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TOWARD A COMPUTER-BASED COURSE IN THE HISTORY

OF THE RUSSIAN LITERARY IANGUAGE2-

Richard Schupbach

Stanford University

Slavic 212, The History of the Russian Literary Language, is designed

as a sequel to Professor Joseph A. Van Campen's computer-based Slavic 211,

Introduction to Old<Church Slavonic and Early Russian Texts. Computer-

based instruction (CBI) portions of Slavic 212 were offered for the first

time during the spring quarter of 1973.

L The Students

Four of the five students enrolled in Slavic 212 had completed

Slavic 211 during the previous quarter and were thus familiar with CBI.

The fifth had studied Old Church Slavonic (OCS) at another institution

and had to familiarize herself with the system during the early part of

the courSe. All five students were primarily interested in Russian

literature; as expected, they were somewhat disoriented at first because

the subject matter of Slavic 212 has to do more with linguistics than

literature, per se. However, as the students progressed, this became

less of a problem.

2. Technical Aspects of CBI

This material is covered in considerable detail in Van Campen (1973,

pp. 2-8).

lThe research described in this report was supported by the Stanford
University Progress Fund and National Science Foundation Grant NSFGJ-443X.
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3. The Course

The nature of the CBI system employed and the subject matter of

Slavic 212 place certain limitations on what can and what cannot be

programmed. Moreover, this year was the instructor's first experience

with CBI and thus, somewhat modest goals were set at the outset. For

these reasons, •CBI was, and, for the present at..least, must remain

coupled with lectures for the teaching of the history.of Russian. How­

ever, as I will show below, the role of the instructor as lecturer will

be relatively minor in winter quarter 1974, when the revised course is

offered.

The object of Slavic 212 is to introduce graduate students in Russian

literature to the types of changes that language in general, and the

Russian literary language in particular, undergoes in time, and to dis­

cuss how these changes vary over a large territory. In order to demon­

strate this, I deal with the following subject matter:

1. General theoretical material on the effect of the passage of

time on language;

2. Old Russian (OR), by which term is meant spoken and written

Russian of the tenth and eleventh centuries;

3. The changes undergone by OR as a result of internal, evolutionary

processes.j

4. The nature of the interaction of OR andOCS in the formation of

the Russian literary language;

5. Analysis of representative texts from various periods up to and

including the seventeenth century.
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Certain of the areas to be covered are readily amenable to program­

ming for GBlo For example, since the teaching program itself was designed

for language instruction, it was most efficient in teaching ORo Moreover,

since OCS and OR represent no more than dialects of the same language, I

was able to draw on the material in Slavic 211 as a basis for instruction

in the morphology of OR. Five such lessons, on the noun, pronoun, adjec­

tive, numeral, and verb, were drawn up (see Appendix I). In addition to

this material there is an introductory lesson on the differences between

the oes and OR orthographies. The design of these lessons is straight­

forward and the system is employed, albeit without audio, largely in the

manner for which it was designedo

In addition to these lessons, two were composed that concern histor­

ical differences between the OR and OCS phonologies and syllable struc­

ture. Last, three lessons were drawn up that deal with evolutionary

change in OR and Medieval Russian. These five were used to test the

efficacy of a language-teaching system for the teaching of language

history (see Appendix II).

4. Limitations Intrinsic to the System

One of the major differences between language and historical mate­

rial is that the former permits the use of short description and query

that, in turn, elicit short and completely predictable answers, whereas

in teaching history more extensive lecturing is required, and the answers

to the questions, far from a single predictable word, or perhaps two,

become quite complicated and can be expressed in a variety of ways.

With respect to description or lecturing, the most important, single
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limitation imposed by the system is the speed of the Model 35. teletype,

i.e., the speed of presentation of the material to the student.

At 10 characters per second, expansive lecturing must be kept to an

absolute minimum. As a rule of thunb it was decided that, in order to

maintain the students' attention, no more than six 70-character lines

(less than 90 words) should be presented to the student without involving

him directly in the instruction, i.e., without asking him a question.

Note that these few words must contain the question asked as well as the

lecture material. Within these limits it 'was found that a substantial

portion of material on selected topics having to do with evolutionary

change in OR could be successfully programmed. However, material on

the complexities of interaction of OCS with OR and general material on

the nature of language change could not be programmed due to the speed

of the teletypes.

The problem of the students' answers is annoying, but not crucial.

The teaching program cannot analyze an answer; it can only match it

against the string of characters that the instructor has programmed as

being 'correct'. If, for instance, the answer to a question happens to

be "14th century" and the student writes "XIVth century" or "14th cent.",

etc., the response is treated as wrong. Thus, since all answers must be

predetermined, heavy reliance on multiple-choice and true-false responses

is required.

5. Limitations Intrinsic to the Material

The limitations imposed by the material itself, particularly given

the bounds of the system, are in many cases considerable. First, the
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bistorical record of tbe language is not complete; not everytbing of

interest or importance was recorded or otberwise preserved. Thus tbere

are factual gaps in many arguments, and, most regrettably, similar gaps

are occasionally found in tbe logic of some bistorical linguists. In a

normal classroom situation tbese factors create only minor problems;

bowever, in developing material for CBI tbey can take on crucial impor­

tance.

In teacbing a language using CBI a basic, deductive logic can be

employed tbat is quite simple, for example:

In grammatical situation X, forms of set Y bebave

in a certain Z manner 0

Form A belongs to set Y.

Therefore, in situation X, form A bebaves in a

Z manner.

Sucb an argument is convincing, and as we pointed out above, questions

based on it elicit sbort, predictable answers, e.g.,

Q: In wbat manner does A bebave in situation X?

A: Z.

However, wben discussing language cbange, given tbat a complete

argument can be found and tbat tbe logic employed in describing tbe

cbange is unflawed, we find tbat tbat cbange normally occurs in sucb

a way tbat a given language item will come under a variety of influences

in a given period. Wbicb, if any, of tbese influences will bave a last­

ing effect on tbe form is often difficult, if at all possible, to predict

a priori. Tbus, if we are discussing a given process and wisb to follow

its activity over a large number of forms and a considerable expanse of
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time, the number of examples that will show the process in its 'pure'

form will tend to be small. Yet this purity of logic and presentation

is essential since the student cannot stop the computer and ask a Ques~

tion. The logic and progression of the explanation must not be merely

sound; it must be inescapable. Note further that while the present sub­

ject matter is linguistic in nature, our students' demesne is literature.

Thus forced out of familiar surroundings, they reQuire especially clear

exposition while they familiarize themselves with linguistic processes

and terminology.

Once a logical and seQuential thread of an argument is found, lesser

competing processes can be described as corollaries to it. However, the

time and effort that go into winnowing large amounts of historical infor­

mation is considerable (see Appendix III).

The effect of all these limitations, those intrinsic to the system

as well as to the material, was to put considerable demands upon the time

of the instructor and Professor Van Campen, without whose generous help

the material could not have been prepared; furthermore, there were certain

elements of the course that simply could not be programmed. Nonetheless,

this summer I expect to program the reraaining changes that occurred in

the OR period (tenth through fifteenth centuries). This represents the

greatest share of changes during the written history of the language.

Fifteenth-century Russian is surprisingly 'modern' in form, at least in

comparison with tenth-century OR.

In addition to this new material, I am organizing a convenient means

of presenting texts for analysis on the teletype. With this new material

a full two-thirds of Slavic 212 will be computer based. The only· remaining
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material to be covered independently in the lectures will be the intrica~

ciesof the interaction of oes and OR and general material on the nature

of language change in time and space. The demands put upon the instruc­

tor's time with this arrangement will be minor.

The implementation of the above assumes no changes in the present

system. Given a faster teaching apparatus, most, if not all, of the re­

maining material could be programmed. But this may not<be necessary.

The use of comparatively slow hardware, while limiting the programming of

certain material, requires a clarity and brevity of exposition and a de­

gree of involvement of the student that is not likely to be achieved where

its existence is not made imperative by circumstances. Moreover, even if

the entire course could be programmed, a certainall!0unt of the instructor's

participation would be required for fielding questions and providing moral

support for the students.

6. Student Reaction

The students' reaction to the programmed material and to the course

as a whole has been favorable (see Appendix IV). There were some preliminary

complaints, but by the third week of the quarter, perhaps not coincidentally

after the rains stopped, the students became much more at ease with the

lessons and the system and the material. After they finished the eBI

section of the course, one 2-hour class section was given over to comments

on the programmed instruction. Some very valuable suggestions were made:

a glossary of all the terminology employed should be prepared, certain

sections of one or two lessons could be made more clear, etc. But it

was generally conceded that eBI was very helpful; its degree of
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organization was singled out for praise, as was the fact that the material

could.be gone over, in private, as many times as the student wished.

Student complaints had to do with various subjects: frustration at

dealing with a preprogrammed machine instead of a presumably more flexible

human being. Occasionally the teletype would type one line on top of another.

Students were somewhat put out at having to walk all the way over to the

Institute for Mathematical Studies in the Social Sciences, particularly

during the rains. While one assumes that the students read the material,

think about it, decide how to answer, and then type the answer, apparently

this is not always so. The cognitive processes can be short-circuited to

the extent that the visual stimulus of the teletype printout is answered

not by a thought, but ,merely by a digital response. In other words, the

answer to the question "What is the locative singUlar eq.ding of the noun

XXXXX?" is not "the phoneme/ grapheme, Y," but merely "right little finger

to the lower row." The suggested solution was to include a.quiz at the

end of every lesson; this prospect will help maintain the students' full

attention throughout the lesson. Last, a rather curious and somewhat

disturbing circumstance arose with at least.two of the students: rather

than learn the material on the teletype, they would take a lesson and

answer somewhat carelessly, without complete concentration. The primary

object seemed to be merely to get a printout of the lesson material to be

studied, not as CEl, but as a text at home. Note, these students performed

as well as the others on the final examination.
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7. Results of the Final Examination

The results of the final examination (see Appendix V) were encour­

aging. Reliance on GBl freed me to take up a wide range of subjects that

I normally would have little or no time for during the nonprogrammed

course. On the final examination the students were tested on subjects

that I had lectured on and for which there was supplementary reading, on

subjects about which they had only read, on subjects about which I had

lectured and for which there was additional GBl material, and last, on

GBl material that was not reinforced by lecture material. The students

emerged strongest with regard to the lecture/GBl combination; they were

also very strong on the material that was presented as GBl alone. The fact

that they were able to absorb rather involved linguistic arguments that

had been presented on the computer alone was most encouraging. My overall

view of their performance is that, all things being equal, they learned

more and with greater ease than did last year's class, which depended on

my lectures and the reading alone.

The grades awarded for the course were two A's, two A-'s, and one B.

8. Assessment

I was somewhat skeptical of the project when I began. I thought

that by working diligently and by coping imaginatively with every problem,

I might be able to design the course material in such a way that the stu­

dents would not lose anything for having been made the subjects of an

experiment.

The results exceeded these modest expectations. The rigorous re­

organization of the material required for the design of GBl served to
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benefit student and instructor as well. But.more importantly, student

evaluations of the course material and the results of the final examination

showed very clearly that the CBI approach to the material thus far pro­

grammed is pedagogically sound; it may even represent an improvement over

last year's lecture format.

The limitations intrinsic to the subject matter combined with those

of the system are such that I do not envision the programming of the

entire course and the effective elimination of the instructor. But I

think that this is just as well for a variety of reasons:

1. Class meetings with the instructor serve as an important forum

for comments, questions, and complaints about the CBI.

2. The forced reliance of the system on precomposed answers allpws

the student no exercise of creativity; knowledge comes to be almost a

conditioned reflex. It is only in the interchange of a discussion group

that the material may be expanded upon, treated in an 'organic' manner.

3. The scope of the CBI material is inflexible; what is in the lesson

is what is to be learned--no more, no less. Nonetheless, the basic, fac­

tual core of the course remains the same from year to year. It is this

material that has been programmed already, or will be finished this sum­

mer. In addition to this, the exercises involving text analysis should

not require change. The existence of this basic corpus and its avail­

ability to the student on an on-call basis will serve to drastically

cut the amount of time required of the instructor of the course.

Finally, another bonus gained from the programming of Old ~nurch

Slavonic and part of the History of the Russian Literary Language is the

establishment of a 'course library' that can be consulted by students.

10



Experience has taught us that, regardless of mode 'of teaching, students

quickly forget OCS and OR; extensive review is necesssry before the Ph.D.

general examinations in this area. GBl in OCS and OR will be available

to these students largely at their convenience for review. This material

by itself should be an effective preparation for the students in this

area. We will soon have an opportunity to test this supposition, since

four of our graduate students are preparing to take general examinations

in the near future. All four have requested use of the GBl material in

Slavic 211 and 212 for review.
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APPENDIX I

Sample portions of Lessons 755 and 758,
pronoun and verb morphology, respectively.
Note: The student types the answer, here
provided, in the spaces set off by underline
marks.

BEG 155
TE THE PRONOUN

THE SI NG
WE HAVE ALREADY NOTED THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE OCS
ArID ORUS NOM 1ST SING PRN. OCS HAS

LR _An_
TE THE ORUS FORM HAS

A, INITIAL 'A'
E, P~THETIC JOD

SR _L
TE THE ORUS 1ST SING PRN IS
SR _I An_
TE NOTE, IA WAS ALSO COMMON.

IN THE DAT-LOC OF THE 2ND PERS SING AND THE REFLEXIVE
P RN, I1/HE RE OC S HA D 'E'. 0 RIlS HA 0 '0'.

GIVE THE ORUS FORM OF OCS TE51>
LR _ TOli 1>_
TE GIVE THE ORUS OAT-LaC REFLEX PRN
LR _COli T,_
TE NOTE, THE OCS FORMS ALSO OCCURRED IN ORUS.

IF OCS HAD 'E' FOR ORUS '0' AS ABOVE AND IF THE OCS
FORM OF THE DAT-LOC OF THE 1sT PERS SING PRN WAS MbH1>,

THEN WE CONCLUDE THAT THE ORUS FORM WAS .
l R _M'bHT,_ .
TE NOTE, MbH1> WAS ALSO COMMON.

ORUS FORMS ARE ATTESTED IN WHICH THE FINAL 1> OF THt
DAT-LOC OCCURRED ALSO IN THE ACC-GEN. THUS TEli1>,

CEli1> COULD BE -
A, DAT LaC INST

E, DAT LaC ACC GEN
SR _E-

TE GIVEN THE ABSENSE OF NASALS IN ORtiS, LIST THE
1"0 RMS OF OCS

LR MA _MA_
TE HOWEVER, EVEN THOUGH A IS WRITTEN, THE ORUS V IS

NOT NASAL. IT IS A FRONTED
SR _A_
TE GIVE THE ORUS FORMS OF OCS
LR CA _CA.-
LR fA _TA_
LR M'bHOI~ _M'bHOIO_
LR COliOI~ _COliOIO_



TE THE PARADIGM OF' THE 1ST AND 2ND SING PRN IS -- FILL IN
THE 2ND PERS

LE
LE
LE
LE
LE
LE
RST

~ NOM
ACC

GEN
LOC

INST
DAT

•

1ST PERS

IAn, 1,1,
MEHE, MA
MEHE
M\Hf,

M\HOIO
M\Hl>, MVl..

2ND PE RS

_T\I_
_TE6E_, _H._
_TE6E_
_T06 l>_
_106010_
_T06l>_, _TV1_

TE THE 1ST PLUR OCS HAS DATIVE
LR .-HAM\_
TE 2ND pE RS
LR _BAM\_
TE ORUS HAS THESE, BUT H\I, B'bI RE ALSO POSS.

THUS 0 RUS H"I· CAN BE
A, DAT
E, DAT ACC

SR _E_
TE IF' ORUS B\I CAN BE DAT AND CC, THEN ALL ITS POSSIBILITIES

ARE
A, DAT ACC

E, NOM DA T ACC
SR _E_
TE THE REMAINING FORMS ARE THE SAME IN BOTH DIAL"S.

THEREF'ORE, THE PARADIGM OF' THE 1ST AND 2ND PERS PLUR
P RN IS - - F'I LL I 1'1 THE 2ND PERS

LE
LE
LE
LE
LE
LE

TE

1ST PERS 2ND PERS

NOM M\I _B'bI_
ACC HAC\, H'bI _BAC'b_, _R\I_
GEN HAC" ,-RAC\__

LOC HAC\ _BAC'b_
INST HAMVl _RAMVl_

DAT HAM", H\I _BAM\_, ,-B'bI_

THE 1ST AND 2ND DUAL IS -- F'I LL IN THE 2ND PERS

LE
LE
LE
LE
RST

NOM
ACC
G-L
I-D

•

1sT PERS

Bf,
HA

HAlO
HAMA

2ND PE RS

THE LESSON CONTINUES



RUS758

BEG
TE

LR
TE
LR
TE

LR
TE

LR
TE
LR
LR
TE

LIl
TE·
LR
TE

LR
LR
LR
LR
RST

TE

LR
LE
TE

LR
LR

TE

LR

758
THE VERB
THE ORUS AND OCS VERBS ARE SIMILAR. THEY ,
HAVE THE SAME TENSES. PARTICIPLES. MOODS. ETC. BUT
AS ELSEW HERE. THERE IS SOME DIFFERENCE 1 N THE FORM
THAT CERTAIN ENDINGS TAKE. WE ALREADY KNOW THAT
OCS a CORRESPONDS TO ORUS
_OY_
ON THE PHONOLOGICAL LEVEL OCS A EQUALS ORUS
_A_ . .
HOWEVER. IN THE NOUN AND ADJ. ON THE MORPHOLOGICAL LEvEL
OCS A CAN GIVE ORUS .
_L-
IN THE VERB. HOWEVER. OCS A ALW~YS GIVEs ORUS A.

REMEMBER ALSO THE REFLEXEs OF ORIGINAL C PLUS JOD.
THUS WHERE OCS HAS !3I1ll<IlR.. ORUS HAS
BI1_)I(OY_
GIVE THE ORUS FORtI OF OCS xO)l(Il.i\
_XOlKOY_
MOIIJI1 _MO'iI1_
THE UJ 1 N OCS I1I1J.IIT. REPREsENTs
_JJT_
WHl LE 1 N ORUS 111l10YTb IT REPREsENTS
_UJ'i_
IN ADDITION TO THEsE CORRESPONDENCES.
IN THE PRES TENSE
WHERE OCS HAS -T. IN THE ~RD PERS ORUS
HAS -Tb. GIVE THE ORUs FORM OF OCS
HECETD _HECETb_
BI1 JlI1 TO _BI1J1\o1Tb_
HECMT. _HECOYTb_
BI1IlAT. _B\o1JlATb_
•
THE ONLY OTHER EssENTIAL DIFFERENCE IN THE PRES
IS IN THE DUAL. WHERE OCS HAS sEPARATE 2ND AND )RD
PERS. ORUS oaEs NOT. E.G•• oes· HAS 2ND PEQC:
SA BEIl_ETA_
AND THIRD PERS OHL BEIl_ETE_
BUT ORUS HAS THE 2ND PERS FORM IN BOTH THE 2ND AND
THIRD PERS. THUS WE HAVE ORUS
BA dEIl_ETA_
OHA BEIl_ETA_

THE REMAINING FORMS ARE THE SAME IN BOTH DIAL"S. THUS
THE PRES TENSE BEJI~ IS

SING
1A3D BEJI_OY_



l.R
LR

T£
LR
LR
LR

TE
LR
LR
LR

TE

LR
IE

LR
TE

SR
RsT

TDI BEA_EWII1_
OH. BEA..ETb_

DUAl.
B. BEll_EB\_
BA BEIl_ETA_
OHA BEIl_ETA_

PLUR
.M1>1 8Ell"'EM1>_
B1>1 dEll_ETC
OHII1 BE 1l_0YTb_

NOTE, THE.THIRD SING AND PLUR ALSO OCCURRED
WITHOUTFI NAL -Tb. THUS, 'THEY, MASC, ARE
LEADI NG' COULD BE AS ABOVE OR
...OHII1 8EllOY_

HE LEADS' COULD BE AS ABOVE, OR
_OH1> BEIiC
GIVEN NO UNFORESEEN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ORUS AND DCS
OTHER TENSES, OH1> BEllE COULD BE
A, PRES OR IMPERF
E, PRES OR AORIST
_c
•

11011_10_
MOI1_I-1IUII1_
MOJI_II1Tb_

LR
LR
LR

TE THE 1ST SI NG OF AN I-sTEM, E. G., I1OI1I11TII1 IS
L R _1"01110_ .
TE THIRD PLUR IS
LR _MOIlATb_
TE THUS IrI E HAVE

SI NG
IAn
T01
OHO

TE DUAL
LR Bt. MOJI_II1Bt._
LR BA MOJI_II1TA_
l.R OHt. MOJI_II1TA_

TE
LR
LR
l.R

PLUR
11.1
B1>1
OH1>1

MOJI_I-1M'L
MOJI_I-1TE_
MOJI_ATb_

TE WHAT DO YOU SUPPOSE THE THIRD SING OF IlATII1 IS IN ORUS?
TST I
LR _IlACTb_



BLK
TE
FIN
TE

LR
LR
LR

!E
LR
LR
LR

TE
LR
LR
LR
RST

•
ill E HAVE -Tb I N THE ATHEMATlCS ALSO.

•
THE REMAINING FORMS ARE THE SAME IN BOTH DIALS.
CONJ UGATE 4ATI4 IN ORUS

SI NG
IAJ'l, _4AMb_
TOl _4ACI4_
aHa .JlACTb_

DUAL
Bt. _4'&'Bt._
BA _.dACTA_
OHA _.dACTA_

PLUR
M'bl _.dAM,,_
B.l _4ACTE..;.
OHA _.dAUTb_

•

THE LESSON CONTINUES





APPENDIX II

The content of the eleven lessons programmed is:

751. Orthography, the differences between the OCS and OR phonologies
and the respective writing systems.

752. Pleophony, the concept of rising sonority and the difference
between its effect on so-called 'tort' groups in OR and OCS where
metathesis occurs.

753. Syllabic synharmonism, the causes of the various 'palatalizations'
and their different effects in OR and OOS.

754. The noun, OR noun morphology as opposed to that of OCS.

755. The pronoun, OR pronoun morphology as opposed to that of OCS.

756. The adjective, OR adjectival and participial morphology as opposed
to that of OCS.

757. The numeral, OR numeral morphology and syntax as opposed to that
of OCS.

758. The verb, OR verb morphology as opposed to that of OCS.

759. The fall of the 'jers', the loss of the reduced vowels and its
effects upon OR phonology and morphology.

760. The loss of the dual, the effects of the loss of the
singular/dual/plural grammatical distinction upon OR morphology
and numeral syntax.

761. Changes in the declension system, the change from a declension
system based on a variety of declension types to a system based

·on grammatical gender; the rise of the category of animation.





APPENDIX III

Sample portions of Lessons 759 and 760"the
fall of the 'jers' and the loss of the dual,
respectively. Note the considerable increase
in the amount of narration and multiple-choice,

.true-false, etc., questions as opposed to the
material in Lessons 755 and 758 (Appendix I).

RUS759

BEG 759
TE IN THE EARLIEST OCS TEXTS THE 'JERS' OR REDUCED VOWELS

", b WERE
A, CLEA RL Y 01 STI NG UI SHE ,0

E, LOST IN CERTAIN POSITIONS
SR _E_
Tf WHEREAS, IN EARLIEST ORUS " AND b ~JERE RETAINED

EVEN AT WORD-END, E.G., THE M-N INST SING AND
IJA T PLURENDED I N A '
A, VOWEL

E, CONSONANT
SR ..A_
TE EVENTUALLY THE JERS FELL IN ORUS AS THEY HAD IN OCS.

THIS HAPPENED IN DIFFERENT ORUS DIAL'S AT DIFFERENT
TIMES. IT SEEMS TO HAVE STARTED IN THE SOUTH IN
THE XITH CENT AND TO H.A.VE SPREAD THROUGHOUT ORUS
BY THE XIIITH CENT.

T OR $ , NOT ALL JERS 'FELL "OR CEASED TO BE PRN-CD.
SR _T_
Tf SOME BECAME FULL V'S.

IF E IS TO 0 AS b IS TO ", AND IF STRONG b
GAVE E, THEN STRONG " GAVE

SR _0_
TE RULE FOR VOCALIZA TI ON VERSUS LOSS OF THE JERS.

GIVEN A SUCCESSION OF SYLLABLES CONTAINING JERS,
THEN, COUNTING FROM THE RIGHT, EVERY ODD-NUMBERED JER

IS WEAK, EVERY EVEN JER IS STRONG. A,NY JER IN A SYLL
PRECEDING A SYLL,WITH A FULL V IS WEAK. STRESSED JERS
ARE STRONG.

TYPE X AfTER EACH WEAK AND C AFTER EACH STRONG JER.
S R 5 b_XY b_C_BLX_HO
LE THIS GIVES _5PEBHO_.
SR C"-X_HA
LE THIS GIVES _CHA_.
TE WEAK JERS WERE NOT PRN'D, THUS THEY WERE NORMALLY

NOT WRITTEN. HOWEVER, WEAK " WAS RETAINED ORTHOGRAPHICALLY
AT WORD-END.

LETHUS C"H" GIVE S _COH"_.
LE n"5" GIVES _n05"_
LE nbB" GIVES_nEB,,_, ETC.
H WEAK b WAS WRITTEN IN CERTAIN POSITIONS. ALWAYS AT WORD-END.



LE
LE
TE

LE
LE
TE

LR
TE

LE
TE

R5T
TE

LR
TE

TE

SR
LE
TE
LE
TE
LR
TE
LR
TE
LR
LE
TE

LR
TE

LR
TE
LR·

THUS, II bHb GIVE S _IlEHb_
K\HA3b GIVES _KHA3b_'
WEAK b WAS RETAINED BETWEEN TWO C'S WHERE THE LEFTMOST
OF THE C'S REMAINED SHARPED.

COYllb5A GIVES _COYllb5A_
BUT llbHE GIVES _llHE_.

b WAS RETAINED, ALTHOUGH IT WAS WEAK, WHERE IT OCCURRED
BEFORE A V. THUS PRE-FALL ,CB~HbIA BECAME

_CB~HbIA_

NOTE, THE RETENTION OF b IS PARTICUARLY
COMMON AFTER 11.
THUS KPI10KOJlb~K\ GIVES _KOJlOKOJlb~K\_,

BOTH JE RS ARE WEAK, I. r., NOT PR~I 'CD, BUT WE RE
WRITTEN, NONETHELESS.

•
THERE ARE EXCEPTIONS TO THE VOCALIZATION RULE. SOME
INVOLVE ANALOGY WITH OTHER FORMS. E.G., ll\CKA GIVES
_IICKA_
AND EVENTUALLY TCKA, LJKA WITH THE DEVOICING OF 'D'
BEFORE VOICELESS'S'.

HOWEVER, STRESSED JERS ARE STRONG. THUS, IN THE ACC ,SING
OF ll\CKA THE ST RE SS MOVE S TO THE 1ST SYLL, CF., BOllA',

BO 'llY •
THUS, THE JER IN ll'hCKOY WAS

A, STRONG
E, WEAK
_A_

ll'hCKOY DEVELOPS TO _llOCKOY_.
WHEREAS, ASSUMING NO DEVOICING OF THE 'D', THE DAT SING

DEVELOPE D TO _liCK '6_.
WITH EVENTUAL DEVOICING IT DEVELOPED TO
_L!< 1>_
WITH DEVOICI NG THE LOC PLUR BECAME
_lJKAX\_
ON THE OTHER HAND, THE PRE~FALL BEN PLUR IS
_ll\CK"_
WHICH GIVES POST-FALL. _JlOCK"_.

A PARADIGM WITH CHANGING STEMS WOULD NOT DO, SO
THE STEM OF THE ACC SING WAS GENERALIZED FOR THE WHOLE

PA RA DIGM.

LIKEWISE, THE PLACE NAME CMOJlbHbCK\ SHOULD HAVE GIVEN
_CMOI1HECK\_

BUT IT TOOK ITS STEM FROM THE OBLIQUE CASE-FORMS, I. E.,
THE DAT SING WAS CMOl1bHbCKOY ~'HICH GAVE

_CHOJlEHCKOY_
~HICH SERVED AS THE HODEL FOR THE EVENTUAL NOM SING, I.E.,
_CHOJlEHCi<:\_
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•
GIVEN THAT MRUS JlEPlI<ATb IS FROM ORUS IIbPlI<ATII1 AND

6110XA FROM 511"XA , WE CAN CONCLUDE THAT JERS
IN SO-CALLED 'T1>PT' GROUPS WERE

A, ALWAYS STRONG
E, COULD BE STRONG OR WEAK
_A_

THUS, WHILE T'bpr1> GIVES. _TOpr1>_,
THE GEN SING DEVELOPS PROPERLY TO

_ToprA_
AS OPPOSED TO THE GEN SING OF C\H\ WHICH GIVES
_CHA_ •
THUS, THE JER IN 'JER PLUS LIQUID' OR VICE-VERSA IS STRONG
AS OPPOSED TO C1>H1> , C\HA WHERE THE JER IS WEAK IN THE GEN.
GIVE THE POST-FALL FORM OF THE FOLLOWING
T'hprOBATII1 _TOprOBAH1_

nbPB\ JlEPB1>_
BbPX1> _BEPX1>_

C/lb3A _CI1E3A_
B1> 11K 1> _BOI1K1>_
B\I1KA _BOI1KA_

•
THE FALL OF JERS HAD SEVERAL MAJOR, LONG-REACHI.NG
EFFECTS ON THE HISTORY OF THE LANGUAGE.
PRE-FALL I11>C\ CONSISTS OF HOW MANY SYLLABLES?

~-
ITS POST -FALL 1'0 RM HAS HOW MA NY SYLLABLES?

_1_
THAT SYLLABLE IS OPEN OR CLOSED, 0 OR lJ?
_LL
ASSUMING THAT THE FALL DID NOT ALTER THE PITCH
OF THE C'S, THEN 11 HAS HIGH OR LOW PITCH,
'1 OR 11?

_'1-
C HAS HIGH OR LOW PITCH, '1 OR 11?

_11_
THUS, POST-FALL I11>C\
A, CONFO RMS TO
E, VIOLATES
SYLLABIC SYNHARMONISM
_t-
POST-FALL I1EC1> CONSISTS OF ONE
A, OPEN
E, CLOSED SYLLABLE

_t-
THE LAW OF OPEN SYLLABLES AND SYLLABIC SYNHARMONISM CEASE
TO BE ACTIVE WITH THE FALL OF THE JERS IN ORUS, I.E.,
BY. THE ENDOF THE

A, XIII C.
E, XIV C.
-"-
•
THUS, XIV-CENT ORUS PHONOLOGY IS RADICALLY DIFFERENT FROM
THAT OF THE XTH CENT AND STRIKINGLY SIMILAR TO THAT OF
MRUS, SINCE AMONG OTHER THINGS, PHONETIC SHARPENING
BECAME PHONEMIC.
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76S
IN XITH CENT ORUS AND OCS THE DUAL WAS ALREADY STARTING TO
WEAKEN, SPORADIC MISTAKES BEGI N TO APPEAR IN THE PRONOUN.
OTHER DUAL FORMS WERE WRITTEN PROPERLY AT THAT TfME,
E.G., B'\,I HE6ECbHAIA 'i110Bt.KA I ECTA.
WHERE THERE IS A MISTAKE IN THE WORD
_B'\,I_
WHICH SHOULD BE
_BA_
AS THE USAGE OF THE DUAL BE,CAME MORE RESTRICTED
HS FUNCTION WAS PREEMPTED BY THE
A, SI NG
E, PLUR
_E_

WHILE THE DUAL IS ACTIVE, THE MAJOR DISTINCTIONS WITHrN
THE CATEGORY OF NUMBER ARE THREE-FOLD 'ONE', IWO',
'MORE THAN TWO', WHICH, WITH THE LOSS OF HiE DUAL, WILL
BECOME
A, 'ONE', 'MORE THAN ONE'

E, 'ONE', 'ALL' .

-A-
I. E" SING ..PLUR. ...
CERTAIN NOUNS, BY VIRTUE OF THEIR MEANING, TEND TO OCCUR
MORE OFTEN IN ONE NUMBER THAN OTHERS.
OF THE FOLLOWING FORMS, WHICH IS MOST LIKELY TO OCCUR
IN DISCOURSE? .

A, SI NG por,,· I HORN', OF AN ANIMAL
E, DUAL POrA
0, PLUR P03111
.-E_

BECAUSE THE HORNS OF AN ANIMAL TEND TO COME IN PAIRS.
SA ME QUE STI ON
A, HE60 'HEAVEN'
E, HE6ECT>
0, HE6ECA
-A_

SAME QUESTION
A, OBbWA 'SHEEP'
E, OBbW\It
o,OBbW T>
_0_

IN GENERAL THE DUAL WILL HAVE OCCURRED MOST COMMONLY
WITH PAIRED OBJECTS. AS IT WEAKENS, WE CAN EXPECT
IT TO BE USED LESS AND LESS IN GENERAL AND LESS
AND LESS CORRECTLY WITH

A, HE60, OBbi,J
E, . por'\,
_A_
THUS, THE FORM OF 'HORN', 'EYE', 'SHOULDER',
ETC., MOST FREQUENTLY ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONCEPT 'MORE THAN
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ONE' BECOMES
A. THE DUAL

E. THE PLUR
_A_
•
AS THE DUAL IS TAKEN OVER SEMANTICALLY BY THE PLUR.
THE GRAMMATICAL DISTINCTION BETWEEN DUAL AND PLUR BECOMES

BLURRED. SINCE THEY BOTH DESIGNATE 'MORE THAN ONE '.AND
WITH PAIRED OBJECTS BECOMES OBLITERATED. THIS CAN LEAD TO
A.REINSTITUTION OF THE DUAL NUMBER
E • USE OF THE DUAL FOR THE PLUR WITH PAIRED OBJECTS
_E_

JUDGING FROM MRUS rIlA3A'. PorA '. ET AL•• THE DUAL ENnING
THA T SP REA DIS THE MASC
A. NOM-ACC

E. GEN-LOC
O. DAT-INST

-A_
NOTE. THAT THIS IS NOT THE CASE IN ALL SLAVIC LNGS. IN

SERBO-CROATIAN THE DAT-INST ENDING SPREAD.

•
THE SP REA D OF THE MA SC DUAL N-A ENDING WAS REI NFORC ED BY THE

FOLLOWI NG

IN THE HARD FEM'S THE GEN SING WAS IN
-_'H_

THE NOM PLUR WAS
-_'\01_
HOWEVER. THERE WAS A DIFFERENCE IN THESE ENDINGS WITH
WORDS LIKE BOBA. ll<E HA.
A. STRESS
E. PHONETIC SHAWENING
-A_
IN THE son FEM'S THE GEN SING WAS
-_t>_
THE NOM PLUR WAS
-_t>_
HOWEVER, WITH WORDS SUCH AS 3EMIIIA THERE WAS. AGAIN,
A 01 F"F"E RENCE IN ST RESS.

IN THE 2-FOLD HARD NEUT'S THE GEN SING ~IAS IN
--A_
THE NOM PLUR WAS
--A_
THE son NEUT'S HAD GEN SING, NOt! PLUR

-_IA_
BUT IN WORDS SUCH AS CEliO, nOliE, ET AL. THERE WAS
A DIF"F"ERENCE IN STRESS, CEliA', CE'IIA, nO'IIIA, nOIlIA',
TOR F, THE SAME IS TRUE OF HARD MASC'S
,-<1)- .

THUS GEN SING AND NOM nUR ARE THE SAME EXCEPT FOR STRESS



WITH CERTAIN F'EM AND NEUT NOUNS,BUT NOT F'OR HARD. MASC'S
BECAUSE HARD MASC GEN SING IS IN

LR -_A_
TE BUT THE NOM PLUR IS IN
LR -_\01_
TE HOWEVE R, THE NOM-ACC DUAL ENDI NG OF' HA RD MASC'S I S A

STRESSED
LR -_A_
TE THUS, IF' THAT SAME NOUN HA.D AN UNSTRESSED GEN SING

ENDING, THE SPREAD OF' THE N.-A DUAL WOULD CAUSE IT TO CORREsPOND
TO THE ENDING-STRESS SHIF'T OF' THE OTHER DECL-IYPES, I. E.,
GEN SING AND NOM PLUR DIF'F'ER ONLY IN

A, STRESS
E ,HAI'ID VERSUS SHARPED F'I NA L C

SR -A_
TE· THUS, OLD DUAL N-A STRESSED A SPREAD TO NON-PAIRED OBJECTS,

LIKE rOPOJl\, BUT ONLY WHERE THE GEN SING IS UNSTRESSED
NOTE, EXCEPTIONS ARE RARE, E.G.
A, PYKABA
E, r IIA3A

SR _A_



Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

APPENDIX IV

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
in;lppropriate)

(1) Much more than
average

(2) More than
average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average

( )

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you? '

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy
( 2 )

3. How hard did you work in

(1) Extremely hard (2)

this course?

Hard (3) Average (4) Not very hard

4. Do you feel that the material presented was worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

(1 )

5. Were clear and well organized:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor
(3)

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets, readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Sla vic 212
Please identify:_==_-",._-,=-._---,,.....,,;--;- -'-_"'--__

Course Department and Number

Schupbach

Instructor's Name

(2 )

(2 )

( 1)



(3) Average (4) Less than
average

Lectures

These fourguestions pertain to your own interest and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

(1) Much more than (2) More than
average average

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate"intellectual level
for you? .

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy

Answer
(Make no· 'response
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

How hard did you work in this cou~se?3.

(1) Extremely hard (2) Hard (3) Average (4) Not very hard
(/)

4. Do you feel that the material presented was worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes . (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

Were clear and well organized:5.

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor
( J.)

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4). Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets. readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor•

Please identify: .sfCW{{!. ,.)/:,L
Course Department and Number

( ~)

(j)

(01.)



Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

Aus't'lI'ez
(Mak~o~espon$e
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

(1) Much more than
average

(2) More than
average

(3) Average (4) LesS than
average <6>

(1) .

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual lev~.l

for you? • ..L.I/.. I.' .

TOo'difficult (2) Appropriate (3) T~~e::; ~JP'~-~~~ (I )

3. How hard did you work in

(1) Extremely hard (2)

this course?

Hard (3) Average - (4) Not very hard
<

4. Do you feel tha~ the material presented was. worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes . (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures On the following:

( 1)

Were/clear and~well organized:s.
(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how.
would-you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4). Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets, readings)

8. Were they valufble in their own right?

(1) 'Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

<;2...)

(;z.,)

<ot>

9~ Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(lVOutstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

/'.,Y' .2 I L.
Please identify '_r:=:=::-0::,1=:-:::':::-::::--:::;-;;;::::;:-= _

Course Department and Number

( )



Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

(1) Much more than
average

(2) More than
average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average (.3 )

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you?

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy
( 1.)

3. How bard did you work in this course?

(1) Extremely hard (2) Hard (3) Average (4) Not very hard
( ~ )

4. Do you feel that the material presented was worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

C\)

5. Were clear and well organized:

(1) Outs tanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor ( z.. )

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4). Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets, readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

<I- -'U;
Please identify :_<;:::::::~:-::-\CMT'';;-::::'::::::::::::::--::-::;~::::L:"::- '-__

Course Department and Number

( I )

( 1--)

0 .. )

( 2- )



Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
pa~ticipation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

(1) Much more than
average

(2) More than
average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you? .

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy

3. How hard did you work in this course?

(1) Extremely hard (2) Hard (3) Average (4) Not very hard ( 2-)

4. Do you feel that the material presented waS worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No <'"i )

Rate the lectures on the following:

5. Were clear and well organized:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4)" Poor

Rate the courSe assignments: (Papers. problem-sets. readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Please identify: ~;sotry of Russian Language
Course Department and Number

, Schupbach
Instructor's Name





APPENDIX V

Final Examination

Slavic 212

I. 1/2 hour:
Briefly describe Henning Anderson's theory of theacq~isition of
language by one generation from another.

II. (choice of .one) Material from Levin, ~2 hour:

III.

1. Sketch 'Ghe relationship of 't):le ",LiG.1l0Dol!1I al1d/or IIKaH~eJtJlpCKid~
Jl3b1K" to Church Slavonic during the Huscovite period. Give
the historical reasons for the nature of thoir interaction.

2. llThat arguments does Levin bring forth against tho notion that
'cha Russian literary language is historically, natively Russian?

J. Discuss the typos and degroes of assimilation of the various
types of Old Chruch Slavonisms by the Russians in the Kievan
pe."iod. Give examples.

Answer two of the following, ~2 hour ~~:

1. Discuss the nature of the intoraction of tn0 o~, jo- and
i-stems. ''hat major phonological and morphological evonts
and/or proc"esses play.ed a role in their in.teraction?

2. What is the relationship or metathesis ,and pleophony to the
prill.ciple of Uri sin.g sonori -ty"? G-ivo eXtlffiples ...

3~ What caused the palatalization of con301~nts, and how did it
become phonemic in East Slavic?

4. Sketch the major phonological and mo~phological dii'ferences
between OCS-a~Oid Russian.

Indicate. those ~orms in the following passage which are ­
historically (in :fox'm, if not :fact) Old Church Slavonisms.
Commeni; on the mixture of' native East Slavic :forms with the
latter. Identi:fy the passage according to epoc!l, genre, and
style.

H nOMDlO Mope npeA rpo;:sow:

}{aK JI ;'lanul~ona.~ no.1U8M,

BerYlliUM 6ypnoii 'ICPC/l;OIO
C .U060BbIO .1C'I& It ee uormI!

Ita« 1I lltC.ilU.'I TorAU C nO,llll8MU

KOCnyTbClI MU.JIbIX nor yCT8MU!

IIeT, 1II1KOr,ll;8 CPCAb nbJ.II.KnX Alleii

KnnJl!l!cii r.ua/wcTu Moefi
.H He mC..l3Jt C TaKUlIt MyqCUbCM

JIo6;:S8Th yCT3 ?lUajl;hIX ApMUA.
H.JIb pOSM IIJlar.renm,IX .'JaUJIT,

UJIb nepen, nO.'lHLIC TOM.leubCM;

HCT, HllKorjJ;a nopblB CTpaCTcii

TaIt lie Tep~a.il AyIllII ?oweli!



Final Examination -2- Slavic .212

IV. (One hour)
period and

Translate the following passage.
genre. Comment on the underlined

Identify it as
forms. 'fi:

to

D ell me. npc­
Mcna G"I{~TL :mal\lCHhC lIa :Jauu,rrn, :m'J:,3J~a upcncmma, ~IY'rn 1I:llY1J~H

"aIi.bI HponuHhI, B'LCXO;VIIU.II C nCtIcpa no :IaXO;rn COJlIle~IWI}.\lb, 11 TIpC­

6hICTb 3a 7 HllItii. Co .fl\C IIpOHUJIHIIlC lIO Btl J~OOPO'" IlOc.~:I1h 60 GhIma

y.c06mrn mlOfl>1 II llilmeCTllllC ItOl'I.lJlhlX'b lIa PYChCI~YlO :H'~l.'11O, Cit 60_

.3Il'1>3,ll;a u'J} ali.hI li.pOIlUnu, II 10HIIJ1il101I~1I h:pOllli npOJIIlTLC. 13 ell ·me

I1pOMOlIa 6LICTJ. irtTl1lll,h BU<'pbil,eH'b IJ 'ilTO;'lI.'lb~ccro ilW ,rJ;'lnlllll,a llLl­

DOJIOIWUIa PhIOOJIOllC WI> IICIlOJrli, erO~I\O ITO:lOpouaXO:\I1, 1 no llO'IOlla,·

11 naIi.hl LlUPPfOIll<i 11 IJ 1I0,1,Y; UHlUCTb Go C'1lU.t>: Ha lli1.!ll!. OM)' cpa~lll1ll[
YjI,onc '1, 111101'0 II('.;['3,J:, IW:WTJI" ep<'\:'>I.u pa;\II.

* a body of water

to watch

2 members, characters


