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SHIFTS IN EARLY ALBANO-SLAVIC SYLLABLE BOUNDARIES
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If the great French linguist Antoine Meillet had been as
fortunate as I, there would have been someone as helpful as
Stefania Mazilu working in the Circulation Department-
Interlibrary Loan of the Central University Library of
Bucharest. It was she who provided me with a copy of
L’ouverture des syllabes et L'origine de la nascalisation en
Albanais (1927). Had Meillet seen Anton B.I. Balota’s study, I
am sure that he would have published the opinion which I
now offer, that this work provides the means for definitely
proving Meillet’s position that there could not have been a
Balto-Slavic protolanguage immediately following the
dissolution of Indo-European. Why? Because Balotd’s data
provide the proof for concluding that Slavic had been a
dialect of a different prototype I call Carpathian, dating to a
time before the start of the ruki law shift. In my estimation
Carpathian is an apt term, since it includes as its dialects not
only Slavic, but also Albanian and, surely, the original
language of the Rumanians represented now by Non-Italic,
Non-Dacian substratic words, linguistic fragments with
Albanian counterparts, which we find in Modern Rumanian.

Balota used Mikkola (1921) to prove that his findings
were generally valid for one Indo-European language,
Albanian, after Mikkola had demonstrated that similar
findings were valid for Slavic. To explain his findings for

Albanian, he used Mikkola's theory that if an Indo-European
language dropped its word final consonants, this effected the
loss of the midword syllable’s final consonants as well.

Baloti did not mention that, of all the Indo-European



daughter language prototypes, only Albanian and Slavic
developed open syllables, and, essentially in the same way.
Therefore, Baloti never mentioned in L’ouverture the
probability that Albanian and Slavic both came from an
immediate post-Indo-European prototype. As far as I know,
he did not do this elsewhere. Nor did anyone else. It seems
this task was left for me to do 75 years later.

Baloti clarified that the loss of the final consonants of a
midword syllable arose from their assimilation to the initial
consonant of the following syllable. This assimilation,
depicted as gemination, resembles Modern Italian’s long
midword consonants, e.g., otto from Latin octo. Balota gives
no similarly precise explanation for what happened to final
consonants. A Carpathian prototype for both Albanian and
Slavic suggests a likely explanation. In the Carpathian
context, the Albanian data offer evidence absent in Slavic
and Slavic data offer evidence absent in Albanian. Data from
both sources seem to interlock.

I find that Balotda’s most revealing example is Albanian
pashé ‘I saw’ from, he says, Indo-European *poksom (which, I
say, may also have been zero grade *poksm, therefore, from
now on given here in compromise as *poks(o)m. This—
together with OCS toZde and Serbo-Croatian fakode ‘also’,
which I derive, basically, from *todyod, *tdkodyod—combine to
give the basics for when and how Carpathian developed its
open syllable rising sonority.

The facts from Balota, Mikkola, and l\%odern Italian show
that these languages—Early Albanian, Early Slavic, and
Modern Italian—show both word final and midword open



syllables with, for the most part (i.e., except for the occasional
nasal), no word final consonants. Clearly, we are dealing

with relations between external and internal sandhi.* Both
Balotd and Mikkola believe that external sandhi has
determined internal sandhi in the languages which they
discuss. I am not yet ready to agree with them on this point.
But I am willing to admit that their mention of a general
Indo-Euroopean pressure for change in word final position
seems correct.

The ruki law seems to provide a relative chronological
boundary between the Indo-European protolanguage in its
later stages and its immediate daughter languages in their
beginning stages with, apparently, some overlapping of old
and new. We must remember before proceeding that the
ruki law (s changed after any of r, u, k, i) occurred only in
satem languages, that is, languages with palatals k', g’(h)
changed to dual reflexes k, g(h)/sibilants. Thus, East Baltic
Lithuanian and Dacian metathesize initial ks- to sk- in skaud-
from *skoud- (v.s. Slavic xud-, with ruki law initial x- and no
metathesis) before the ruki law—seen clearly in Lithuanian,
which would have *skaud-, had the change occurred after the
start of the ruki law. (See Stang, 1966.95-96.)

In a similar way, proof for Carpathian's opening of
midword syllables also before the ruki law is provided by
pashe from *poks(o)m. Had it occurred after the start of the ruki
law, with ks to h regular in Albanian mirroring ks to x in
Slavic, an exact counterpart change, the expected Albanian
form would be *pahé. The form pashé shows the drop of



midword syllable final k before the ruki law had gone into
effect. Thus, we have *poks(o)m to *po-s(o)m to, ultimately,
pashé. Here, the sigmatic aorist replaced a root aorist *pok(o)m
long before Slavic’s ks to x in sigmatic aorist réx» from
*reks(o)m for root aorist *rek(o0)m, an innovation in Carpathian

*  sandhi: the modification of the sound of a word conditioned by

the syntatic context in which it is written, e.g.; @ box, an ox.

Slavic begun only after the ruki law’s start and thus much
younger than the same verbal category innovation sigmatic
aorist for root aorist in Albanian. So, in one Carpathian
dialect we get ks to s and in the other mostly ks to x. This
tells us how long in relative chronology the shift in aorist
forms in one Indo-Europoean dialect, Carpathian, took. It also
confirms our idea of root aorist antiquity.!

Carpathian thus shows a twofold series of reflexes of
early morpheme boundary ks, earlier pre-ruki law zero plus
s-reflex versus later post-ruki law x (Slavic), i (Albanian). We
find evidence of the earlier series in Albanian pashé ‘1 saw’
from *po-s(o)m from *pok’-s(o)m, OCS oss (not *os») ‘axle’
from *a-sis from *ak’sis (=*ag’sis), vrésy ‘I tied’ from *wer-s(o)m
from *werg’-s(o)m (=*werk’-s(o)m). And we find evidence of the
latter series in Albanian dihet ‘is known’ from *¢'n-k'set-, OCS
exati from *&(i)-k’satei; réxp t€xp, vlexn, lexw, *séxb, Zéxp from
*rek-s(o)m, *tek-s(o)m, *welk-s(o)m, *I(e)nk-s(o)m, *sek-s(o)m,
*eWhegh-s(0)m (=*¢Whek-s(0)m). (See Lunt, 1959.92.)



The form pashé’s antiquity is marked by the absence of -k-. It
arose after Carpathian began blending past tense forms which,
ultimately, resulted in the loss of its perfect. Thus, original root
aorist *pek(o)m opposed by perfect *poka(i) disappeared after the
root *p-k- signified only the past whose tense was indisputably
marked by o-grade. Thence, the new root aorist *pok(o)m later
replaced by sigmatic *poks(o)m. (See Huld, 1984.115 for the
mystery of pashé’s origin.) In the more conservative north,
Carpathian large-scale assignment of sigmatic aorists occurred
only after the perfect had mostly vanished. The form *wers(o)m °l
tied’” with loss of syllable final consonant g from *wergs(o)m
now OCS vréss rather than *vréxs became Slavic’s only clear
pre-ruki law sigmatic aorist. Formation of the others with root
final velars like réxs, t€x» was postponed until after the ruki
law’s start. Previously, for these verbs I imagine the following
root aorist/perfect oppositions: *rek(o)m/ *roka(i), *tek(o)m/
toka(i). The OCS aorist védéxr may not have had an origin as
“regular” as its appearance suggests in Lunt (1959.122) since it
could have been perfect *woidai (OCS védé) = *-s(o)m.

That palatals also participated in the ruki law can be seen
clearly in OCS éxati with x clearly from k'+s. This k’s from
-ks- was the inactive suffix, which Carpathian alone created
by reversing to -ks- the active suffix sequence -sk- later -sk’-,
the same -sk- as in Greek gigndskd ‘I know.” Thus, Slavic éxati
‘ride’” is the inactive of iskafi ‘seek.” The latter is *ei- (which
we find in *ei-tfei, now OCS iti ‘walk’) + *-sk’-, *eisk’dtei,
matched by Sanskrit icchati. The former is from *e(i)-+-k’satei,
with the same -x- from -k’s- which we find in Slavic maxati
‘wave’ (see Mayer, 1997.23).

As for Carpathian external-internal sandhi, note Slavic’s
special pronoun forms for “also,” where there was a
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These composite pronouns, originally, roughly *tod-yod and
*takod-yod were formed from *tod ‘that’, *takod ‘such’ plus *yod
‘it, which,” which in other environments became to, tako, *yo
(ultimately, je), that is, via external sandhi. In the special
pronouns, only final *- yod obeys external sandhi rules with
final -d vanishing so that from *-yo we get -je. But here only
internal syllable final -d shifts to the beginning of the final
syllable. So, what happened was the following: *tod-yod,
(takod-yod to *to-dyod, *tako-dyod to *to-dyo, *tako-dyo to,
ultimately, tozde, takode. These developments suggest that not
every word final consonant was lost.

Consider Slavic, with its many occurrences of s-movable,
resulting in doublets like Russian skora ‘hide, skin’/kora
‘crust, bark,” a phenomenon occurring in other Indo-
European daughter languages. Very possibly, in Slavic this
s- movable reflects the shift of word final -s to the beginning
of the next word like nom. pl. *novas *koras to *nova skora (-
s). A change like that resulting in plural forms equaling
singular ones could easily have caused the replacement of 3-
stem nom. pl. by d-stem acc. pl. resulting in New Slavic -y for
hard stems.

Viewing Albanian pashé from *pok-s(o)m in the light of
Slavic toZde, takode from *tod-yod, *takod-yod with intervening
*to-dyo(d), tako-dyo(d), we can visualize the following
sequences of changes for the Albanian form: *pok-s(o)m to
attempted *po-ks-(0)m, (surely before the ruki law, otherwise
there would have been *po-ks(o)m to *po-kh{o)m to *po-hh(o)m,
and assuming gemination, to *pahé). This pre-ruki law *po-



ks(o)m then, with gemination, changed to *po-ss(o)m and,
finally, pashé. The strongest argument for gemination is
provided analogously by Modern Italian. Like Modern
Italian, today’s Rumanian (also via generalization of plural
forms with no final -s) has no desinences with final -s. I
suggest that these forms were favored in Rumanian because,
in its Carpathian substratum, the language of most
autochthonous Rumanians, there were no final consonants,
including no final -s.

The linguistic Latinization, i.e., Romanization, of
Rumanian, I believe, was far more rapid and thorough than
that of Albanian. Why? Because, unlike the Albanians, also a
Carpathian people who physically separated themselves
from the Thracians, a remote Southeast Baltic people, the
Rumanians could not escape from the Dacians, another
Southeast Baltic group. (See Mayer, 1996.62 for Thracians and
Dacians defined as East Balts. Also, see Mayer 1997 re: the
Rumanians.) The Rumanians Romanized the way they did,
probably, as a gesture to gain Roman support against the
Dacians.

I visualize the original Carpathian dialects as follows:
Geographically, they were originally due east of Italic and
due west of Iranian. Early Italic influence on less heavily
Romanized Albanian and Slavic is notable. According to
Martynov (1981), Slavic’s oldest layer of foreign lexical
borrowings is Italic. As for parallels with Iranian, in the north
we find that Carpathian, like Iranian, shows Indo-European
palatal reflexes as s, z in Slavic. While, in the south,



Carpathian, similar to Iranian, shows them as th (=@), dh (=0)
in Albanian, assuming that, surely, Old Persian d arose from
0. Substratic Carpathian Rumanian words, though mostly
with s, z for the palatals, as in northernmost Carpathian
Slavic, seem to show that this Rumanian, like its geography,
was somewhat of a transitional zone between extreme North
and South Carpathian, with the following forms with d
versus dh in at least one Albanian correspondence brad/bredh
‘pine, fir.” Polak (1958.697) thinks that they belong to a
different historical level. I think that, originally, they may
have belonged to a different, more southerly dialect, one
closer to Albanian geographically.?

To obtain more telling glimpses at the prehistoric entity I
label Carpathian, I believe that scholars should direct special
attention to the work of Rumanians on Rumanian and
Albanian historical linguistics. They will try harder than
others, including Albanians, to prove that Rumanian
correspondences to Albanian are native. Then scholars
should look hard for the Slavic connection to this. Otherwise,
just think what Meillet might have accomplished if he had
studied Balotd thoroughly!

Addendum

The 24 Balto-Slavic shared innovations (with No. 20 the
start of Winter's law) listed in Brauer (1961.15-18) are, at best,
incidental. The Albano-Slavic law of rising sonority and
Baltic’s ks- to sk- are pivotal. They determined system-wide




On a historical level are Rumanian fluctuations ts/s, dz/z versus
Albanian th, dh—tarc : thark/cursd : kurthé, dzare/zard:dhallé (see
Cabej 1975.175 and Poldk 1958.697), Proto-Slavic *tsirna
/Russian serna (Slavic ts metathesized to st in Lithuanian stirna
from Slavic, see Fasmer 1971.609) which are reflexes of Indo-
European palatals k', ¢’'(h). The Slavic indicates that fs, dz are
older than s, z in Carpathian.

future shapes of words and syllables. This specifically
dismisses all the pro-Balto-Slavic protolanguage theory
arguments in the entire linguistic literature,
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