+ o s e s wr i b o bl s
b+ BBILIETOPO/Lb: HCTEPBA- AMHTPbEBAa cBOGOAla] . . . . .

- -~

T A
MM cenbl M 3 GOPTHHKH H C OODOYHMKH- H C MBI- @ yTOo 6y
NPHKYIHAD [MAH T|pHM[bI]

n .o .
CJMIB WJH TIOYHHKOBB: MJIH KOTOpam GYyTh Cesa Oua MOEro Be-
JIHKOMb KHA[Ke]

T
Hbb Kymia uiu Mom cesa KyIuleHam. HJH Gpa MOEro ceJa KHAXH
MBaHOB[bI|

. 3 .
b [clena w mounHKH CHY MOEGMY KHA BACHJIBbIO M MOEH KHATHMHH
H MOUM{b|

-~ ~

c i 3
abreMb: A unMb MeHe GJIBHAB Ollb MOM [KHA| BEJHMKHH KOTO-
a
PBIMB 30M[B]
T
CyABl WM AOCHBXB: HJIH YTO B3B_NPUMBICAHAB: TO 30TO H
— ~

anky 331‘[}’]10 H ye[ms]

a ax
u cab--+ 30TbIk K MOPTBI Caxenbrh- U CyAbl 30ThIb U cepebpenbrb
CyAbl- H KO[HH]

-

a .
10 [u x]epebbun M CTaza CBOW- Ja €CMb CBOEMY CHY KH’A BACHJbBIO
U CB[OEH KHA]
o e 3
THHH H CBOMM[B] ABTEMB: a YTO OUb MOM KHA BEJHKHH. . . .
. - . c -
CKOE K CTMY OJIeKCaHApYy- a K cThbu OuM Ha KDYUHIIO YET[Bep-
TYI0 4acTb HC TaMIH HC KO]

JIOMEHBCKOE - a KOCTKH MOCKOBBbCKHB K cThu 6un Ha m[ockBb oy

CTro MH]|
Xaun0- A TOrO He NOABMLHYTB- a YTO MOMXb KasHau[en HJH
TOCEJIbCK]HX b
15 ¥ THBYHOBB: H JEMKOBDH XTO YTO or Mene BbA.... [cHy Moe]my
x:m BACHJIbIO HH MOEH KHATHHH HH MOMMDB ABTeMb HE HaIOO[HBI-
Iy s A uTo M|
A a .
OHXDb JIIOH KyIJIEHBIXB: @ ThIMb Ja ecM[b...] CHb MoH [KH’A]
‘“ B[ac]ui[un]

H MOm KH[AT|UHM M MOM IbBTH HE NPHMMAIOTh HXbe a cio rpa-
MOTY b €
cMb CcoGb MIBHYIO- M BBHIB €CMb OMI0 CBoeMy oufe]kchio.
MHTPONOJIUTY+ [BCes |

< S D
20 py- u oup Mou oJexChH MHTPONOJHTE BCem Py M me[ya]Th CBOWO
npu[pbcuis)

(
K Ceu rpamoTh. a mocay Ha CIO FpaMOTY. THMO®bH OKOJHHYMH

q
[BacusbeBH]
g 0 C

L §
HBAHb POJAWBOHOBH+ HBaHb $€JI0POBH: deA0PH [aHm|pheBu a rpamloTy]
C

WAL AbUWKDL HECTEPB: a XTO HMETh CIO rPaMOTy YMMB pylwaTtH [H]|a
e[ro| muwn.

8 Archaic forms, as denoted in the appendix to Sevel’ov, 1958: npumsiciumu “to purchase’; kocmxu ‘tax levied
on merchants traveling through large towns’
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b) Excerpt from ‘Ambassadorial book on the relations of Russia and the Nogai Horde (May 3rd, 1551)

Jlema 7059-20 maus 6 3 Oenb.

[pucnan ko uapro u BenukoMy KHs3to uc [IpoHcka Gosipun u BoeBoaa kHs3b MBan denopoBud
McTHcnaBckou TataprHa ciykuinoBo Mcens Kennumesa, uro noceinad B Harau ¢ CroroHatokom
Tynycynosbeim ¢ TaBapuiu k benek bynat mup3e aa k JepBunry napro. J[a ¢ HuUM xe BMECTe npucial
Haraumckux Tarap Tpex uenoBek: benek Bynar mupsuna yenoseka Kumkungest Kynanbepnesisa na
ATtan mup3uHa yenoBeka Kynanbepzes, na AcaHak MUp3HuHa denoBeka Tsarpudepaes.

A mucan, uyto MceHp u Haranckue TatapoBe npuexain kK Hemy B [Iponeck maust B 1 geHp B mATHUILY. A
ot benex bynat mup3sl uaet mocon ero Kapada, a Atan mup3us nocon MmmM, a AcaHak MUpP3HH
nocon Kynanbepmen. A Bcex mocioB u rocteit 242 genoseka, a nomanaei ¢ anmu 1006.

A 3a TeMH MTOCITBI UAYT KO AP0 B BeTUKOMY KHs310 oT FOcyda KHA34 a OT MUP3BI U OT WHBIX MHP3
nocibl. A Kapada ¢ ToBapuIiiu UaeT rnepea HUMH THUIIA 32 JIBa.

A ckaszpiBai MceHb 1apio 1 BEIMKOMY KHSI310, Kak oHU npunutd B Haran k benek Bynat mup3e, a
JepBuill 11apb B Te MOPHI ObLI Y HETO U 3 KEHOI0, ¥ 3 JeTMU. 1 OHU KalloBaHbe Laps U BEJTHKOTO KHS3S
Hepsumy napro nanu. 1 Jepsum noxun npu HUuX y benek bynat Mup3bl Henenu 3 ABE Aa nMoexan K
HOcydy kHs1310 ¢ CBOUMU JIFOAMU. A JKEHBI M IeTeH ¢ COOOI0 He B35, a ocTaBui ux y benek Bynat
mup3sl. U jxeHa ero u getu u HpiHe y benexk bynat Mup3bl. A 0OH OT TeX MECT U 10 UX OTIyCK K benek
Bymar mup3se ot Ocyda ne 6pBan. A KOcyd xusa3b 3uMoBai 3a Slukom B Capaitunke. A cmannb
MHp3a 3UMOBal y ActpaxaHu, OIH3K0 OT ACTOpOXaHU BepcT 3 necsATh. A benek bynat Mup3a 3umoBan
Ha Bonre ot Actrapaxanu nauima 3 ABa. A CIOIOHIIOK ¢ TaBAPHUIIK 3UMOBAIIA Y HEBO K. A JIETOBaTH
Benek bynat mupse Ha Camape, Mex Bonru u Suka. A nc Kpsima npu Hux Bects B Haran Hukakosa
He OpBana. A FOcy(d kHs3b 1 nHBIE MUP3BI B KpbIM KO LIapio MOCIOB CBOMX HOcHaId. M Te uX mOCIbl
u3 Kpeima k Hum B Harawu emio He ObiBanu. A npunuti B Haran uz A3osa roctu. U Te roctu
CKa3bIBaJIM, KOTOPHIX HArauCKUX TaTap A MUP3UHBIX KpbIMCKOU Iaph Cankupeu *KUBBIX B3ST U
CHJIETN Y HETO B TIOPMaXx, ¥ TEX KPBIMCKOM Iaph J{eBIEeTKHpEn UC TIOPbMBI BeITyCcTHI. A B Haran onn
€10 He ObIBaM K. A Kak ApCiIaH MUP3a M MHbIE MUP3bl MOJIOJIbIE TTOILIM BOMHOIO Ha Laps U
BEJIMKOTO KHSI3s1 yKpauHbl, U benek bynar mup3a oT Toro ux ynumai, 4To0Obl OHH Ha LIPS U BEJTMKOTO
KHSI351 YKpauHbl BOMHOIO HE XOWIH, U XOJWI 32 HUMH BOpOoYaTy ux A0 Bounry, na nx He goexan. 1
mocJje Toro, npuuien K cede, besnex bynar mup3a nocnan Ko Lapio U BEIMKOMY KHS3I0 IIOCIIa CBOETO
Kapauro. A Atan Mup3a u AcaHak MHp3a MOCTaId CBOMX MOCJIOB. M uay4n, oHn BCTpeTunu ApciaH
MHUp3y MexX Xompa 1 MeaBeauibl. A JIt0/Ii ¢ HUM HEMHOTHE, BCETo YeJIOBEK C TPUTLATH HIIN C COPOK.
A unet n1oope uctoMeH u 0e3KOHEH. A MOJIOHY Y HETO BCETo JBE KOHKH J1a IETUHKA HEBEJIMK, JIET B
TPUHATLATH. A KOTOpPBIE JIIOJIU C HUM UAYyT B Harau, u oHM UM CKa3bIBaIM, YTO Y pClIaH MUP3a,
TIpHIIE ¢ YKPanHbI, 3MMOBAJT Ha MTECKeX OT XOMpa C IMOJTHHUINA, a apsl ¥ BEJTMKOTO KH3S Ka3aku He
JOLIUIM €T0 THUIIA 3 Ba. [ Ha TOM BcTpede YpceinaH MUp3a Laps U BETUKOTO KHA3S CIY>KUJIBIX TaTap
Crorongroka TyiycynoBa ¢ TaBapuIld, TPEX YEJIOBEK, BOPOTHI ¢ coOoro B Harau Toro ajist, 4To Xo4er
C HIMH BMECTE TOCIIaTH KO AP0 W BEJMKOMY KHS3I0 TIOCTIa CBOETO. A TIPO IIaps M BETUKOTO KH3S
nocia, npo Iletpa Typrenesa, He cibIxanu HU4ero. A kak oHu nouutn ot benek bynar Mupssl, Tomy
TpeTer Mecs1. A Toexalld OHHU OT MOCJIOB Hanepes ¢ BopoHoxa.

U 1aphb v BETMKWU KHS3b BeJe] HAarauCKUX TOHIIOB MOCTaBUTH Ha Hararckom JBOpE U KOPM UM BeJIel
JABAaTH.
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C) Excerpt from 'Documents on the construction of the churches of Carevokoksajsk’ (1734)

Boxwueit munocturo Benukuil rociofgus [Ipeocsamennsiii Unapuon apxuenuckon Kazanckuii n
CBUSKCKHH.

B seirenHem [1]734 romy matis 22 nHs 0w yenoM Ham [IpeocBsIeHHOMY apXUEHCKOITy Topojia
IHapeBokokmaxcka Tpounkoi mepksu mon ®emxor CeMeHOB C MPUYSTHUKH U C TIPUXO0’KaHBL. B
MPOIUIBIX JIe TOAEX MOCTPOeHA OblIa Y HUX B TOE ropojie llapeBokoKIIalicKy MepKoBh BO UMS CBATAro
Noanna [Ipenteun u HbIHE OHAs IEPKOBH CTana OBITh BeTXa 1 yT00 HaM [IpeocBsieHHOMY
APXHUENHCKOITy MT0KaJOBaTh M YEIOOUTIYMKOB OJIArOCIIOBHUTH U TMOBEJIETH B BBHIIIETICAHHOM TOPOJIE
LapeBOKOKIITaKCKY TIOKa3aHHYIO CTaPYI0 BETXYIO IIEPKOBH pa300paTh U HA TOM K€ MECTE MTOCTPOUTh
BHOBb KAMEHHYIO IIEPKOBB O ABY MpecTosiax BBepXy Bo ums [IpecBsatoia u XKuonauanueis Tpourrs: a
Boicnionu Hukomnas apxuenuckona Mupnukuiickoro Hiog0TBopiia 1 0 TOM CTPOCHUHM J1aTh
OIIaroCIIOBEHHYIO TPaMOTy.

WU mp1, Benukwuii rocnionuH IIpeocssimennsiit Mnapruon apxuenuckon Kazanckuit u CBUSDKCKUHN,
CJIyILIaB OHOTO 4eJIOOUTHsI, 0J1arocIOBUII M [TOBEJIEN B TOKa3aHHOM ropoze LlapeBokokmaiicky BMecTo
OOBeTIIANION AePEBIHHON Ha TOM K€ MECTe BHOBb KAMEHHYIO LIEPKOBb O0KHMIO B BHIIIEPEYEHHOE
MMEHOBaHHE CTPOUTH U 1aTh OJarocIOBEHHYIO I'paMoTy. A BHauajie Ha OCHOBaHHUU TOS LEPKBU U
npuzaena ObITH U Ype3 KPecT BOBPYUUTH U MOJIEOCH NETH U CBATON BOJON KPOIMTH U CKOIIABIIH K€
MIOJ] TO LIEPKOBHOE 3AaHUE PBBI CTPOUTH KAMEHHEM U TITUM(aMU YHHHO U 3aKOHOIIOJIOKUTEIHO SIKO
’K€ 0 CEM IpaBUJIa U YCTaB LIEpKOBHBIN. [loBeneBato 0 €AMHON WK O TPEX WIIK O ISATH IJ1aBax, a
LIaTPOBBIX LIEPKBEW OTHIOAb HECTPOUTHU M YTOO OJTapy OBUIM MPOCTPAHHBIE U CBETJIBIE.

[IpecTosp! yYUHHUTB O YETBIPEX CTOJIILAX & 3aIPECTOIHBIS 00pa3bl HOCTABUTH OAAIb MPECTONA, YTOOBI
BO BpeMsI MEPEHCKOT0 CIYKEHHUS HePEI0 B KAKICHUH MEX/Iy MPECTOoNa U 3apecToIHaro oopasa
MPOITH OBLTO CBOOOHO BO CBSITHISI OJITAPH.

W BO 1lepkBE YUMHUTH 1a TPOU ABEPH LAPCKHS CEBEPHBIS U FOXKHBIA U B [IEPKBE YUUHUTH TPOU JABEPH
CEBEPHBIA U I0XKHBIA U 3anaaHbls. [Ipen 3anaaHpIMu JBEpMHU COJENATh MANEPTH a B CBATHIX LIEPKBaX
Ha MPaBbIsl CTPaHBI IIEPKOBHBIX JIBEpel IOCTaBUTh 00pa3 a UIMSIHHO B BepxHell Criacureses 3
OnarocioBsiiel pykoro mii Hactosiero xpama [IpecBsatsis u XKuBoHauannsis Tpouiis! Ha 1eBOi
CTOPOHE LIEPKOBHBIX JIBEpel OCTaBUThH 00pa3 IIpecBaTris boropoamiiel ¢ mpeBeyHbIM MIIaICHLIEM.

B bicmioiHel 1IepKBY Ha TIpaBO CTpaHe IAPCKUX JIBEpel moctaBuTh 00pa3 Cracurenes 3
Onarocnossiei pykoro. [Tote Toro oOpasa nmocraButh 00pa3 Hukomnas apxuenuckona
Mupnukuiickoro YrogoTBopLia a Ha JIEBOM CTpaHe LIEPKOBHBIX JBEPEH TaKOXe MOCTaBUTh 00pa3
[pecesaTois Boropoauiisl ¢ MpeBeYHBIM MITAJICHIIOM U ITPOTYUe 00pa3sl o uyuHy. [1o cBoeMy
0O0CIIaHHIO TTOCTABUTH YNHHO TAKOXKJIE BBEPXY BO MKOHOCTACEX 00pa3bl HOCTABHUTH 110 YMHY XKE U eTa
TE LIEPKBH COCTPOCHHBIN M CO BCEM LIEPKOBHBIM YKPALIEHUEM W3TOTOBJIECHBI OYAYT U O TOM HaM
[IpeocBsiiieHHOMY apXUENMCKOITy BO3BeCTHTH. U aiie mpaBuiIHAro 3a30pa MOCTPOCHBI OyAyT KpoMe, U
CBATBISA MKOHBI TOCTABJICHBI OyIyT YMHHO TOT/IA O OCBSIIIEHUH TEX IIEPKBEH YKa3 O OCBAIICHHBISA
AQHTUMHHCHI MTOCTaHbI OYAYT. A €XeJH Te LEePKBH MOCTPOCHBI OYAYT MPAaBUIHOMY H
3aKOHOIIOJIOKEHHUIO IPOTUBHO M CBSTHISI HKOHBI HE TI0 YUMHY ITOCTaBJICHBI OYAYT U 3a HEOpeKeHue
TIOBEJICHUS OCBAIICHHI HE OYIyT.

[Mucacs B borocmacaemom 1apcTBeHHOM rpajie KazaHu B HalieM apxXuepeicKkoM JIoMe MpH
kadeapamaom xpame barosemenus [IpecssaTeis Biagsrauiiel Hamedr boropoauiie u [IprucHOIEBBI
Mapwuu 1734 rona maiist 30 mHsL.

Kasnaueit neponnakon MBan HukuTkuH.

[Nomuaa 1 p. 50 k. B3sTO.

B xuury 3anucaso.
Kanuensapuct JMurpei.
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Appendix 4: Texts from the Ukrainian language area

a) Deed of Peter Radceovskyj (1359)%

44. Deed of Peter Radceovskyj (Przemy¢l, 1359)

1 Kn asto mcern THCAINOIE IIHCTRYECATS CEMOIE. KYIHAR NANS NETPAINIL
ABAMITRO K OWBNH (1) pAAHROWRKOROE ARANHNY €K H EOTHHWY WITO NO
WIOH Wijh JWAR. N1 NPOJAAL NETPAR)NIKOEH PAARYROERCKOMY CEOWO ARANHNY
" ROTHHHY Oy RKKH H JKTEME IET0. MOA® CTARA (3) H €O MAHNOME H Ch
KOPRYMOIO H ZEMAE) H Ch 7 AROPHIIN H CO ECEME WITO KOAH Wija iek
HPHILICAVINAAG. A B TO NE MWANOR® OVCTYMATHCA WH OYNYKYME lek. NN NAE-
MEHIO IEE. X KVIINAB (1) MANG NETPUILL ZA COPOKE FPHEENL. A A TO MOCAYCH
UANR CTAPOCTA PYCKOE ZEMAH WTA NHAC(6)YKHH. ROIERONA I|THEOPT MHCAPL Rll-
KO. 1 CE ZEMAANE NANR XO)IhKO FMEEARCKHH. KAZOAR(7)(ORHYM APYZA®. HRAWL-
KO HOARMPHYHYL. ROTAANE THEYNH. IJENANT BOAOLIHNG PHEOTH(S)I|KHH. OAE-
DRPRKO CYARK. NANK ROHTH NEPEMTINALCKHN. KANRTYPR HZ \TOPB rOCTH.
UACHNR  FYTAPRTR. KOCTh COKOBHYB. FANL K&paXORWYh. A NHTR Moropnyn oy
RWEHI|KOTO (10) Oy YOMY ZA KOMY TFPOMHN. 3 NHCAAR FPAMOTY NHCAPh naka
CTAPOCTHNG AhHKR HZR (11) KOAECTPANINYL HMENEML YhMYKORHYR. 4 MpH TOMK
ANMAR HONO ﬂCYtpECIHII llef]'_’)Tp'L. A IOp'I.YI‘lﬂ"L (;ASXHM“YH CEMENR W [ 314}
REKOME AMBNb +14-(13)

b) «llepemuwmnvcovruil 6oceo0a @ebpyn ceiouums, wo eraouxa Aganacii npodas 0éa 08opuwa y
Buwxosuuax nanosi Huxosi lenpyscorxomy» - The governor of Przemysl Februn declares that bishop
Athanasius sold two farms in BySkovycy to master Jaskov Ispruvs’kij (January 1st, 1391)

Bo *vMA ’®Ia ¥ CHa U CTTO JIXa. AwMuHB, A ce 3HaMEHHTO OyIb . U cBb0YHO BChMB TOOPHIMB
JI0IEMb LITO Ha TOTH JIMCTH 0y303JpATh. A ce & OeOpyHb BOKEBOAA NEPEMBIILIHCKHU. TO3HABAMDB TO
HAIIAMB JIACT[OM|b . TOOPOIO BOJICIO CBOIEIO. U IOOPHIMB OYMBIILTBHBEEMB CBOIEMB. TTPHUIIIO IBIIIN.
Iepe[ 5] Hamie *06INYbIE. U TIEpPEb 3eMILAHBL. PaHACHH BIIJKA IIEPEMBIILTLCKHH H[c] CBOIEME
KpbUIommaHbl. [Ipoaams €cTh 0y ObIIIKOBHYKXb. JIBA JIBOPHUIIIA TIAHY EIIKOBH UCTIPYBBCKOMY. Ha BLKH.
3a. 1. TPMBEH IIMPOKMXD IPOIINH, 4 TAKO BJIIKA IIPOJIATh ECTh. 2KO CaMb AepKanb. U[3] semiero n
chbHOXKaTBbMH U C JIyTOMB, U 3 OOJIOHBIEMB. U CO BCEMHU OYXXHUTKH LITO MY TIPUCITYIIa OY OBIIIKYBbCKYH
IPaHHII. ¥ Oy3]alb IECTh BIJIKA Mepe/l HAMH. TIaHy ®IIKOBH HCIIPYBHCKOMY. Ta JABOPHINA. Ha BEKU. U
nbTeMb rero. BOJIGHb MPOJATH. BOJICHD 3aMbBHUTH, BOJICHD KOMY M(T)IaTh. A IIpH TOMb ObLIN
3eMJIsIHE UCBBIBIIN. TaHb XOJIbKO OBIOCTHLCKIH, TIaHD aJ1aMb “OPEIKHH, TaHb MUXAIb OYTPUHD
BaIlOBELIKUH, NTaHb BACKO MIembunib, MUYKO OOPKOBHU(U), KOCTBKO CYIb& MEPEMBIIIILCKIN. HHEXB
JOOPBIXB JIFOJIUH 3eMIIAHB MHOTO OBLIO IPH TOMb. a K TOMY JIMCTOBH. Te4aTh HAIIIO 3aBbcnim 1ecmbl,
Ha noTBepkbHbIE TEMB CI0BOMB. A THCaHa IPaMOTa. 110 63KbIoMb HaposkbHbb. #a, Tb(T). 1, T, 1h(T),
u 4, rb(T) 1 mepBoie 1h(T), a MHCaHb IMCTh. HA CTTO BACUILE JHb Oy TIEPEMBIIILIN. Ha HOBO 15(T)[0]
oy Bbku. Yy

87 Archaic forms, as denoted in the appendix to Sevel’ov, 1958: eomuuna ‘parental inheritance’; oronuna
‘property inherited from grandfather’; npucaywamu ‘to belong to’; nado6r ‘it is necessary’
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¢) From the letter of Mahmet Shihzoda, Sultan of Kafa, to Grand Prince Ivan Vasil evi¢ (1502)%

47. From Letter of Mahmet Shihzoda, Sultan of Kafa,
to Grand Prince Ivan Vasil’evic¢ (1502)

W twwp mo TBOE MmIOCTH MHCALD
Ko Hach 0 I'epremaminua, moms Gs1 OsoBckie TATAPOBE Y HUXD NOrpabuim Ha

BOAS PYXIAABL HXD KA3aKd; MHO He GBLIM Kasamu OszoBcrie, ate 6bLiu razaxn I'aun-
Tapxauckiu n Xapa uepkecs, ThIM y HEX'P noGpam. Mo mams YPeIHNED BEIIXaXh
n cb aopun s (30Ba M PEKIH THIMD KABAKOM: UOMB BHI Gepere rOCTH, KOTOPBIH
WAYTD y Hamry 3emaxio Toprosatu? U oHE cA moOmiM ¢b HamEMH, W YOWAE MO-
6r0 ypARHUEA M IIECTHAECATH TYPKOBS MOOMIM, M mouman upous. Muo 35 OzoBa
BBIMXAIM CMOTPUTH Ha TOT® NMOGOH, ryh cA (mwim, KOro GyxyT™ yOWIE M KOTO-
poifi Oyrers mupb. MHO mamam Tams Ha moGom 72 oerth. Mo rtams OBLID

CIyra OTna moero coiraHa Bassuta, MHO TO THI KOEE OHB Y34IB NOBi03b OBLIB

#o Hapurpaga. M g ecuu nucars po coarana bagsaTa, oTna Moero, miois THl rOCTH
no6pausl Ha BogB. MHo coxrans Bassurs, oreufblmoﬁ, OTIOHCAND 10 MeHe, IIOKD
TOT' CIYIa, KOTOPHIH 6bL1's mOGpAI THIM I0OTH Ha NO6OM, OHB HMXalb KOpabieMsb
KO MeHe M C'h HHINHMH PeuMy CO MHOTMMY CBONMMN; MHO TOT'H KOpalib He J0MXalb,
axe 3aru6p Ha Mopu. M THED TBOH MHIOCTH NHCAIH IO MEHA O CBOM JXIOfH, IIOAD
651 MM'B TYT'h Yy Hamiell 3eMau KOTOpad cuia 0plIa, axm 60 Obl 0T HAXD KOTOPHIM
OTH YMEpUIUMEBI OTHHMAJIN; MHO y Haleil 3eMIM CHIBI KajHOW HATH; KOIM KOTO-
pHiE ABia CyTh, TYTH Yy HAch yce y KHHrax® B3aNHCYIOTDH, Oyib Ju XOTA H 3a-
yMepUMHY UHMIIeTcA, HHO eCMO He HAILIM, mO0BI Oblia KpMBIA KOMY; aJe HaMb
cd BHAHTD TaKb, WIOAD TO eCTh AAJeKad 3eMId, a MeKHM HAMU TOCIBI He HU3-
AMIN; ¥ KOTOpEIe Kynuu TBoefl Muroctm Tamd ToBaph Oepyrd, amb0 y TBoei
MuIOCTH, 8 IH060 y KOTOPOro ueroBkra J06POBO BO3MYTH, M OHE CO6B KOPHI-
CTATH, {4 TAMD NPHMOAMM YITYT'H, WIOKD OBl Yy HamIOH 3eMIM DyXIfgb UK
ocTalb, a OHH cO0M KOpHICTh uMEATH. VIHO Kak® # mpimxars po Haes, He ko-
TOPOTO TOCTA TBOeH MIIOCTH KagHOrO pyxiafa He ocrazo y Kaeb; u Tmms me-
pexd TOro, koau Muxailno He npimxaxb, €CMH PYXJIAJBl Y CHXB I0OBOPOUAID. n.
THAD TBOS MHJIOCTh NMCAID A0 HACH O Axariosa, mOOBl TBOH NUCaph falb eMy
JeBATH COT'H fieHeI'b: WHO MBI ecMO mnuiTaxw Azariosa, mEo y Axariosa mapHOH
AeHrH ero HBTh, axe TOAKO paxs napb Merau - epeil 8a Tyl IBTHHY OpMHY
KaMEy OypbCKYIO Iekapio, & Azarioss Ty ABTHHY TrOXOBaI® rOXG H OABBAID.
Ilncano y Kaeb, mBcena ampbra 12 gens.

8 Archaic forms, as denoted in the appendix to Sevel’ov, 1958: pyxis0s ‘goods, wares’



d) Excerpt from the letters of Hetman Ivan Mazepa to M. Kocubej (ca. 1708)%

59. From Letters of Hetman lvan Mazepa to M. Kocubej (ca. 1708)

Moe cepaeuxo!

Yxe T Mene HMaCymHAY KPaCHLIM®
CBOMMD JAHUKOMDB H CBOMMH OGHTHHA-
MamH.

Ilocurato remeps a0 B. M. Me-
AaWIKy , uj06B O BCEME  pPO3MOBRAACA
3 B. M. He crepexnca em HEB BB
wems, 6o ecrs BspHaz B. M. m muus
BO BCHME.

IIpowy n Besue, 3a myxka B. M..
MO€ CepAeHKO, 00.1anHBIIH, npowy, He
OAKAazail cBoeu 00BTHHNH!

*

Moe cepue xoxanoe!

Cama snaemw, Ak # cepiedHe Iia-
sepe w060 B. M.; eme wBroro
na cbTh He 4100uBb Take. Moe 0%
TOE WacTLe H pajocrs , Wo0H Hexait
‘bXaAa, Aa JKAJA § MEHE; THAKO Xb A
YBaXKHBH, AKifi KOHEWS C TOrO MOKETH
OyTH, a 3BAamla  HpH TAaKOi 340CTH
M 3a€A10CTH TBOWXB pojuuons. Ilpo-
1y, MOA JA00eHKo, He OAMBHIACA HE
BB UOMD , JKO IOKD HE I0EIHOKPOTH
CAOBO CBOC H PYYeHKY jaja ech, a A
B3aeMHE , TOKH XHBS Oyay, Tede He
3a0yay.

*
Moe cepgetixo!

He maioun BBAOMOCTH O MOBOKEHLIO
B. M., un pxe nepecrain B. M. my~
UHTH M KATOBATH, TeNeph Teibl Ofb-
BKRAOUM Pa THIKAEAb LA mesiie
mserna, nocusaro B, M. oantaauoro
uepean Kapaa, koropoe mnpowmy sa-
BAnune
MBINoI A6 cuoelt xoparn !

npanarae, a mene s neor-

*

Moe cepgenxo!

Taxko 604t Ha Toe , WO camk
me mory 3 B. M. eGummpne mnoroso-
paTa, wo 3a orpagy B. M. Bs Teme-
pemHems epacyuky  yunHatd. Yoro
B. M. mo mas morpeGyeurs, ckaxa see
cili gtBus. B ocrarky, koau omw, npo-
KAaTiH TBOH, TeGe LypaloTCA , HAU Bh
MOUACTHPD, 4 j 3HATHMY, IO Ha TOIi
vacs 3 B. M. umamra. Yoro mnorpe-
Ga, M IIOBTOpE ITHINY, O3HAHMH MHUL

B. M!
*

Mos cepaeaue xoxanas!

Taxko sawpacopasemcs , OYYBIIH,
ke Tad KaTyBka ge mepecraers B. M.
MYYHTH , AKO M BYOPA TOE YYMHHJA.
Al cams He 3maro, 10 3 HEI0, raHNOIO,

yapurd. To Moa 65za, mo 3 B. M.
CAyUIIArO € MaMb Yacy O BChMbB

neperosopata. Boams oz ka0 ne mo-
Iy MHCATH, THAKO TOE AKOX®B KOIBEKD
CTaHeTbCA, A, IOKH XEBBL OyAy, Tede
cepAeude JAOOHTH M 3HUHTBI  BCEro
AoGpa He nepecrany, H [OBTOpe mnu-
uly, HE IEpecTady, Ha 340CTb MOHM®D
H TBOHMB BOPOTaM®b.

*

Moa cepaeune xoxanan!

Brxy, e B. M. Bo Bcemn oamin-

HHAACA CBOCIO JI0DOBII0 TIPEXHIIO Ky
muns, fHkn co0B awmaemn; soan Tsos,
apEM WO xXouemn! Byaems na no-
rymn roro kasosard, punomon rua-
KO CAODR CBOM, 1104 KANTBOIO MUh 0=

gie Ha TOTH 4ach, KOAH BbIXOAMAA
ech 3 MOKOW MypoBaloro  0j Me-
He, KOAH A3AeMb TOOH HepCTeHb Aid-
MEHTOBiif , HaJ KOTOPIH Ha#1BMIIIOTrO,
HAHOPOrIAaro y cede ue Mako, ke «X0ub
«CAKD, XOUb Tak®h Oygerb, a AIO00BB
«MEXH HAaMH He O0AMBHATCA.»

*

Mos cepaeune xoxaHas, BHafiMBAb~

masg, HauAOesHbHIag MOTPOHe‘ubuo!

Bnepeas cmepru ma cefe cmoab-
BaBCcA, HBXB TAaKOH BH CEPIY BAIOMB
oambad. CooMHUW THARO Na CBOH CAO-
Ba, CIOOMHH Ha CBOIO TpHCATY, CIO-
MHH HAa CBOH PyYeHKH, KOTOpie MUUB
He 0ejUHOKPOTH  JaBaja, e MeHe,
X0ub GyAelrs 3a MHOI0, X09b He Gy-
Aenrs, O CMEpPTH J00BTY o0bHaia.

CrooMBH HBa OCTaTOKB JXO0E3HYIO
pamy GecbAy , KoaH ech Oysaja y
mene na nokow: «Hexaii DBors nme-
(IPaBAMBATO KApaers, a A, XO4b JX0-
«06mImp, XOub HE JOOHIIG MEHe , A0
«cmeprd Tede, MOAIYI's  CAOBA CBOTO,
WIOOHTH M cepAeuHe KoXaTd He me-
pecrany, ga 8A0CTh MOAMB BOPOTaMb.»
IIpomty, u Beane, MOE CEPACHKO, AKUMD
KOABEKH  CHOCOG0MB obadbca 30
MHO¥0, (0 Mato ¢b B. M. gaseii aunauTH;
60 10 Ooamb He Oyay BOpOraM®
CBOHMD TEpISTH, KOHeuHe oaoMIleRie
y9HHIO, 2 fKOE, CaMa 00a9nIIb.

*

IJacupmma mMom mucMa , IO BB
PYUEHKAX'D TBOHXD GyBatloTh, HEKeEsH
Mon GbgHie ounm, mo Tebe ne Oraa-
AAI0TB.

8 Archaic forms, as denoted in the appendix to Sevel’ov, 1958: B.M. = Bawa munocms “Your loveliness’.
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