Laszde kiists  Palatality harmony
in Proto-Slavonic*

0 Introduction

One salient feature of Proto-Slavonic (PSl) linguistic history is a set of “con-
spirative” changes which led to a harmonic arrangement of adjacent conso-
nants and vowels by the late PSI period. These changes include the palatal-
ization of velar consonants before front vowels and the fronting (umlaut) of
back vowels after palatal consonants. This tendency has been called INTRA-
SYLLABIC HARMONY; for reasons that will become obvious shortly, I will use
the term PALATALITY HARMONY. It may be formulated as in (1):

(1) Palatality Harmony (PH)
Within a syllable, the combination of palatal segments with velar
(back) ones is forbidden (Schenker 1993 :67).

This formulation expresses the following facts:

a. If the onset consonant is velar, it may not be followed by a front vowel.
E.g., a sequence ko is well-formed; *ke is not.

b. If the onset consonant is palatal, it must be followed by a front vowel.
E.g., 3e is a well-formed sequence; *3o is ill-formed. (I will provide
examples for PH in the next section.)

In this paper, I provide an analysis of how such a system had devel-
oped. That is, I will give an account of what constraints had led to this
state of affairs. I will attempt to show that the formulation in (1) is in-
correct. Instead of referring to the syllable, I formulate PH in terms of
Autosegmental Licensing and the Structure Preservation Principle. I adopt

* T would like to thank Laszl6 Varga and the anonymous referee of this volume for
their helpful comments. Of course, they are not responsible for the remaining
mistakes. Also, since this is a “working paper” in the literal sense, far from being
a completed analysis, further suggestions are most welcome.
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the view of Government Phonology on the internal makeup of segments. Us-
ing these (independently motivated) principles, I also account for apparent
exceptions to PH.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 1 introduces the phonemic
inventory of late PSl as it is reconstructed by most scholars. Section 2
presents some apparent exceptions to PH as well as other problems with
the traditional analysis. In section 3, I analyse the internal structure of PSI
vowels and consonants, based primarily on comparative evidence. Section 4
is an analysis of PH itself, in terms of the principles mentioned above. In
section 5, following Polgardi & Rebrus (1996), I combine the analysis in
section 4 with an Optimality Theoretical (OT) framework. The principles
and rankings outlined in sections 4 and 5 will account for why PH failed to
operate in certain cases. Finally, in section 6, I will consider the synchronic
status of PH in late PSL

1 The phonemic inventory of Late PSI

In this section, I present an inventory of the reconstructed phonemic inven-
tory of Late PSl, based on Schenker 1993 : 82.

1.1. Vowels

In (2), I present the vowel system of Late PSl. I will not consider vowel
length, since it is entirely predictable from quality; moreover, its phono-
logical status is quite uncertain. Also, we will not need to refer to length
in this analysis. The symbols used here are the traditional ones used in
Slavonic linguistics.

(2) The Vowels of Late PSl

B A C K
UNROUNDED | ROUNDED

FRONT | CENTRAL

HIGH i y u
MID-HIGH b 0
MID-LOW ee B o}
LOW é a

Note: ¢ and ¢ are nasal vowels. The back unrounded vowels may have
been central, but they line up with back rounded vowels with respect
to PH, so they are usually treated as back in the literature.
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1.2 Consonants

In (3), I provide a consonant inventory; again, the symbols are the tradi-
tionally used ones. (Note especially the use of v for [w], which is usual in
the literature, but may be confusing for the non-specialist.)

(3) The Consonants of Late PSI

PALATO-
LABIAL | DENTAL | v o | PALATAL | VELAR

STOPS pb td td kg

AFFRICATES c dz ¢

FRICATIVES Sz $ 7 §z b'd

NASALS m n n

LIQUIDS rl I

GLIDES v j (v)

From the point of view of PH, both consonants and vowels can be
classified into three groups:

a. “SOFT” or PALATAL: front vowels; palato-alveolar and palatal conso-
nants.!
b. “HARD” or BACK (VELAR): back vowels; velar consonants.
c. NEUTRAL: the vowel a; labial and dental consonants.
This classification enables us to re-define (1) more precisely:

(4) Palatality Harmony (Revised)
Within a syllable, the combination of soft segments with hard ones is
disallowed; neutral segments are free to co-occur with any segment.

In (5) below, I provide examples for PH. The data are taken from Old
Church Slavonic (OCS), the oldest attested Slavonic language, but all of

1 «Soft” and “hard” are traditionally used terms in Slavonic linguistics. In the
literature, neutral segments are also referred to as “hard” (i.e., non-soft); I prefer
to make a clear distinction between the two. Also, I will use the term “soft” rather
than “palatal”, since the latter also refers to a place of articulation (opposed to
palato-alveolar).



22 Laszlo Kristo

them are practically identical to the reconstructed PSl forms.? The source
of data (throughout this paper) is Horélek 1967 and Diels 1932.

(5) Examples for the operation of PH
(the hyphen indicates a morpheme boundary)

a. Velars are palatalized before front vowels

rek-0 ‘say-IND.PRES.SG1’ cf. reé-etn ‘id.-IND.PRES.SG3’
vrag-b ‘devil-NOM.SG’ vraz-e 4d.-voc.sa@’
gréx-b ‘sin-NOM.SG’ grés-iti ‘to commit sin’

b. Back vowels are fronted after soft consonants®

uCenik-omt ‘pupil-DAT.PL’ cf. uéitel’-ems ‘teacher-DAT.PL’
dobr-n ‘g00d-NOM.SG.MASC’ ni§t- ‘PoOr-NOM.SG.MASC’
dobr-yms  ‘good-DAT.PL’ nist-ims  ‘poor-DAT.PL’

-y g p

c. Examples for neutral segments

1. For a

zen-ama, ‘woman-DAT.DU’ & uliccama  ‘street-DAT.DU’
dél-ati ‘to work’ kric-ati ‘to shout’

ii. For neutral consonants

doms ‘house-NOM.SG’ délo ‘work-NOM.SG’
byti ‘to be’ biti ‘to beat’

As Meillet (1924 : 7) says, “apart from a small number of easily recognizable dialec-
tal features, the language of these texts (=OCS—L.K.) equals to what Common
Slavonic would be if it were attested” (my translation).

The observant reader will have noticed that two of the back vowels, u and ¢, are
missing. This is not an accident; we will come back to it in section 2.2.
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2 Problems and exceptions
2.1 The Domain of PH

The traditional formulation in (1) suggests a syllable-based analysis in which
the domain of palatality is the syllable. Formally, it means that the
prime(s) responsible for palatal articulation are attached directly to the
syllable node. This conception would treat PH as a “Firthian syllable
prosody” (cf. Lass 1984 :238-248). Figure (6) shows a possible represen-
tation; “Palatality” refers to the prime(s) that express(es) palatal articula-
tion, be it features or elements.

(6) A representation of a “palatal” syllable

“PALATALITY”

SYLLABLE

I
(C) ¢V

A syllable without a “soft” segment would lack “Palatality”. Note that
we must posit “Palatality” as the active value, since it is the value which
spreads onto the back segment (cf. the data in (5a) and (5b)).

However, consider the following data (where dots indicate syllable
boundaries):

(7) kri.ca.ti ‘to shout’
kli.ca.ti ‘to call’
gle.da.ti ‘to look’
gré.§i.ti ‘to commit sin’

The examples in (7) show that the palatalization of velar consonants is
blocked by an intervening consonant. If “Palatality” characterizes the whole
syllable, this phenomenon is difficult to explain. Instead, a revision of the
definition of PH is needed:

(8) Palatality Harmony (2nd revised version)
In a CV sequence, the combination of a soft segment with a hard one
is disallowed.

4 Note: syllables in PSI have been analysed as open (Schenker 1993:67).
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In other words, the domain of PH is [CV], rather than the entire syllable.
I give a detailed account in section 4.

2.2 Exceptions to PH

So far, we have seen that a syllable-based analysis of PH is problematic.
I will now present data which show apparent exceptions to PH. Concretely,
two of the back vowels, u and ¢, are free to occur after soft consonants,
and — as opposed to other back vowels— are not fronted in this position,
as shown in (9) (cf. the data in (5)).

(9) Exceptional vowels

a. Morpheme-internally: jugs  ‘South-NOM.SG’
cuti  ‘to hear’

b. Straddling a morpheme boundary: ulic-u ‘street-GEN.DU’
pla¢-¢ ‘cry-IND.PRES.SG1’
pis-@ ‘write-IND.PRES.SG1’

The words in (9) are in no way exceptional: as stated above, the ability to
occur after soft consonants is an “inherent” property of these back vowels.

The question is whether it is possible to explain the behaviour of these
vowels without relaxing the constraint of PH. One possibility is to say that
they, too, are neutral. Such a solution, however, leaves us with three neutral
and three “back” vowels, and the validity of PH itself is questioned: why do
we claim that there ever was such a harmony? Is it not just an “accident”
that certain back vowels are fronted after soft consonants? Moreover, it is
also strange why exactly the most strongly labialized (“most back”) vowels
are deviant. I will suggest in section 4 that their strong labialization may
be the key to the problem.

There is, however, another peculiar vowel: €. Interestingly, this vowel
is forbidden after certain soft consonants. The set of these consonants is
what we find under “Palatal” in (3). If preceded by such a consonant, é
becomes a, as shown in (10).
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(10) Examples for & — a: Class II and IV verbs with infinitive in -ét:

vid-éti ‘to see’
um-éti ‘to understand’

but: sly$-ati ‘to hear’
stoj-ati ‘to stand’
lez-ati ‘to lie’

Interestingly, € is free to occur after palato-alveolars, as demonstrated by
the data of (11).

(11) €& after palato-alveolars

césafs  ‘emperor-NOM.SG’
dzélo ‘very’
vb$€xt ‘all-GEN.PL’

The change ¢ — a, again, is surprising: why should a front vowel be dis-
favoured after palatal consonants? The exceptional vowels presented in this
section seem to suggest that PH, in fact, did not exist as a “law” of PSI.

3 The internal structure of segments in Late PSI

3.1 Introduction

In this section, I provide a presentation of the internal structure of PSI
segments. More emphasis will be laid on vowels than on consonants, since
they are more problematic. I adopt the view of Government Phonology
(GP) on the internal representation of segments.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to give a detailed presentation of
the GP conception of segmental structure. Readers are referred to Harris
& Lindsey (1995) or Szigetvéri (1998). Suffice it to say that segments are
made up of elements, which are independently realisable. If a segment
consists of several elements, one element will act as the head, whilst the
others are operators. For example, the elements I and A, when alone, are
pronounced [i] and [e], respectively. They may be fused (combined): an I-
headed combination (A.I) is high-mid [e], whereas an A-headed one (L.A) is
open []. (I follow the convention of separating the head from the operators
with a dot before it.) Segments can be empty-headed, too: in this case,
their head is the neutral element @.
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3.2 Consonants

Most of the consonants can easily be represented. I assume the following,
providing place elements only:

(12) Place elements for PSI consonants

PLACE ELEMENT
labial U
dental R
palatal I
velar @

So far, this is the same as what is assumed in the literature. In palatals
and velars, the place elements act as heads; in labials and dentals, they are
operators. One place of articulation, palato-alveolar, must still be defined.
I propose that they, too, contain I, but as an operator rather than the
head. This is supported by evidence from the dialects, which generally have
anterior, rather than palatal, reflexes.> Furthermore, such a representation
will prove useful when accounting for why ¢ is not lowered to a after them.
The empty-headedness of velars, assumed by GP on independent grounds,
provides an excellent account of why it is velars that are palatalized before
front vowels and not labials or dentals. (I will return to these points in
section 4.)

3.3 Vowels

The vowel system (not surprisingly) is more difficult to reconstruct: vowels
sometimes have an extremely wide range of reflexes in the dialects. Never-
theless, some of the vowels present little problem. In general, one can rely
on the following sources in doing reconstruction:

a. the behaviour of the vowel in the phonological system;

b. the reflexes in the dialects;

c. certain orthographic features of OCS, which, as we have said, is ex-
tremely close to PSl. Of course, this type of evidence must be handled
carefully, since OCS is a Bulgaro-Macedonian dialect, showing dialectal
features. This will be, however, of special importance in my analysis
(see section 4).

5 For the reflexes of PSI phonemes in the modern languages, see Horalek 1967 :
354-393.
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First, I present the vowels one by one, starting with the “easier” ones.
Of the three types of sources, I rely on (b)-—that is, the reflexes.

1. 4:

6. y:

Practically unproblematic: the dialects have [i] (exc. Ukrainian, see
below). So it is reconstructable as .I, IPA [i].

: This, too, is simple. The dialects have [u], so it must have been

.U, IPA [u].

: Its reflex is almost exclusively [e], and we may safely assume the

same value (i.e., low central) for PSl (=.A).

: The modern languages have [e€] in most cases; close [e] appears

as well, but normally in specific environments. I assume, there-
fore, [€]. The elemental representation is IA.@, i.e., it is empty-
headed (Szigetvari 1998:172f).

: Phonetically, the back “equivalent” of e: the dialects have mid-low

reflexes in most cases. Accordingly, it was probably UA.@ (=empty-
headed), i.e., IPA [o].

In most dialects, it merged with /i/, yielding [i] (the only excep-
tion is Ukrainian, where the two merge in high central [i]). Polish,
Byelorussian and Russian have kept the two phonemes distinct: in
Polish, it is high-central [i], whereas in Russian and Byelorussian, it
is high back [w]. Both values are possible for PSl; from our point of
view, the difference is not relevant, since both vowels can be repre-
sented by the neutral element, i.e., .@.

: This vowel has different reflexes: West Slavonic (exc. Slovak) [e],

Slovene and Bulgarian [s], Serbo-Croat [e], Macedonian, Slovak and
East Slavonic [0]/[o]. These are all non-high vowels. The most prob-
able value is a schwa-like sound in PS], i.e., @, the neutral element.
The difference between y and s can be stated in terms of headed-
ness: the former is .@, the latter simple @ —i.e., an empty nucleus.®
This stance is supported by the fact that empty nuclei in the dialects
derive historically from s (as well as »).”

6 Cf. Harris 1994 : 181f, where the difference between a word-final empty nucleus (@)
(e.g., in dine) and a word-final schwa (.@) (as in Dinah) is treated in the same
manner.

7 Empty nuclei in PS] are always realized, i.e., the language did not apply Proper
Government, and word-final empty nuclei were not licensed either. Indeed, one
crucial step marking the end of the PSI period is the introduction of Proper Gov-
ernment and the licensing of domain-final empty nuclei in the early dialects.
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8.

10.

11.

bl

¢

The reflexes are almost the same as for s, except that Bulgarian,
Macedonian, Slovak and East Slavonic have a front mid vowel ([e]
or [e]). In West Slavonic (exc. Slovak), Slovene and Serbo-Croat
b and s merged. This suggests a non-high, fronted vowel, i.e., I.@
(i.e., a “palatalized” s). This vowel, too, is a historical source of
empty nuclei in the dialects, which supports the internal structure
assumed above.

: The reflexes are front, non-high oral vowels, ranging from [e] to [a];

in Polish, we have mid nasals as reflexes, front or back.® It is dif-
ficult to state its exact quality, and it is likely that there was some
dialectal variation. (Since there were no other front nasal vowels, its
phonetic realization could vary significantly.) However, the non-high
reflexes dominate, so I opt for a mid-low vowel, i.e., [€], which can
be represented as NIA.@ (=empty-headed).

This vowel, too, has several reflexes, but here, the non-low ones
dominate. East Slavonic, Serbo-Croat, Czech and Slovak have [ul;
Slovene has [0]. Only Bulgarian and Macedonian have low reflexes
(Macedonian [e], Bulgarian [9]). This latter fact will be useful for
our analysis. As for Polish, see ¢. Since the reflexes are generally
high, I reconstruct it as [0], i.e., NA.U (U-headed).

Maybe the most problematic of all vowels, which is traditionally
reconstructed as low open [z]. Its reflexes include virtually all pos-
sible front vowels from [i] to [a], as well as front diphthongs. There
is some indication, however, that the high reflexes are the results of
later developments. I accept [e], i.e., the traditional reconstruction,
partly because it will fit nicely into my PH analysis. This vowel can
be represented as I.A—an A-headed expression.

The overall picture is, therefore, as follows:

8 In Polish, the two nasals merged; later, the resulting vowel split, yielding [€] and
[0], depending on length. The quality of the vowels in Modern Polish, therefore,
does not indicate the original quality.
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(13) Vowels

B A C K
FRONT | CENTRAL i R GUNDED | ROUNDED
HIGH g .@ .U
MID-HIGH 1@ NA.U
MID-LOW IA.@ @ UA.@
NIA.@ .
LOW LA A

4 An analysis of Palatality Harmony

We are now in a position to proceed with an analysis which, I hope to show,
accounts for the irregularities as well. First, I repeat the formulation of PH
in (8) as (14) for convenience:

(14) Palatality Harmony (2nd revised version)
In a CV sequence, the combination of a soft segment with a hard one
is disallowed.

Now we can add that
a. u and ¢ are free to combine with any preceding consonant;
b. € is prohibited after palatal consonants.

My analysis is based on two crucial principles. The first of these is licensing,
formulated in (15).

(15) Phonological Licensing

a. “Within a domain, all phonological units save one must be licensed.
The unlicensed unit is the head of the domain” (Harris 1994 :156).
This aspect of licensing is generally referred to as PROSODIC LI-
CENSING.

b. “Melodic material must be licensed by the skeletal position with
which it is associated. Unlicensed melodic expressions may not
receive phonetic interpretation” (Harris 1994 :155). This aspect is
called AUTOSEGMENTAL LICENSING.

The second principle is Phonological Structure Preservation (Harris 1994 :
190):
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(16) Structure Preservation
Licensing relations defined at the level of lexical representation remain
constant throughout the derivation.

With these two principles at our disposal, I now provide a new formu-
lation of Palatality Harmony. In terms of licensing, PH can be formulated
as two principles, given in (17).

(17) Palatality Harmony (3rd revised version)
a. Spread I into licensed positions.
b. The element I in a licensed position must be licensed by an I in
the licensing position.

The constraint in (17a) accounts for the palatalization of velars before front
vowels: from the licensing position (=the nucleus) with an I-containing
melodic expression I spreads into the licensed position, which is the onset.
Since spreading does not take place if the back consonant is the first member
of a branching onset (see (7)), an extension of (17a) is necessary. Note that
branching onsets are licensing domains: the left-hand member is the head,
i.e., it licenses the right-hand one. (In kr, for example, the skeletal position
associated with & licenses the one to which r is linked.) We may then add
the following constraint:

(18) Spreading does not operate across a licensing domain.

We will also have to account for the fact that labials and dentals (=neutral
consonants) are not palatalized before front vowels. We might re-formulate
(17a) to exclude them from the operation of I-spreading, but that would
mean another extension of the constraint, which is unnecessary: the fact
that neutral consonants are not affected will fall out nicely as a result of
Structure Preservation. I will return to this point shortly, but let us first
see (17b) in detail.

The constraint in (17b) accounts for the fronting of back vowels after
palatal consonants: they are fronted because back vowels do not contain I,
so they may not license an element I in the onset. In other words, spreading
takes place to provide for an appropriate licensor. For instance, in the
sequence $o, the element I spreads from the onset into the nucleus. The
element U is delinked from the nuclear position, so the resulting vowel will
be front e. Structurally, this vowel change may be represented as follows:
AU.@ — Al Q.
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Now, two questions must be answered. First, why is the ill-formed
sequence eliminated by the fronting of the vowel? After all, de-palatalizing
the consonant would yield a well-formed sequence, too; e.g., So — zo seems
to be a plausible change, especially if we consider the fact that z does
alternate with § before front vowels (cf. (5a)). The answer is provided by
a special subcase of Structure Preservation, which I present shortly. The
second question is why U is delinked. The answer lies in the fact that PSI
has no front rounded vowels. In autosegmental terms, we can say that the
elements I and U reside on the same tier, so they are not allowed to combine
(Szigetvari 1998:171). This can be formulated as in (19):

(19) The combination of I and U within a segment is prohibited.

One further note is in order in connection with (17b): the formulation
seems to be too strong, since it predicts that .A, too, is unable to license I
in the onset, although this is not the case. We can modify (17b) as below:

(20) (=(17Db) revised)
The element I in a licensed position must be licensed by an element I
or a lone A in the licensing position.

This, however, is not really elegant. Alternatively, we may derive the
neutrality of .A from its charm properties. I will leave the question open in
this paper, and use (17b) in its original form.

We still have to account for the exceptions. Recall that the non-low
rounded (U-headed) back vowels, i.e., u and ¢, are not fronted after palatal
consonants. This behaviour, I claim, is explicable with reference to Struc-
ture Preservation. In their treatment of Hungarian labial harmony, Polgdrdi
& Rebrus (1996 :13) introduce the following constraint:

(21) *Switching
Elements preserve their position within the structure of the segment.

That is, an element which is lexically a head must remain so throughout
the derivation. This constraint, in fact, is a strict subcase of Structure
Preservation: headedness must be preserved.

The constraint in (21) accounts for the non-fronting of these two vow-
els: they are U-headed. Due to (19), the head U should be delinked, which
would result in head switching. The change from u to i would involve the
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change .U — .I; ¢ would change into a mid-high front nasal vowel: NA.U
— NA.L In both cases, a lexically U-headed expression would become an
I-headed one. Since the other back vowels are empty-headed (and 5 is head-
less), their fronting does not violate *Switching.

The same principle can be applied to explain why it is velars, but
not labials and dentals, that are palatalized before front vowels. Labials
and dentals are headed; velars have @ as a head, i.e., they are empty-
headed. The palatalization of neutral consonants would, therefore, violate
*Switching; that of velars does not do so.?

Finally, the question why illegal sequences of the *3o0 type are rendered
well-formed by the fronting of the vowel, rather than the de-palatalization
of the consonant, is also adequately answered with reference to *Switching:
the latter change would involve head switching, which is forbidden.

Now, some OCS texts show an interesting orthographic phenomenon.
After soft consonants, the letter for ¢ is sometimes used where one would
expect ¢; e.g., we find (placestii) for expected (placgstii) ‘cry-PRES.PART.
NOM.PL.MASC’ (Diels 1932:107). This “confusion”, rare though it is, de-
serves some attention, since the most reasonable explanation is that ¢ was
actually fronted to ¢ in the dialect of the scribes.'® Interestingly, but not
surprisingly, it is precisely the Bulgaro-Macedonian dialects which have low
reflexes for PSI ¢ (cf. section 3.3) —and OCS is such a dialect. It is rea-
sonable to suggest, therefore, that the back nasal was mid-low, rather than
mid-high, in these dialects; in other words, it was NAU.@. Since this ex-
pression is empty-headed, it can be fronted without violating *Switching.

One problem remains to be solved: why does € become a after palatal
consonants? Recall that this vowel has been analysed as A-headed. I pro-
pose the following constraint as a stricter subcase of (17b):

(22) A head I in a licensed position must be licensed by a non-dependent
element I in the licensor.

9 Interestingly, this is not peculiar to Slavonic: velars seem to be universally more
prone to palatalization by front vowels than other consonants (cf. Romance lan-
guages, Old English or Icelandic).

10 The relative rarity of the phenomenon may reflect the optionality of fronting; it
is more likely, however, that non-fronted forms occur because the scribes, brought
up in the tradition, followed the conventional orthographical rules. This is not
surprising: orthographies tend to be conservative.



Palatality harmony in Proto-Slavonic 33

Remember that palatal consonants are I-headed, whereas palato-alve-
olars are not: they contain I as an operator. Also, € only becomes a after
palatals, but remains intact after palato-alveolars. We can say, in other
words, that a dependent I in the nucleus is “too weak” to license a head I
in the onset. Recall that the element I is non-dependent in other vowels,
which are either I-headed or empty-headed.

The question now arises why € becomes a, instead of being raised.
The answer is provided by *Switching: the raising of ¢ would involve head
switching, since an A-headed segment would become either headless or I-
headed. The only possible solution is to delink the dependent I, which
results in a, i.e., .A; since A is neutral, it may license any expression.

The analysis presented above is not entirely satisfactory: we have in-
troduced constraints which contradict each other, and in case of conflict,
the stronger one wins. Since Optimality Theory (Prince & Smolensky 1993)
was devised to account for precisely such phenomena, this analysis seems to
call for an OT framework. Polgérdi & Rebrus (1996), meeting quite sim-
ilar problems, provide an analysis combining GP representations with an
OT framework. I will follow them here in the next section, providing the
outline of an OT analysis.

5 The analysis in an OT framework: an outline

In section 4, I introduced the following constraints:

i. *swiTCH: Elements preserve their position within the structure of the
segment.

ii. *(1,u): The combination of I and U within a segment is prohibited.
iii. *sPREAD: PH is blocked by an intervening licensing domain.
iv. PAL: Spread I into licensed positions.

v. LIC_I: The element I in a licensed position must be licensed by an I
in the licensing position.

vi. LIC_HEAD-I: A head I in a licensed position must be licensed by a
non-dependent element I in the licensor.

Since (i), (ii) and (iii) are never violated, they must be higher ranked than
the other constraints; it is not clear how they should be ranked with respect
to each other. Because (iv) and (v) apply in complementary environments,
it is irrelevant which one dominates the other; as they may be violated,
they are ranked lower than (i)—(iii). As for (vi), it must be lower ranked
than (i)—(iii), but nothing else can be said about it on the basis of the
data. Since I have defined (vi) as a strict subcase of (v), it may be ranked
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either immediately below or above (v). Altogether, we have the following
rankings (where a slant indicates that the constraints are not ranked between

themselves):

(23) Constraint rankings in PSl
*SWITCH/*(1,U) /*SPREAD > PAL/LIC_I/LIC_HEAD-I

With these constraints and rankings, we can now account for the following

phenomena:

a. velar consonants are palatalized before front vowels, (24), but palatal-
ization does not take place if the velar is the first member of a branch-

ing onset, (25);

b. non-U-headed back vowels are fronted after soft consonants, whereas
the elimination of such illegal sequences is impossible by the de-palatal-
ization of the soft consonant, (26);

c. U-headed vowels fail to be fronted after soft consonants, (27);

d. neutral consonants are not palatalized by front vowels, (28);

e. the low front vowel ¢ becomes a after palatal (=I-headed) conso-
nants, (29).

(24) recets ‘say-IND.PRES.SG3’ (cf. rekp ‘id.-IND.PRES.SG1’)

| *switcH | *(1,u) | *sPREAD | PAL | LICLI | LIC_HEAD-I

I= | recetnb

rekets

*!

(25) kricati ‘to shout’

| *switcH | *(1,u) | *SPREAD | PAL | LICLI | LIC_HEAD-I
= | kricati *
Cricati *!
(26) koriv ‘horse-NOM.SG’ (cf. stols ‘table-NOM.SG’)
| *swiTcH | *(1,u) | *SPREAD | PAL | LIC_I | LIC_HEAD-T
= | korn
kons %!

kons

*!
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(27) wlicu ‘street-GEN.DU’

| *swiTcH | *(1,u) | *sPREAD | PAL | LICI | LIC_HEAD-I |
= | ulicu *
ulici *!
ulict *!

Note: the 4 of the last form is not used in Slavonic philology, because
the sound is nonexistent. It, of course, stands for a high, front, rounded
vowel, IPA [y].

(28) ti ‘PERS.PRON-DAT.SG2’

| *swiTcH | *(1,U) [ *sPREAD | PAL | LIC_I | LIC_HEAD-T
= |t *
¢i/ci/ti *!

(29) slysati ‘to hear’

| *SWITCH | *(1,U) | *SPREAD | PAL | LICI | LIC_HEAD-T

= | slysati
slyséti x|
slyseti/
slysiti

6 The synchronic status of PH in Late Proto-Slavonic

In this essay, I have attempted to provide an analysis of Proto-Slavonic
Palatality Harmony in terms of licensing and optimality, using an elemen-
tal view on the internal makeup of segments. I hope to have shown that
PH, in spite of the apparent exceptions, is a “well-behaved” constraint: the
exceptions follow from the fact that the PH constraints (viz., PAL, LIC_I
and LIC_HEAD-I) is ranked lower than other constraints, most importantly
*SWITCH and *(1,U). There is, however, one problem left, to which I now
turn.

So far, the picture seems to suggest that PH acts as an active, dy-
namic process in late PSL. In fact, its status as a synchronic process is not
unambiguous, as shown by the data below:
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(30) a. rek-¢ ‘say-IND.PRES.SG1’
rec-etn ‘1d.-IND.PRES.SG3’
roc-éte 4d.-IMP.PL2’

b. kbnig-a  ‘book-NOM.SG’

konidz-¢ ‘id.-DAT.SG’

kbniz-snts ‘related to books-NOM.SG.MASC’
c. ucenik-» ‘pupil-NOM,sG’

uCenic-e  ‘id.-vOC.SG’

uCenic-i  ‘id.-NOM.PL’

d. slug-a ‘servant-NOM.SG’
sluz-iti ‘to serve’

e. gréx-o ‘sin-NOM.SG’
grés-iti ‘to commit sin’
grés-i ‘sin-NOM.PL’

The forms in (30) obey Palatality Harmony: the constraint PAL applies
before front vowels. The problem is that the outcome of palatalization is
not always predictable. (31) presents the possible alternations:

(31) Alternations: k ~
g ~

X ~

~ C
~ dz
Néll

we N« O«

The reason why the issue is problematic is that we can only say that
velars are palatalized before front vowels, but it is unpredictable whether
a palatal or a palato-alveolar will result. To be sure, some generalizations
can be made: for example, e and » always produce ¢/Z/$ (and so does ¢);
but 4 is perfectly ambiguous (as shown in (30c—e)), and so is € (though it
yields palato-alveolars in most cases). Interestingly, LIC_I, i.e., the fronting
of back vowels, is perfectly predictable.

The problem is easily explicable historically: the two “kinds” of 7 and €
have different historical sources, and cause two different, chronologically or-
dered palatalizations with different outcomes. Synchronically, however, the
alternation is a morpho-phonemic one: one has to refer to the particular
morpheme. For instance, ¢ and € occurring in imperative inflexions always
produce palato-alveolars; but as thematic vowels of certain verb classes,

L Tn West Slavonic, § > §, so here, the alternation is simply z ~ §.
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they yield palatals. In the framework adopted here, reference to morphol-
ogy is not permitted, so an analysis of palatalization as a dynamic process
is excluded.? As a result, all we can say is that PH is a constraint on repre-
sentations, i.e., a distributional constraint. The question is how it applies in
derived (morphologically complex) forms. This is, however, another story.
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