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Recent developments in the Norms of the Byelorussian
Lilerary Language
BY
P. J. MAYO

I

The development of the Byelorussian literary language over the
last fifty years shows a persistent trend from the relative freedom
(some might say anarchy) of the 1920s and early 1930s to a detailed
concern with the ‘culture of language’ (kultura movy) exemplified
in such publications as the recent Suéasnaja bietaruskaja mova whose
foreword opens with the statement that ‘The strict unity of lexical,
grammatical and phonetic norms, the correctness, purity and express-
iveness of the literary language in its written and oral forms are
the essential conditions for it to fulfil its function of relations between
people most fully and effectively. Every deviation from unified
norms, every inaccuracy complicate mutual comprehension and
obscure or even completely distort the sense of an utterance.’

In the 1920s and early 1930s (and in Western Byelorussia until the
outbreak of the Second World War) grammarians concerned with the
establishment of literary norms favoured much rural dialectal
material, especially forms emanating from the West Central dialects,
and the preservation of some archaic material. Russisms and Polo-
nisms were to be avoided; instead neologisms were to be coined on
the basis of native or international models.? Within this general
framework, however, there was considerable disagreement as to
exactly which forms should constitute the literary norm and certain-
ly no really co-ordinated attempt to produce a normative grammar.
Even B. TaraSkievi¢, whose pioneering work Bielaruskaja hramatyka
dla Skol first appeared in 1918, was forced to admit in the preface
to the fifth edition, published in 1929, that although various critics
had suggested possible improvements and corrections and although
he himself could see the need for and possibility ¢f a number of
reforms, particularly in the sphere of orthography, he was unwilling
to introduce them at present because in isolation such changes for
the better could stand in the way of good reform. He considered that
the reform of the orthography must be carried out as a whole and in
conjunction with a reappraisal of the morphology.?

This close link between orthographical and grammatical reform
was a theme which was echoed in the 1930s first of all by the plan

1. Sucéasnaja bietaruskaja mova, Minsk, 1973, p. 3.

2. P. N. Wexler, Purism and Language: A Study in Modern Ukrainian and
Byelorussian Nationalism (1840-1967), Bloomington, 1974, pp. 310-1.

3. B. Taraskievié¢, Bielaruskaja hramatyka dla $kot, fifth edition, Vilna, 1929.



RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN BYELORUSSIAN 245

for a new Byelorussian orthography* (for instance pp. 26-27 set out
rules for the use of the endings -a and -u in the genitive singular of
masculine nouns of the second declension; on pp. 29-30 recommenda-
tions are made for the endings of the second person plural of the
present/future tense and imperative mood of verbs) and then in 1933
by the spelling reform itself, albeit in a more restricted way.5 Just
as earlier TaraSkievi¢'s orthographical reform had provided the
impetus for grammatical reform, since the two were often inter-
connected, so in the period from 1933 to the beginning of the Second
World War there appeared a number of authoritative grammars and
textbooks incorporating the principles laid down by the 1933 spelling
reform.® At the same time these textbooks, which were intended
primarily for use in schools and higher educational establishments,
were characterised by a wealth of detailed examination of grammat-
ical questions, in particular questions of morphology. Although in
many instances the grammars of this period tolerated alternative
declensional endings they nevertheless attempted to categorise the
spheres of usage of the latter, sometimes introducing changes in the
norms established earlier, in the 1920s. Thus, for example, for the
instrumental singular of feminine nouns with a stem ending in a
consonant (third declension) TaraSkievi¢ had considered the ending
-oit(-&it, -aif) as predominant,” whereas in the 1936 Bielaruskaja hra-
matyka. Marfatohija the authors regard the original ending of this
declension -bio (K6cIt0, MBIy, KpoYIo) as the norm, while acknowl-
edging -oi1(éit, -ait) as a literary variant in a few instances (e.g.
rpassro/rpaséit).

In other respects the grammars of 1935 and 1936 were less con-
vincing. In particular they failed to make a proper distinction be-
tween the literary language and the language of works of literature,
with the result that their recommendations on, for example, the
genitive plural ending of feminine nouns of the first declension (e.g.
6yp/0ypay) or the instrumental plural ending (e.g. cnazami/cnsaszsmi,
miAagami/mnagerma) included as the literary norm a number of
variants whose sphere of usage was confined to the language of works
of literature. This provoked considerable discussion, most notably in
Zviazda and Sovetskaja Belorussija in the years 1938-9,® but the

4. Bietaruski pravapis (prajekt), AN BSSR, 1930.

5. Ab Zmienach i spraSCenni bietaruskaha pravapisu, Pastanova Savieta Na-
rodnych Kamisarali BSSR, 1933.

6. T. P. Lamcioii, Bietaruskaja hramatyka. Fanietyka i pravapis, Minsk, 1935;
Bielaruskaja hramatyka. Marfalohija (ed. T. P. Lamcioll), Minsk, 1936;
Sintaksis bietaruskaj movy (ed. J. Kolas, K. Hurski, H. Sklar), Minsk, 1939;
K. I. Hurski, T. P. Lamcioti, T. Z. Sklar, S. L. Rochkind, Kurs suéasnaj
bietaruskaj movy. Fanietyka. Marfatohija. Leksika, Minsk, 1941.

7. Taraskievic, op. cit., p. 82. }

8. See, for example, K. Hurski, ‘Ab bietaruskim pravapisie’, Zviazda, 9 April
1938; P. F, Chadarenka, ‘Patrebna nieadkladnaje sprastennie bietaruskaha
pravapisu’, Zviazda, 6 July 1938; P. Dzik, ‘Da pytannia ab sudasnaj biela-
ruskaj arfahrafii’, Zviazda, 16 Oct. 1938; V. Borisenko, ‘O proekte reformy
belorusskogo pravopisanija’, Sovetskaja Belorussija, 16 Feb., 1939; A. K.
Bondarenko, ‘Nabolevsije voprosy belorusskogo pravopisanija’, Sovetskaja

Belorussija, 9 April 1939; ‘O reforme belorusskogo pravopisanija (obzor
pisem)’, Sovetskaja Belorussija, 3 June 1939.
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Kurs sulasnaj bielaruskaj movy published in 1941 showed no
concessions to the arguments advanced.

The immediate post-war period to the middle 1950s was character-
ised by orientation of the Byelorussian literary language towards
Russian. The effects of this were to be seen in all aspects of the
language to a greater or lesser extent but perhaps most clearly in
lexis. Linguists now began to favour dialectal forms from the East
Central dialects and material shared by Russian; there was a reaction
against the coining of neologisms and a corresponding tendency to
introduce Russisms and international words, especially if the latter
were shared by Russian. In the colloquial language too there was
a shift from rural to urban norms which would seem to imply, as
Wexler suggests, a preference for the Russianised speech of bilingual
city-dwellers.? After the publication in 1950 of Stalin’s Marksizm i
voprosy jazykoznanija books and articles devoted to the Byelo-
russian literary language (like other Soviet works on language of that
period) were characterised by the obligatory quotation or two from
Stalin’s work. Some linguists went further and wrote articles explicit-
ly based on Stalin’s writings on language.!®

Nevertheless, to see the development of the Byelorussian literary
language over this period purely in terms of Russianisation would be to
take too simple a view. In 1951 an Orthographical Commission of the
Institute of Language, Literature and Art of the Byelorussian Academy
of Sciences published its Prajekt Zmien i tidakladnienniai bielaruskaha
pravapisu. As its title suggests, this was mainly concerned with
problems of orthography, but like its 1930 counterpart it also examin-
ed certain grammatical points. In very few respects could its
proposals regarding the latter be said to represent an attempt at
Russianisation. It is true that it recommended the unification of the
genitive plural of third declension nouns by the absolute use of the
ending -eii(-931) — the characteristic ending for such nouns in
Russian — but at the same time it favoured the extension of the
ending -y in the genitive singular of masculine nouns of the second
declension to some new lexical groups (for example the names of
chemical elements), a strict delineation between the first person
plural of the present/future tense of first conjugation verbs (-om, -€m,
-am, -em) and the first person plural imperative (-sm, -em) and the
use of the ending -ané(-ané) i.e. with the stress on the final syllable
of the ending, for the second person plural of the present/future
tense. By contrast in Russian the use of the genitive singular ending
-y is restricted to a very small group of nouns and then only to
particular constructions, the forms of the first person plural of the
present/future tense and imperative mood coincide for all verbs, and
the ending of the second person plural present/future tense is never
stressed on the final syllable.

The publication of this plan provoked wide-ranging discussion: on

9. Wexler, op. cit., pp. 313-4. .

10. For example, K. Krapiva, ‘Pytanni bielaruskaha pravapisu i §viatle vu-
cennia I. V. Stalina ab movie’, Viesci AN BSSR, 2, 1952.
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25-26 January 1952 a conference was held to discuss its proposals;
a number of articles were written on these and other problems of the
norms of literary Byelorussian, notably several by M. H. Bulachat,!!
but it was not until 1957 that the Soviet of Ministers of the BSSR
published its recommendations, which in almost all respects confirm-
ed the proposals put forward in the 1951 prajekt.!’> These re-
commendations were incorporated in the 1959 Pravily bielaruskaj
arfahrafii i punktuacyi, published by the Byelorussian Academy of
Sciences, which remain the most recent official statement of the
orthographical and punctuation norms of Byelorussian.

The year 1962 saw the publication of two works of great import-
ance for the establishment of the norms of the Byelorussian literary
language: a Byelorussian-Russian dictionary'® and the first volume
of the Academy of Sciences Hramatyka bietaruskaj movy, which was
devoted to morphology.’* In the succeeding years both these works,
but principally the latter, have served as the foundation for the
many grammars, collections of articles and in particular school text-
books which have appeared.

The Academy Grammar set itself two aims: to be descriptive but
at the same time normative.!® Accordingly, in addition to setting out
in great detail the morphological characteristics of Byelorussian it
devotes considerable space to what it terms ‘deviations from the
norm’ (adchilenni ad normy), the majority of which are to be found
in the language of works of literature. In this connection it takes a
particularly severe attitude towards deviations characteristic of the
1920s and 1930s but which are still to some extent perpetuated in
modern times. While in the main the Academy Grammar’'s
recommendations are consistent with the practice of the literary
language, the twin aims of description and normalisation, perhaps
inevitably, do not always co-exist entirely happily and some of the
norms seem unnecessarily restrictive.

More than a decade has passed since the publication of the Academy
Grammar — a decade in which scholars have become increasingly
concerned with the ‘culture of language’ and in which a considerable
amount of reappraisal has taken place of the norms of Byelorussian
in the light of developments in the language over that period. In

11. ‘Ab movie paeziji i litaraturnaj normie’, Litaratura i mastactva, 24 Oci.
1953; ‘Ab narmalizacyi bielaruskaj litaraturnay movy’, Polymie, 11, 1953,
pp. 136-46; ‘Ab niekatorych pytanniach narmalizacyi i razviécia bielaruskaj
litgi'aturnaj movy’, Pracy instytuta movaznaistva AN BSSR, I, 1954, pp.
5-24.

12. Pastanova Ab udakltadnienni i ¢éastkovych Zmienach isnujuéaha bietarus-
kaha pravapisu, zaévierdzanaja Savietam Ministrali BSSR 11 maja 1957 h.

Interestingly enough, the one proposal concerning grammatical normalisa-
tion contained in the 1951 prajekt which was not subsequently incorporated
in the 1957 reform was 'the recommendation that the genitive plural ending
of third declension nouns should be standardised as -eii(-9i1), i.e. the
proposal which more than any other could have been construed as an
attempt at Russianisation of the Byelorussian literary language.

13. Bietaruska-ruski stoinik (ed. K. K. Krapiva), Moscow, 1962.

14. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, I, Marfalohija, Minsk, 1962. (Afterwards

referred to in the text as the Academy Grammar.)
15. Ibid., p. 3.
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recent years concern has begun to be expressed over the contamina-
tion of Byelorussian by Russian with the large numbers of people,
particularly among the urban population, growing up apparently
bilingual, but in reality only imperfectly so, with the result that
they are not always able properly to distinguish between the two
languages.!¢

The purpose of this article is to examine recent developments in
the morphology of the Byelorussian noun and to attempt to establish
their relationship to the literary norms laid down in the Academy
Grammar which is still regarded as the definitive authority on the
norms of the modern Byelorussian literary language.

II

Genitive singular of masculine nouns (second declension)?

The use of two different endings in the genitive singular of
masculine nouns of the second declension, -a(a) and -y(-10),!® has
always posed problems for grammarians attempting to establish
norms for the literary language. These problems have been com-
pounded, at least in part, by a certain confusion and inconsistency
in the application of normative criteria. Thus, TaraSkievi¢ mixed
semantic criteria with the criterion of stress position,!® while in the
1933 spelling reform, although mainly semantic criteria were used,
the fact that the ending -a(a) was recommended for nouns denoting
chemical elements and compounds was inconsistent with the long-
established tradition of using the ending -y(-to) for a group of
semantically related nouns — those denoting materials and sub-
stances.?? It was only in 1957 that this anomaly was eradicated by the
recommendation of the ending -y(-to) for nouns denoting chemical
elements and compounds.

In the 1940s and 1950s — a period when Byelorussian was subject
to considerable influence by Russian — the ending -a(-sa) tended to
spread at the expense of the ending -y(-0) even in those categories
where the later had long been established as the norm.2! On the other
hand in the dialects of Byelorussian the reverse trend is almost

16. In the recent Sucéasnaja bietaruskaja mova, Minsk, 1973 the authors of
several articles point to this as one of 'the major reasons for deviations
from the literary norm: A. I. Padluzny, ‘Normy bietaruskaha litaraturnaha
vymatlennia’, pp. 6-7; M. V. Biryla, ‘Nacisk’, pp. 35-6, 46, 50; A. A. Kalirus,
‘Uzyvannie asobnych stou i vyrazad’, pp. 154-80 passim.

17. In accordance with the most widespread convention (not only in Byelo-
russian but in the Slavonic languages generally) the term ‘second declen-
sion’ is used in this article to refer to nouns of what is historically the
o-siem declension, and ‘first declension’ for nouns of the pak4, 3amas type
(historically the a-stem declension). Somewhat confusingly, certain sources
(including the Academy Grammar) use the reverse convention.

18. The ending -y(-t0) is not original in this declension but derives from the
now defunci u-stem (fifth) declension.

19. Taraskievié, op. cit., p. 73.

20. Historyja bietaruskaj litaraturnaj movy, II [by I I. Kramko, A. K. Jurevi¢,
A. 1. Janovié], Minsk, 1968, p. 297.

21. M. A. Zydovi¢, Nazoiinik u bietaruskaj movie, I, Adzinoény lik, Minsk,
1969, pp. 70-5.
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universal: the ending -y(-10) is widely used in those semantic
categories in which -a(-s) is regarded as the norm in the literary
language.?

The Academy Grammar, following on from the 1959 Pravity biela-
ruskaj arfahrafii i punktuacyi which in turn reflected the recommenda-
tions of the 1957 spelling reform, gives the following rules for the
use of the endings -a(-a) and -y(-i0) in the genitive singular of
masculine nouns of the second declension:*3
A. The ending -a(-1) is to be used for nouns denoting:

(@) animate beings, e.g. yanaBéKk — uajaBéka, KOHb — KaHs, Mixain
— Mixaina, 1€y — nbBa;

(b) concrete objects which are numerable, e.g. cron — cTana, HOX
— Ha¥X4, MAMOK — MAINIKA, py4ait — pydad;

(c) social organisations, enterprises, establishments, e.g. mpad-
calo3 — mpaccarp3sa, Kajarac — KaJraca;

(d) geographical and astronomical terms, nouns denoting inhabit-
ed areas, e.g. Minck — MiHcka, Juanpd — duanpd, Mécany — Méca-
ua, Mape — Mapca;

(e) units of measurement of time, weight, currency, e.g. rogx —

rofa, KacTpLIYHIK — KacTpbI'yHiKa, yauBép -— 4YanBaApra, KiJaMéTp
— Kimamérpa, pybéns — pyouss;
(f) parts of the body, e.g. Hoc — HOca, xBocTr — xBactd. NB: an

exception is made for TBap which has genitive singular tBapy;
(9) some concrete concepts (mainly mathematical and linguistic
terms), e.g. KBagpaT — KBazpara, Ha30yHiK — Ha3¥HiKa.

B. The ending -y(-10) is to be used for nouns in the following
semantic categories:

1. Abstract nouns denoting:
(a) intellectual concepts, qualities and characteristics, e.g. nparpa’c

— mparps’cy, BONBIT — BONBITY, 3BBI'4ajt — 3BbI4alo, repaizm — re-
paizmy;

(b) processes, actions, states, emotions, feelings, e.g. pazbdép —
pa3bopy, Handx — Hanagy, 6er — OBéry, crmakdit — crakoéo, 6oap —

66110, THEB — THEBY;

(c) spatial and temporal concepts, e.g. yexbéa — ycxOny, 3axan —
saxany (but NB: noéynzenr — noéyaus presumably by analogy with
I3eHr — JHA), cBeT — CBETY, ab’ém — ab’émy, Kpait — Kparo, MOMaHT
— MOMaHTY, BeK — BEKY;

(d) social groupings, socio-political and scientific movements,
scientific theories etc., e.g. kanitanism — xKamiranizmy, gapsinizm —
napeiniamy, psanism -— poamismy, dyTypeI3M — dYyTypHI3My.
NB: specific exception is made for xkamyHizm — ramyHisma, caublanaizm
— canrlanizma, Mapkcizam — MapKcisma, JeninismMm — seninizma
which ‘by tradition’ take the ending -a;

(e) natural phenomena, e.g. Béuep — BéTpy, XOaanm — xb6maany,
cyxaBéit — cyxaBélo, maxKap — naxkapy.

22. Narysy pa bietaruskaj dyjalektalohii, Minsk, 1964, p. 155.
23. Hramatyka bietaruskaj movy, I, pp. 48-51.
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2. Nouns denoting substances, materials, e.g. TBITYHB — TBITYHIO,
yaji — 440, ObIM — ABI'My, LISMEHT — LSMEHTY, BYraJp — BYyralio,
KJIeit — xJéro, Kicmapdy — xicmapézy, azér — a36ty. NB exceptions
xJsied — xséba and aBéc — ayca.

Names of trees take either ending depending on whether one
is referring to the tree itself or the wood obtained from it. Cf.:

3 KJEHa manana Jicue the leaves fell from the maple
Jginéiika 3pébieHa 3 KIEHY a ruler made from maple (wood)

3. Collectives, e.g. nec — nécy, HaTO¥1 — HaTOYMy, TaRaAp — TABADY,
paieTapbIAT — MpaJeTapbiaTy, dhaor — GadTy, XBOHHIK — XBOIHIKY.
NB: mapop takes either ending with a semantic difference:

cabpasnacsa mMHOra Hapony many people gathered

ricrépnla Gemapyckara Hapoaa the history of the Byelorussian people

4. Additionally the ending -y(-10) is used in a number of set ex-
pressions, a few of which involve nouns normally taking the ending
-a(-qA) e.g. 3 r6ay ¥ rog, 6e3 rogy ThI A3eHL (cf. réma).

Despite this detailed exposition of normative rules recent research
has shown that there are still many deviations from the literary
norm. Thus H. U. AraSonkava, in an analysis of the language of
newspapers and pericdicals published between 1969 and 1972, finds
that the only categories in which the norms are consistently adhered
to are the semantic groups of animate beings and parts of the
body.?* Although in many instances it is hard to understand why

these violations occur — e.g. the use of the ending -y(-to) for such
concrete nouns as Teop, TaJecpOH, naBinnén or of the ending -a(-a)
for some nouns denoting substances (msacka, rdza) — in other in-

stances their occurrence may be seen as resulting from analogy
with words of similar meaning or composition, or from the occa-
sional apparently arbitrary exception in the assignment of endings
to nouns in a given semantic category, as well as the very real
difficulty in some cases of determining whether a given noun is
abstract or concrete.

Analogy can be seen in, for example, the use of the ending -y for
a noun such as BoganpaB6ny — compare the cognate mpésag and the
semantically similar x&6ens, for both of which the ending -y is the
norm; in the use of réay (for réma) outside the set expressions 3 rogy
¥ rox, rom ap rony, 6es rogy Terazeds etc; and in the form a¥ycy
(for aycd), aBéc being one of only two nouns denoting a substance
which are exceptions to their particular semantic category in taking
the genitive singular ending -a. In the example of a¥cy quoted by
AraSonkava analogy is reinforced by the contextual proximity of a
semantically cognate noun: zasanicTels XBasi KbI'Ta i DuIaHINEI,
aycy i auménro (quoted from Cyrvonaja Zmiena, 25 March 1969).

Where a noun may take either ending in the genitive singular
with different semantics, it is clearly easy for contamination to take
place. Such contamination could ultimately lead to the generalisa-

24. H. U. AraSonkava, ‘Da pytannia ab niekatorych sklonavych formach na-
zolUnikal’, Suc¢asnaja bietaruskaja mova, Minsk, 1973, p. 63.
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tion of one ending, although there is as yet no evidence of this
having happened in the literary language. Nevertheless a consider-
able amount of fluctuation occurs in such nouns, for the most part
involving the use of the ending -y(-:0) where the meaning and
context demand -a(-a). Thus, it is generally accepted that the noun
mapon should take the ending -y in the genitive singular only after
quantitative words such as maOra, mMana etc. i.e where it means
people = crowd; in the meaning of people = nation the correct
ending is -a. AraSonkava quotes a number of examples of this norm
being violated, mainly by the use of -y for -a, and finds only one
instance of -a incorrectly replacing -y.>® Other nouns in which this
kind of contamination takes place with the ending -y being used in
place of -a include: cyg = court, the ending -y being correct only
where the meaning is thought, idea, conclusion; 3arag and garaBop
when denoting documents rather than actions; nax’ésg in the mean-
ing of entrance as opposed to approach in the abstract sense.

Particular problems are posed by nouns in which the ‘concrete-
ness’ or ‘abstractness’ of their meaning is not sufficiently well-
defined for them to be readily assigned to a given semantic category,
or by nouns which, though basically abstract in meaning, are frequ-
ently used in a concrete or particularised way. Here again there is
hesitation between the two possible endings and among the nouns
in which it occurs are nagarak, 6r0mK9'T, XKaHp, NpaUd HT, yKa3, aba-
poT, crowxa’T, Bapwlisiut. A. 1. Narkievi¢ feels that this situation
probably arises because it is scarcely possible in formulating rules
to legislate for each individual lexical item.?6 However, both the
Bietaruska-ruski stounik and the authors of a more recent ortho-
graphical dictionary seem to have no such inhibitions, giving -a as the
correct ending for the nouns mpaus’dar, ykas, cioxk9'T, BapblsiuT and
-y for the nouns nagarax, 61013k2'T, abapdt and xaup.??

Fluctuation between the two possible endings of the genitive
singular of masculine nouns of the second declension is also wide-
spread in a group of nouns associated with sport: wsmnismaT, Typuip,
T9'Hic, Baseitb6s, Goxc, dyTdOJ, Xakéii etc. AraSonkava has no
hesitation in declaring the ending -a(-a) to be the norm for such
nouns.?® Although this would seem appropriate in the case of
usmniagaT and TypHIp since these two nouns would come under the
Academy Grammar’s category of ‘concrete concepts’, it makes much
less sense in the case of nouns denoting names of sports. The latter
would not seem to be covered by any of the semantic categories
defined by the Academy Grammar as requiring the ending -a(-s);
nor do they meet the criterion suggested by K. Krapiva, namely

25. Ibid., p. 62, e.g. mobOy na Genapyckara Hapéxy (Polymia, 5, 1969, p. 6);
Bapanrbad Hapéay Ipndupwl (Viaferni Minsk, 9 Oct. 1969); mmora zHapOza
(Litaratura i mastactva, 5 Nov. 1971).

26. A. I. Narkievi€, Varyjantnasé sktonavych form nazotinikau in Ab niekato-
rych asablivasciach bietaruskaj litaraturnaj movy, Minsk, 1965, p. 72.

27. M. P. Lioban, M. R. Sudnik, Arfahrafiény slotinik dla siaredniaj $koty, 3rd
ed., Minsk, 1971, pp. 209, 247, 236, 90 and 189, 88, 59, 114.

28. AraSonkava, op. cit., p. 60.
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that ‘the endings -a(-a) are taken in the genitive case... by nouns
which can be used with the element may and the things denoted by
them considered as units.? Indeed this criterion and the fact that
they denote basically absiract concepts (albeit with a concrete
manifestation) would if anything tend to classify them with those
nouns which require the ending -y(-:0). The fact remains that Ara-
Sonkava is undoubtedly expressing the normative view: in ¥oban
and Sudnik’s Arfahraficny stounik the genitive singular ending for
all sports is given as -a(-a). Perhaps the confusion which exists is
best summed up in one of the examples quoted by AraSonkava as a
violation of the literary norm: zaramuyeIk Kadgenpb! yroéaa-raxéro
(my italics) Benapyckara imctbiTyTa (izxyabryps! (Viacerni Minsk,
1 October 1969).

If none of the viclations of the norms laid down by the Academy
Grammar described so far can be said to have acquired the status of a
literary norm or to have become an acceptable literary variant, this does
seem to have happened with one small group of words. These are the
nouns ramyHi3M, JseHimizMm, mapxcizM, cauplanism, formerly con-
stituting specific exceptions to the general rule for nouns in their
particular semantic category (see above) in that they took the end-
ing -a in the genitive singular whereas such nouns as xamiranizm,
nmapeinismM, dapmanism ete. took -y. Why these four nouns should have
constituted an exception to the rule remains unclear. Certainly it
would be difficult to justify this situation on linguistic grounds: the
nouns involved are indisputably abstract in meaning, which places
them firmly among those which require -y in the genitive case, and
as far as formal considerations are concerned they belong to the
most homogeneous of all the semantic categories isolated by the
Academy Grammar, all nouns in this category having a common
suffix -iam(-b13m). Indeed, the Academy Grammar makes no attempt
to justify the use of the ending -a on such grounds, simply stating
that the nouns concerned have this ending ‘by tradition’. However,
this seems a doubtful criterion on which to base a normative rule,
particularly in view of the fact that at the same time the Academy
Grammar uncompromisingly rejects a number of the literary tradi-
tions of the first half of the twentieth century with regard to the
genitive singular ending of nouns in other semantic categories.3?
When one considers the associations of the four nouns concerned
one is tempted to see here the influence of an extra-linguistic factor
and one is reminded of the exceptions to the spelling rules for
unstressed vowels formerly made for ‘international words denoting
concepts of the revolutionary era’.3!

29. Quoted by ArasSonkava, ibid., p. 64.

30. For example, the use of the ending -y for nouns denociing towns and other
inhabited areas (MiHcky, nacénky) or for the nouns ckaz and tsop.

31. N. I. Hurski, M. H., Butachali, M. C. Marcfanka, Bietaruskaja mova, 2nd
ed., Minsk, 1958, I, pp. 91-2. Examples included cosér, xoMyHi3M, GoabIIs-
Bix, nponetapriAT. In the 1957 spelling reform, however, these words were
brought into line with the gencral pattern of the language and are now
written with a for unstressed o, 5 — capér, kamyHi3M, Gansmasik etc.



RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN BYELORUSSIAN 253

Whatever the reasons, the fact remains that as far as the Academy
Grammar is concerned the genitive singular ending -a is the norm
for the nouns kamysnizm, seninizm, mapxcizm and cansianizm. Gram-
mars and textbooks published in the 1960s support this view and
even the third and most recent edition of ¥foban and Sudnik’s
Arfahrafiény stoiinik gives only the ending -a as correct.?®> Some
scholars, however, clearly feel this distinction to be no longer valid
or at best artificial. Thus M. C. Kavalova and P. U. Sciacko, in a
textbook on modern Byelorussian published in 1970, in sefting out
the categories requiring the ending -y in the genitive singular list
KaMmyHi3Mm, seHiHi3zM, mapxci3zm, canpranism along with marspreraniam,
JapBiHi3M, paasizm etc.?

This view is shared by A. Kalirus, who favours the spread of the
ending -y(-10) to several categories where -a (-s) is at present the
norm. He makes the point in an article in Zviazda* in reply to
t.. Burak who, in an earlier article in the same newspaper, argued
for the reverse development.3> Burak favoured the abolition of the
ending -y to avoid ambiguity between the genitive and dative
singular cases in such expressions as ans’mxa ¢yTypsI'3My, marposa
immeprraniamy ete. Such a change would, however, need to be artifi-
cially imposed in the face of a persistent trend towards the predom-
inance of the ending -y.

Prepositional singular of masculine nouns (second declension)

Both masculine and neuter nouns of the second declension have
a variety of endings in the prepositional singular: -e, the original
ending for nouns of this (o-stem) declension with a stem ending in
a hard consonont (although, of course, the consonant softens before
the ending); -i, the original ending for o-stem nouns with a stem
ending in a soft consonant, and -r1, its equivalent after formerly
soft consonants (X, m1, 4, p, 1); -y(-t0), originally the prepositional
singular ending of the now defunct u-stem declension. The distribu-
tion of these endings in modern Byelorussian, however, no longer
coincides in all instances with their distribution historically. This
has resulted in a certain amount of duality of endings and created
a climate in which there is considerable deviation from the literary
norm.

Neuter nouns of the second declension show very little fluctua-
tion in the endings used in the prepositional singular. This is in
large measure due to the fact that the endings are determined
solely on the basis of formal considerations: -e after a hard con-
sonant; -pI after the formerly soft consonants x, 4, m1, p, u; -i after
soft consonants (including [j]); and -y after stems in x, x (which
eradicates the consonant alternation x/u, x/c). Isolated exceptions

32. 1t is interesting to note that in an introductory section on the orthogranhy
of certain endings (p. 3§) the authors make no mention of these four nouns
constituting exceptions to the norm in their semantic category.

33. M. C. Kavalova, P. U. Sciacko, Bielaruskaja mova, Minsk, 1970, p. 84.

34. A. Kaiirus, ‘Narmalizava¢, ale nie zbiadniaé’, Zviazda, 1 Sept. 1965.

35. k. Burak, ‘Jak my piSam’, Zviazda, 4 June 1965.
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are manmako which has a prepositional singular in -s( <-e) — mamany’,
and the dual endings -b1 and -2 for the noun Bagpé — Bazpbr/
BaAApa.36

With masculine nouns the picture is very different. Here endings
are prescribed on the basis of a mixture of formal and semantic
criteria, and the Academy Grammar lays down the following
literary norms:®?

1. The ending -e is used for the majority of nouns with a stem
ending in a hard consonant or ¥ and also for some nouns with a
stem ending in the velar consonants r or x. In the latter case the
velars show palatalisation to the sibilants, 3, c. Examples: (a6) gyoe,
mapoé3e, rogace, kyue, sécTpase, Gépaze, kaxyce. Colloquially, stress-
ed -y is also used for some of these nouns e.g. (y) TBLIY, KakyXy;
occasionally there is a semantic distinction between the two endings:
Ha BYTJé 3py0a — Ha ByIJIY BYJIiLEL

2. The ending -b1 is used for nouns with a stem ending in p, 1, x, 11,
4, e.g. (ab) Gaper, pybsaxsel, nuauel, An earlier distinction between
nBape!r (as in Ha ABaphl 3aBOAa) and asap?’ (as in Ha aBaps’ x6sianHa)
is regarded as no longer valid.

3. The ending -i is used for ncuns with a stem ending in a soft
consonant or [j], e.g. (a6) TBI'gHi, BECTBIOW0JII, MaKoi.

4. The ending ~y(-10) is used by nouns in the following categories:

(a) all common nouns denoting human beings, regardless of stem,
e.g. (ab) Gpary, CBI'HY, METATYPTrY, racnajgapy, MyxKy, KaBaJo.

(b) proper names with stems in p, 1, ®x, ur, g, soft consonants, [j],
T, K, X, e.g. (a6) Anakcannpy, Ménexy, Jlykamry, Makyio, Bargano6-
Biuy, Bacimo, Auzaps’to, Kpayuyky, Iimoxy.

NB) Proper names with a stem in a hard consonant take -e, e.g.
(ab) I'nébe, Maxkcime, Konace.

(c) some concrete nouns with a stem ending in r, %, e.g. (ad) cusry,
nipary, Maxy, MOxy, ue’xy, LIIAXY.

(d) abstract nous with the stem ending in r, x, e.g. (ab) béry,
noa3Biry, cMéxy, CTpaxy, pyxXy, pa3Maxy.

(e) all nouns with a stem ending in x, e.g. (ab) goécBiTKy, ma4arky,
31a0b1' TRy, GapaBiky.

(f) loan-words with a stem in r, x, x, e.g. (ab) abmuary, abIdTOHTY,
616Ky, OpYKy, MITBIHTY, TIAXY.

(g) certain nouns, normally taking the ending -e, when used in set
expressions with the prepositions y, Ha, ma, e.g. y nany (cf. ab nanze),
vy kpyry (cf. ab kpyze), Ha pany (cf. ab paagze), na x6ay (cf. ab x6a3€).

Most violations of these norms involve the ending -y(-to) either
spreading to categories where it is not prescribed or conversely not
being used in those categories where it is prescribed, and in this

36. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, t. I, p. 64.
37. Ibid., pp. 52-6.
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respect the most contentious area is the semantic category of common
nouns denoting human beings.

The majority of textbooks and other works on the grammar of
modern Byelorussian which have appeared since 1962 support the
Academy Grammar’s view that the ending -y(-to) is the norm for all
common nouns of the second declension denoting human beings regard-
less of stem and that the use of the endings -e (after hard con-
sonants), -»1 (after p, 1, x, ur, 4), -i (after soft consonants and [j]) is a
violation of the literary norm, although frequently encountered in
works of literature.’®

Not all scholars agree with this assertion. Thus, AraSonkava consid-
ers that the Academy Grammar’s dictum goes against the recommenda-
tion of the 1957 spelling reform that for nouns with a stem ending
in a hard consonant the ending is -e, no exception being made for
common nouns denoting human beings.?® Furthermore, she expressly
states that the use of the ending -y in the prepositional singular for
such nouns should be regarded as a violation of the literary norm,
and sees its occurrence in the literary language as being due to
dialect influence.?® That the ending -y is widespread in Byelorussian
dialects in nouns of this category is supported by the findings of M. A.
Zydovi¢; indeed, in dialect speech it also embraces the category of
proper names, a category specifically excepted by the Academy
Grammar. In the literary language, however, Zydovi¢ notes two
seemingly contradictory trends: on the one hand, the spread of the
ending -y(-10) to all categories of masculine nouns in the prepositional
singular, but on the other hand a tendency to preserve the old end-
ings. Significantly, it is precisely in nouns denoting human beings
that the latter tendency is most evident.*!

AraSonkava only admits the ending -y(-0) for common nouns
denoting human beings if they have a stem ending in a formerly soft
consonant (p, 11, ¥, 4, 111), a soft consonant or a velar (x, r, x) i.e. she
sees them as subject to the same normative rules as proper nouns.
Somewhat surprisingly this view is shared by ¥oban and Sudnik
who, in the introduction to their Arfahrafi¢ny stoiinik (third edition),
give the following examples: napTei3an — a6 napThizdHe, Gpat — ab
Epaue, Aky6 — a6 fAxybe, Us'xay — ab Us'xame; KaBann, — ab Kapa-
a0, Mixdcpr — ab Mixacio, Bacine — a6 Bacimo, I'6rane — ab I'éra-
g0, Mikanait — ab Mikasaro; nacTayuik — ab mHacrayuiky, n3éay —
ab p3éauy, kayarap — ab kayarapy, Anér — a6 Anéry, Ménex — ab
Ménexy, Taitmdp — a6 Taiimdpy, Kobery — ab Kobeny.*? This is the
more surprising in view of the normative character of the Arfahra-

38. M. S. Jalnievi¢, U. K. Andrejenka, Bietaruskaja mowva, I, Fanietyka i
pravapis, marfatohija, 3rd ed., Minsk, 1965, p. 69; U. V. Anicenka, Marfa-
lohija uschodniestavianskich moi. Nazolnik. Dziejastod. Prysloiije, Minsk,
1973, p. 18; Narkievié, op. cit., p. 76; Historyja bietaruskaj litaraturnaj
movy, 1I, pp. 299-300; J. M. Kamarouski, Bietaruskaja mova. Arfahrafija,
Minsk, 1972, p. 78.

39. AraSonkava, op. cit.,, p. 64.

40. Ibid., p. 66.

41. Zydovit, op. cit., pp. 113-4.

42. Loban, Sudnik, op. cit., pp. 36-7.
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fiény stotinik, its avowed concern with the ‘culture of language’ and
its reiteration in general of the norms prescribed by the Academy
Grammar.

Narkievi¢ takes the opposite view to AraSonkava and L.oban and
Sudnik. In supporting the contention that the use of the ending -e in
the prepositional singular of common nouns with a stem ending in a
hard consonant which denote human beings is now a violation of the
literary norm, he suggests that it would be better to extend the use
of the ending -y to proper nouns denoting human beings, thereby
eradicating an anomaly which is in any case highly susceptible to the
effects of analogy — one already comes across such forms as Isany,
Cusanany in works of literature.*® So far, however, he seems to have
no support among other scholars of Byelorussian for this proposal
and for the present the norm for such nouns remains as defined in
the Academy Grammar.

The mixture of formal and semantic criteria used in determining
the prepositional singular ending for masculine nouns of the second
declension has led to other violations of the norms. In the main these
have consisted in the disregarding of semantic criteria in favour of
analogy on the basis of formal considerations.

The ending -y is found in some inanimate nouns with a stem
ending in a hard consonant e.g. Ha MacTy, y TBINY, Ha rapby (for na
MoOcre, y Tol'Je, Ha rapbé). These forms are undoubtedly influenced
by the existence in Byelorussian of a number of set expressions in
which the ending -y is normal (cf. ma nary, y xaxny etc), but the
spread of this ending may also indicate the influence of Russian
where such forms occur in a large number of (mainly monosyllabic)
nouns when used in conjunction with the prepositions s and Ha and
having strictly locative meaning.** In Byelorussian, by contrast, the
number of such nouns is small, and the only inanimate noun with a
stem ending in a hard consonant (excluding the velars, chuitantes, p
and n) regularly taking the ending -y as the literary norm is mocT.4®

Nouns with a stem ending in the velar consonant x show no devia-
tions from the norm but in those with a stem ending in either of the
other velar consonants (r, xX) there is a considerable amount of fluctua-
tion in the endings: -y replacing -e and, conversely, -e replacing -y.
In the latter instance this is partly due to the preservation of the
alternation between the velars r, x and the sibilants 3, ¢ — an alterna-
tion which was previously characteristic of all nouns with a stem
ending in a velar consonant and which dates from the Common
Slavonic period; however, in both situations it is morphological
analogy which is largely responsible. As far as the literary norm is
concerned, in broad terms there is a division between nouns with a stem
ending in r, x denoting concrete objects (which take the ending -e with
the appropriate palatalisation of the final stem consonant e.g 6épar —

43. Narkievié, op cit., pp. 80-1.

44. Grammatika sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo jazyka, Moscow, 1970,
pp. 379-80.

45. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, I, p. 53.
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Gépaze, Bepx — Bépce) and those denoting abstract concepts together
with all loan-words (which take the ending -y e.g. 6er — 6éry, pyx —
pyxy, MiThIHr — MiTBIATY, max — maxy). Formally, however, there
is little to distinguish for example nmapér and magndr, kaxyx and pyx,
and the existence of a small group of concrete nouns which regularly
take -y (e.g. n6r, abyx) only serves to increase the likelihood of
morphological analogy. In these circumstances it is hardly surprising
that such deviations from the norm as bepary, cusary (for lit. 6épa3ze,
cuéze) or cméce, crpace, pyce (for lit. cméxy, crpaxy, pyxy are
frequently encountered, both in dialect and the literary language;
indeed, the Academy Grammar recognises the reality of this situation
in the case of -y replacing -e, considering it admissible in colloquial
style or in the language of works of literature.*6

Less readily understandable is a recent tendency in the press and
in the spoken language for nouns denoting towns with the foreign
suffix -Gypr/-6epr to take the ending -e with consequent palatalisa-
tion of r to 3 e.g. y [Teniapdyp3e, Apaudypze. This directly contravenes
the norm for all loan-words with a stem ending in r, x: whether they
be abstract or concrete nouns they take the ending -y e.g. katanér —
KaTajory, kpax — Kpaxy etc.4?

Violations of the literary norm where the endings -br and -i are
concerned are also encountered in modern Byelorussian, both in the
press and in works of literature, and once again illustrate the increas-
ing trend towards the use cf the ending -y(-10) at the expense of all
other endings in the prepositional singular of masculine nouns of the
second declension (e.g. npérazky, nuauy for lit. npdmazxel, nnaye: and
Kpaw, uénwo for lit. xpdai, uéni). They are, however, noticeably less
frequent than the violations outlined above, since morphological
analogy does not have such a strong role to play in this instance; it
is even conceivable that they represent a continuation of an earlier
norm rather than an innovation.*8

In the case of the noun gBop the Academy Grammar considers the
semantic distinction between the endings -r1 (e.g. na gBapsl’ 3aB67a)
and -5 (e.g. Ha xBaps” xOmaana) to be no longer valid and maintains
that na mBapel’ now serves for both meanings (i.e. in the yard —
outside), but in recent works on Byelorussian there is little support
for this view.?® AraSonkava categorically rejects the replacement
of na gBaps” by ma gBapbr as contrary to the literary norm, classing

45. Ibid.

47. V, P. Lemciuhova, ‘Ulasnyja hieahrafiényja nazvy (sktaniennie)’, Sufasnaja
bietaruskaja mova, Minsk, 1973, p. 91.

48. Bielaruski pravapis (prajekt), 1930, p. 25 allowed variants -b1/-y and -i/-1o0
for masculine nouns with a stem ending in a formerly soft consonant and
a sofi consonant respectively, but this cannot be considered a norm of
modern Byelorussian.

49. See, among others, Kavalova, Sciacko, op. cit., p. 81; AraSonkava, op cit.,
p. 68. Qualified support for the Academy Grammar’s point of view comes
from Narkievi¢ (op. cit, p. 82) who says thai although the distinction
between na aeapbl’ 3adma and Ha xaBap?’ xO6manua is still valid, there has
been an increasing tendency in recent years towards 'the generalisation of
the ending -s1
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msop with por and xpyr as nouns which have dual prepositional
singular endings reflecting semantic differences, while the entry in
Loban and Sudnik’s Arfahraficny stotinik (third edition, 1971, p. 107)
also observes the semantic distinction.

Dative, instrumental, prepositional singular of masculine nouns
(first declension)

Although the first declension consists mainly of feminine nouns, it
includes also a number denoting animate beings which are masculine
in gender (e.g. crdpacra, 6aupka, cyzns3d and in particular proper
names such as Kys3pma, Mimia, Inpd etc.) and these exhibit certain
peculiarities of declension. In the nominative, accusative and genitive
singular all such nouns take the same endings as feminine nouns of
the first declension, but in the dative, instrumental and prepositional
singular the gender of these nouns now has some influence on their
declension. Historically speaking, this is a relatively recent develop-
ment: Taraskievié¢, for example, notes only the occasional use of such
forms as crdpacram, 3 cabakam, with the characteristic second declen-
sion masculine instrumental singular ending (unstressed) replacing
the first declension ending -asi(-ar0).50

The Academy Grammar shows an awareness of the spread of these
second declension endings to masculine nouns of the first declension
but is unable to formulate precise rules for their use, simply stating
that masculine nouns in -a(-a) decline like masculine nouns of the
second declension. Among the examples quoted are: dative — cra-
pacty, Miury, crapmbmio; instrumental — crdpacram, A3AA3bKaM,
Banénzem; prepositional — 6aupky, Kipel'ay. At the same time in the
dative and prepositional singular the characteristic first declension
feminine endings may be found (crapacue, crapuibmi), while in the
instrumental singular the normal first declension ending -éi1(-€ro) is
more common for the nouns cynnss, crapuibiHiA; proper names in -a
with a hard stem and stress on the ending take the characteristic
(feminine) first declension endings in all three cases (e.g. Ky3bmé,
Kyaemoitr, Kyabpmé).5!

Recent years, however, have seen further developments in this
group of nouns and although a few scholars still allow variants for
specific nouns,?? the majority favour stress as the determining factor
in the endings of the dative, instrumental and prepositional singular.%?
Masculine nouns of the first declension which are stressed on the
ending take the same endings as feminine nouns of this declension:
-é, -0i1(-610), -é for nouns with a stem ending in a hard consonant;
-i, -&i1(-€ro0), -1 for those with a stem ending in a soft consonant e.g.:

50. TaraSkievi¢, op. cit., p. 81.

51. Hramatyka bietaruskaj movy, 1, pp. 76-8.

52. Narkievi¢, for example, (op. cit., pp. 92-3) gives alternatives crapacty/cra-
pacle, MyXYbI'HY/My#4dbI'He, cTaplLUbIHIO/cTaplubmki (dative / prepositional
singular); cyag3ém/cynn3éi, craplubiuém/crapbinéii (instrumental singular).

53. See, for example, Jalinievi¢, Andrejenka, op. cit., p. 64; Kavalova, Sciacko,
op. cit., p. 82; Kamarotiski, op. cit., pp. 80-1.
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Dative Ky3bpmé CTaplIbIHE cynnasi CTapllbIH]
Instrumental Kyzpm6it  crapuiblHOi  cyma3én CTapLUBLIHEN
Prepositional Kyz3bpmé CTapLILIHE cynasi cTapIubIHi

while those stressed on the stem take the endings characteristic of
masculine nouns of the second declension: -y, -am, -y (hard stem);
-10, -eM, -to (soft stem) e.g.:

Dative cTapacry 6anbKy npaMmoyuy [I3AY IO
Instrumental crapacram Hanpkram npaméynam A3A0YJeM
Prepositional crapacry 6anbKy npamMoyuy A30Y IO

This view is supported by the relevant entries in Loban and Sudnik’s
Arfahrafiény stounik.>

Nouns of common gender follow the same pattern if they denote
masculine beings, but decline like first declension feminine nouns if
they denote females, regardless of stress position.

Genitive plural
(a) Masculine nouns (second declension)

For the vast majority of nouns in this category the endings are:
-0y (hard stem, final stress), e.g. ctandy, 6paréy, naxkody, Kymnuoy,
BATPOY, Gepardy, roHakoY; -ay (hard stem, non-final stress), e.g. Hap6-
Jay, mananay, noassiray; -€y (soft stem, final stress), e.g. arnéy,
Kpaé¥y, Bepab’éy, mibiHANEY; -ay (soft stem, non-final stiress), e.g.
ByuHay, TpamBaay. Nouns with the suffix -anin(-anin), -ig(-BIH) in
the singular have a zero ending, e.g. rpamang3AHiH — rpamaa3aH, MiH-
ydHin — MinuaH, Ganrapeia — Gagrap, as do the nouns gasaséx and
I3eHb (YamaBék, n3éH) and a group of nouns denoting electrical and
magnetic units of measurement, e.g. BosnbT, amrép, oM, MikpdH etc.
These norms are long-established and show no sign of undergoing
change in modern Byelorussian.

A small number of second declension masculine nouns have
alternative endings in the genitive plural and here there is some
degree of fluctuation in usage and disagreement among scholars as
to precisely which nouns are included in this group. The Academy
Grammar gives the following nouns with a stem ending in a hard
consonant as having alternative -05’1( ay) or zero: napTLIBéHaSI —
naprlsaH can,ua'ray — canna'r ra,uoy — rog, pa3oy — pa3, xadénatay
KJIanoT, apiubl’ Hay — apuIbl'd, Kinarpamay — ximarpam, Saninxkay —
fauinak, yapasikay — uapasix.’® Not all scholars accept these var-
iants as having equal status in the literary language. Some admit the
zero ending only for the nouns wasnaBéx and gzeHy (where it is obliga-
tory);*® others place contextual and semantic restrictions on the use

54. An isolated exception is Baamdaa (p. 91) for which the dative and preposi-
tional singular is given as BasaBoOa3e.

55. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, I, p. 56.

56. Narkievi¢, op. cit.,, p. 83; Z. Laksucina, ‘Da pytannia narmalizacyji form
nazolnikall rodnaha skionu mnoznaha likw’, Filologi¢eskij sbornik. Ma-
terialy maucénoj konferencii, Aprel’ 1966 ¢g., Belorusskij gosudarstvennyj
universitet im. V. I. Lenina, p. 158.

3/ 4083
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of one ending or the other. Thus, AraSonkava suggests that for the
noun rop the zero ending in the genitive plural is used when the
noun is dependent on a cardinal numeral (e.g. 12 rog npauye =HAHsI),
in titles (e.g. y xanracax ‘Cépax rox Kacrperynmika’ i ‘Ilepaméra’) and
in some set expressions e.g. 3 MAJBIX rof, MyXX4Ybl'Ha CApPY OHIX ron);
the genitive plural form rag6y is to be used in conjunction with
ordinal numerals (e.g. y KaHIbI TpbILUATEIX ragdy). Word order may
also influence the choice of form — ranéy predominates in contexts
where the numeral follows the noun (e.g. MysKubI'Ha ragé¥y Tpbiiuani
nsAwui), although this is not an invioiable rule.5?

All sources are agreed that the ending -ei1 is standard for the two
nouns rocup (racuéit) and ganmane (manuéin) and most support the
Academy Grammar's distinction between kanéy (after cardinal
numerals, viewed as individual units) and xo6neir (after collective
numerals, seen as an indivisible group). Laksucina, however, disagrees
and contends that this separation is not a rigid one, quoting examples
of both endings used in both types of context and commenting that
the ending -eit occurs far more frequently,®® and although Loban and
Sudnik (Arfahrafiény stotinik, p. 150) still insist on the distinction as
the literary norm, it is questionable whether in practice this is con-
sistently observed.

(b) Neuter nouns (second declension)

The norms prescribed by the Academy Grammar still hold good
and little violation occurs, although the fact that nouns with a stem
ending in a single consonant may take either the original zero ending
or the ending -ay (which has developed by analogy with the genitive
plural ending of masculine ncuns of the second declension) is regret-
ted by, for example, AraSonkava who feels that in the literary langu-
age it is ‘desirable’ that such nouns should have a zero ending in the
genitive plural.®®

(c) Feminine nouns (first declension)

The use of the ending -ay(ay) in the genitive plural of first declen-
sion feminine nouns, either instead of or as a variant to the original
zero ending, is the subject of much discussion and division of opinion
among scholars of Byelorussian.

There is general agreement that the ending -ay(-ay) is the norm
for nouns with a stem ending in the consonant groups 3s (azé3Bay),
T8 (BbiTBay), XB (U9'pPKBay), B (Mazs'meay), ap (Ber'mpay), yia (6ynoy-
nay), oi’ (cTynHAY), 38’ (T43HAY), yH (xap4s’ yHAY), abH’ (YBITATBHAY),
xH (Tam6éxkdaay), a1 (3cKagpblaaay), cu’ (récuay); that the zero
ending is the norm for all nouns with a stem ending in a consonant
group of which the last consonant is k, the fill-vowel o/a being inserted
before the x (e.g. gauék, 6ymak, crps’ak, ycraHOBak, xMapak, 6Apo-
3ax etc.); and that either ending may be used (a) without the insertion
57. AraSonkava, op. cit., pp. 70-1.

58. Laksucina, op. cit., p. 159.
59. AraSonkava, op. cit.,, p. 73.
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of a fill-vowel if the zero ending is used after the consonant groups
p6 (Bepb — Bépbay), M6 (6om6 — 66Mbay), mm (1AmMn — JAmnay), pr
(cuipr — cuipray), xr (waxr — maxray), oM (pbiom — puIdpMay),
iH (Taitn — TaitHay), iy (ymrd — moyurday), a3r (po3r — pésray), Hr
(wradnr — mwTdHray) or Mx (dapoémx — yapomxay), and (b) with the
insertion of a fill-vowel if the zero ending is used when the stem
ends in the consonant groups cu (cécen — c6cHayY), cTp (cAcLép —
cécrpay), 6’ (rpa’benb — rps’6aay), mn’ (xpoénens — KpOnIAY) or s’
(cymanp — cyuusay).

With certain other consonant groups, however, the norm proposed
by the Academy Grammar is questioned in more recent works, at
least by implication. Thus, the Academy Grammar admits only the
ending -aj(-ay) in the genitive plural for nouns with a stem ending
in 46 (niubay), pr (kaus'pray) or i’ (66iHAY) but Narkievi€ is of the
opinion that the zero ending is also acceptable$ while Y.oban and
Sudnik recommend only the zero ending for 66iiha — 66ens;%* and
whereas the Academy Grammar, supported in most instances by
Narkievi¢, allows alternative zero ending or -ay for nouns with a
stem ending in abx (BOMbX — BOJNBXAY), pH (UBICTY PH — LIBICTY PHAY),
pm (popm — dopmMay) or ur (Maur — mauray) Loban and Sudnik
propose BOsbXay, LbIcTd pHay, dOpMay, mauTay as the sole normative
forms in the literary language.®® With the consonant groups zu, ma’,
xt’, T, e’ and pu’ L.oban and Sudnik are again more restrictive than
the Academy Grammar, allowing only the zero ending (with a fill-vowel
inserted between the consonants): 6apa3éH, 3aménb, KyXaHb, COLEHB,
mécenn and Majtcrs’pane are their recommended genitive plural
forms,%* while the Academy Grammar allows the variants Gapa3éu —
bapo3HaY, 3AMENL — B3EéMJIAY, KYXaHb — KYXHAY, cOlleHr — cOTHAY,
nécenp — mécuay and maitcrs’pans — maliers'pray. In fact, Loban
and Sudnik accept extremely few variants in the ending of the
genitive plural not only of first declension feminine nouns, but also
of neuter nouns of the second declension.%

For first declension feminine nouns with a stem ending in a single
consonant (including [j]) the Academy Grammar, while acknow-
ledging the frequent occurrence in works of literature of the ending
-ay(-ay) in the genitive plural, regards this as a violation of the
literary norm and recognises no exceptions to the zero ending e.g.
6ap63, mIKOJ, MOY, BexXK, HOp, AApOr, cTpox, PAOpBIK, 3Meit, CBiHéN
etc.%¢ However, there is evidence to suggest that such a categorical
rejection of the ending -ay(-ay) does not reflect the reality of usage
in modern literary Byelorussian. There has long been a tendency for

60. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, 1, pp. 73-4; Narkievié, op. cit.,, p. 90; Loban,
Sudnik, op. cit., passim.

61. Narkievié, op. cit., p. 90.

62. L.oban, Sudnik, op. cit., p. 86.

63. Ibid., pp. 73, 259, 254, 167.

64. Ibid., pp. 83, 133, 153, 231, 202, 162.

65. Thus, for example, only axéH, a3ép, Béazep are given as the genitive
plural forms of akHO6, Bozepa, and BAApO respectively (ibid., pp. 72, 93, 98).

66. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, I, p. 72.
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this (originally second declension masculine) ending to spread to
other declensions, a fact which was observed in his time by Taras-
kievi¢. Although he noted that the zero ending was predominant he
he also pointed out that the ending -ay(-ay) was widespread and gave
only two nouns as having the zero ending at all times: pyka (pyk) and
Hara (sor). Furthermore, in his ‘patterns of declension’ for feminine
nouns he gave only the -aj(-ay) ending in the genitive plural for the
nouns kaJyina (kaninay) and zapa (36pay).s”

By comparison with the 1920s and 1930s the use of the ending
-ay(-ay) in the genitive plural of feminine nouns of the first declen-
sion has increased considerably, although the zero ending still pre-
dominates.®® A major contributory factor in this development has
been the widespead use of the ending -aj(-a¥) in Byelorussian
dialects, whence it has penetrated the literary language and become
established, so much so that for some nouns it has become not just
an alternative, but the norm, ousting the original zero ending in the
process. Thus, AraSonkava while in general supporting the Academy
Grammar — she feels it is ‘more correct’ to use the zero ending for
nouns with a stem ending in a single consonant — accepts the ending
-ay(-ay) as the norm for a few bisyllabic nouns, among them 3ana —
3anay, pbaa — ponay, nanss — nAA3AY, p3AKAa — n3éxay, mada —
wadgay,’ and even Loban and Sudnik, who show a marked resistance
to the spread of this ending (of 169 nouns in this category for which
they give the genitive plural form, the zero ending is recommended
in 157 cases and alternative zero/-aj(-ay) in only 3 — abxn6r/abaoéray,
BORana4s OHilY/BOnana9s’6uinay, immdp/immapay), recommend the
ending -ay(-ay) in the following 9 instances: 6panaBéxa¥y, nzéxkay,
34say, 3Méay, iIpléMay, KapeIATEI ay, Kinazdnay, méxay, pouay.”

As far as the use of the ending -ay(-ay) as an alternative to the
zero ending is concerned, most recent grammars and text-books
acknowledge its literary status in such examples as rand¥y/ranépay,
Hop/HOpay, 3iM/3iMay, mKkoa/wk6nay, xar/xaray etc., but emphasise
that the zero ending is still dominant (and for some, preferable) in
the majority of nouns with a stem ending in a single consonant.”
Clearly the spread of the ending -ay(-ay) is very much a live feature
of contemporary Byelorussian and one which appears to be gaining
ground all the time, although it is as yet premature to predict a single
flexion for all nouns in the genitive plural.”

First declension masculine nouns and nouns of common gender
follow the same pattern and are subject to the same influences in the
ending of the genitive plural as feminine nouns of this declension.

67. Taraskievic, op. cit., pp. 75-81.

68. Laksucina, op. cit., p. 161,

69. AraSonkava, op. cit., p. 5.

70. Loban, Sudnik, op. cit., pp. 87, 109, 121, 131, 134, 146, 148, 174, 220.

71. Jalnievi¢, Andrejenka, op. cit.,, p. 76; M. I, Hurski, Parcinaelnaje hrama-
tyka ruskaj i bietaruskaj mot. Fanietyka i marfalohija, 2nd ed., Minsk,
1972, p. 98; A. A. Krivickij, A. E. Michnevi¢, A, I. Podluzny, Belorusskij
jazyk dlja nebelorusov, Minsk, 1973, pp. 84-5.

72. Laksucina, op, cit., p. 163.



RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN BYELORUSSIAN 263

(d) Feminine nouns (third declension)

If the spread of the ending -ay(-ay) to feminine nouns of the first
declension is the subject of discussion among linguists and scholars
of modern Byelorussian, then its use in the genitive plural of feminine
nouns of the third declension is a matter of controversy. That it is
widely used is not denied; what is questioned is its status in the
literary language, and in this connection it is worth tracing the
history of the occurrence of this ending in third declension nouns
over the past fifty years.

For Taraskievi¢ the two endings -ej1(-9i1) and ai(-ai1) appear to
have had equal status as literary variants, though admittedly he only
quoted examples with the ending -ay in which the final stem con-
sonant is a chuintante: xacbliéit, caHéit, rpya3éi, néuay, pa'yay, noéuay
(sometimes nma4s’1, Haud'it ete.).”® However, other sources are agreed
that in the early part of the twentieth century the ending -ay(-ay)
was widespread (probably under the influence of dialect usage) both
for nouns with a stem ending in a chuintante and also for those with
a stem ending in a soft consonant or a labial. Indeed, the reality of
this situation was recognised by the 1933 spelling reform which
sanctioned the use of either -eit(-2it) or -ay(-ay) in the literary langu-
age.™ This in turn conditioned extensive parallelism of such forms
in literature.

Later, however, there seems to have been a reaction on the part
of those concerned with the standardisation of the literary language
to the use of the ending -ay(-s¥). Thus the Kurs sufasnaj bietaruskaj
movy (1941) characterised it as a dialecticism which should be
regarded as a violation of the literary norm, and this was echoed by
the Prajekt Zmien i ddakladnienniaii bietaruskaha prevapisu pub-
lished in 1951. Butachat, in his article on the normalisation of the
Byelorussian literary language published in 1954, argues that only
the ending -eit is acceptable in the literary language on the grounds
that all words which are grammatically homogeneous are subject to
a single grammatical law, which he appears to regard as immutable,
and claims that this is supported by ‘the whole course of historical
development of the language’.’ In effect what he is saying is that
what is the norm at one stage in the history of a particular grammat-
ical form or category must always remain so. Such a premise is
demonstrably untrue, ignoring as it does the forces of morphological
analogy which in any language are capable of modifying or indeed
radically altering established norms, and represents the worst kind
of purism — imposing restrictions on the language from outside
which are nct justified by actual usage, rather than examining
normal usage and attempting a classification on the basis of it. From
the general tenor of this article one is inclined to suspect nothing
more nor less than a tacit attempt at Russianisation.

These calls fer the unification of the genitive plural ending of
73. TaraSkievié, op. cit., p. 83.

T74. Historyja bietaruskaj litaraturnaj movy, 11, p. 300; Narkievic, op. cit., p. 96,
75. Butachatli, Ab niekatorych pytanniach ..., pp. 7-8.



264 THE JOURNAL OF BYELORUSSIAN STUDIES

third declension nouns were not heeded by the 1957 spelling reform;
it made no recommendation on this point, thereby implicitly accept-
ing the literary status of both variants which had been established
by the 1933 spelling reform. However, the controversy was not yet
resolved. The Academy Grammar, which in general implemented the
recommendations of the 1957 pastanova, made an exception in this
case, proposing only a very limited use of the ending -a¥: after a
chuintante unstressed, e.g. ps’4ay. Otherwise the ending -eii(-si1) was
to be regarded as the norm (e.g. BOCeit, ceHaxAaueit, Aaneir, Ha4s i,
na4s1).76

Since the publication of the Academy Grammar in 1962 the debate
has continued. Support for the view that only the ending -eit(-931) is
correct in the literary language is given by, among others, Narkievig¢,
who, while acknowledging that the ending -a§(-a¥y) had literary status
‘in the first half of the twentieth century’, quite definitely regards
its use in modern times as a violation of the literary norm (with the
sole exception of psu — p3'4ay).”” Qualified support comes from
Laksucina who regards -ejt as normative but recognises that -ay(-a3)
is spreading ‘by analogy with feminine nouns of the first declension’
(e.g. maranay, manay, négay instead of maraneir, maneir, nags’i; ano-
Becuay, viacuiBacuay alongside andBecueit, yaacuisacuei)’ and from
Kramko, Jurevié and Janovi¢ who regard the ending -ay(-a¥) as a
dialecticism and as such a deviation from the norm, but concede that
it is acquiring a ‘more or less regular character’ in examples such as
yracuiBacuay, pa'¥ay, A3Tanay, nablHAY, KiWsHAY, BOcaY, nanay,
néuay.’® A recent grammar textbook rejects the ending -ay(-a¥y) by
simply ignoring it, stating only that third declension nouns in the
genitive plural have the ending -eit(-271).80

Other scholars take a different view. Hurski points out that while
the ending -eit is common to all three East Slavonic languages, in
Byelorussian there is a parallel ending -ay(-a¥);*' Kavalova and
Sciacko state that in addition to the ending -eii(-2i1) third declension
nouns in the genitive plural ‘often’ have the ending -ay{(-a¥);%? and in
Belorusskij jazyk dlja nebelorusov the authors illustrate the genitive
plural of third declension nouns as follows:83

pa4ay AY 7 né4day xacuéi
JAnay raHéi réuay rycéit
MAazay absacuéin BOOJTaCIAY MBIIIY 1
uB3'priay panmacieit pazacusy Jacuén
MBI HAY ceHaXXAaruein CeHaXRAUAY KPBIBEN
cKpOHAY cyBAzEN cyBaA3Ay Hays'i

76. Hramatyka bietaruskaj movy, 1, p. 84.

77. Narkievié¢, op. cit., p. 96.

78. Laksucina, op. cit., p. 162.

79. Historyia bietaruskaj litaraturnaj movy, 11, p. 300.

80. J. M. Kamarouski, E. S. Miacielskaja, Bielaruskaja mova. Dapamoznik
dla abituryjentai, Minsk, 1974, p. 104.

81. Hurski, op. cit., p. 116.

82. Kavalova, Sciacko, op. cit., p. 85.

83. Krivickij, Michnevié, Podluzny, op. cit., p. 85.
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In the introductory section to the third edition of their Arfahra-
finy stoinik Loban and Sudnik also recognise the ending -ay(-ay)
as a permissible alternative to -esi(-9i1), but of 14 third declension
nouns for which they give the genitive plural form in the vocabulary
section, -aAY is recommended in only one instance (kanmiTe'np — Kami-
m9'n1¥) and included among the 13 for which the ending -eit(-971) is
recommended is meu (rmA43), which is used in the introduction to
illustrate the possibility of variants (maus’ii/néuay)!8

None of the above makes any attempt to define the criteria which
govern the choice of ending or the admissibility of variants. The
question of whether there is a pattern to the usage of the ending
-ay(-ay) was first raised by A. Kalirus in an article in the journal
Potymia entitled Hraniati ci hraniej? In this article Kalrus rejects
the rule given by the Academy Grammar as being too simple and
demonstrates that the ending -aj(-ay) is used regularly where the
stress falls on the final syllable of the stem (e.g. ganéuay, crynéuay,
rpausy) and suggests that the rule be amended to reflect this.’ A
more comprehensive categorisation is given by Andrejenka and
Jalinievi¢, who (echoing Kalrus) suggest that the ending -ay(-ay) is
used if the stress falls on the last syllable of the stem, e.g. apuénay,
JanoHsYy, naerHay, ps'uay; and further, that -eit(-9i1) is used if the
noun is stressed on the ending, e.g. Mbius’ii, rycéit; and that either
ending is admissible if the stress falls on any syllable of the stem
other than the last, e.g. np6Gsaseit/np66aszay, amdBecueit/andéBecuay,
yaracuiBacueit/yaacuisacuay. Some nouns have alternative genitive
plural forms with the stress in different positions and accordingly
different endings, e.g. Haus'tt/uéuay, abaacuéit/sd6maaciay. s

This formulation represents the first serious attempt to define the
respective spheres of usage of the two endings -eji(-sit) and -ay(-a¥).
It proceeds from the fact of the extensive use of the latter ending in
contemporary Byelorussian (something which even its most ardent
opponents do not deny) and provides normative rules on this basis,
whereas most other writers on this subject have taken the opposite
approach and propcsed rejection of the ending -ay(-a¥y) on the basis
of such linguistically suspect criteria as desirability or tradition, in
spite of the evidence of modern usage.

Andrejenka and Jalinievi¢ are not without their critics. AraSon-
kava, for example, feels that their rules leave some questions un-
answered: which ending is used by such monosyllabic nouns as nas,
rpaHe, raup, coab etc.? Are there nouns other than those listed (b,
HoOdY, Koclb, rych) Which take the stressed ending -eft(-9i1)? Is mou the
only noun in this group with an alternative ending -a¥y? It soon
becomes clear, however, that these questions are something of a red
herring, for instead of attempting to answer them AraSonkava simply
uses them as a pretext to expound her own rules based on ‘the written
practice of many years and the traditions of the Byelorussian langu-
84. Loban, Sudnik, op. cit., p. 37 and passim.

85. A. Kaurus, ‘Hraniall ci hraniej?’, Potymia, 2, 1969, pp. 245-6.
86. U. K. Andrejenka, M. S. Jalinievi¢, Bietaruskaja mova, Minsk, 1972, p. 82.
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age, and also the lexical composition of the nouns concerned, their
semantics and origin’. All this leads her to the rather unoriginal
conclusion that -ei1 is the basic ending for the genitive plural of third
declension feminine nouns; in only four words does she regard
-a¥y(-ay) as normative (manp — panay, pau — pa4ay, e — caé-
mway, muydmay — wmwydaagay).b’ What is more, if one examines the
questions raised (but not answered) by AraSonkava, one quickly
realises that they do not constitute any real objection to Andrejenka
and Jatinievi¢’s formulation. To take the points seriatim: firstly, masns,
rpaHb, rans, coab and other nouns with a monosyllabic stem are
covered by the rule governing nouns with the stress on the final
syllable of the stem and accordingly take the ending -ay (manay,
rpauay, rauay, conay); secondly, a school textbook is not normally
expected to have an exhaustive list of nouns taking a particular
ending, unless they constitute a small and easily definable group
(AraSonkava herself does not attempt this in her own classification);
and thirdly, alternative endings — with different stress — are given
only for Hou (Haus'ii/Hé6uay) for the simple reason that of the examples
quoted in that particular group it is the only one to have this cha-
racteristic.

Nevertheless, although Andrejenka and Jalinievi¢ appear to have
found a formula which gives an accurate picture of the situation with
regard to the endings of the genitive plural of third declension nouns,
it will be evident from the above that the problem is still far from
being resolved in the eyes of some scholars.

Instrumental plural (all declensions)

In modern Byelorussian, as in the other East Slavonic languages,
the original a-stem or first declension instrumental plural ending
-ami(-ami) has become generalised for all declensions. Notwithstand-
ing this, other endings (mainly -(»)mi, rarely -pmma) are still used by
individual nouns belonging to various declensions.

The nouns involved are:

First declension ranasd, CBiHA, CJaA34
Second declension {masculine) rocusb, KOHB, 1l€HbL
(neuter) Kanéxa, xanacd, 6peIBO

Third declension abpbéup, BoCch, AANOHB, KillI3'HB, KOCLb
Heteroclitic BOKa, ByXa, IidA40
Pluralia tantum BapdThI, rpéLIbl, TPpYA3i, A3BEPE], A3é11l, APOREI,

Jronsi, caxi, céni
Not only in the first half of the twentieth century (as recognised by
the Academy Grammar) but also in more recent times the ending
-(p)mi has been widely used in the instrumental plural of the above

nouns, particularly in works of literature and, to a somewhat lesser
extent, in the language of newspapers and periodicals.’® Few of these

87. AraSonkava, op. cit., pp. 78-80.
88. A. Narkievi¢, ‘Patrebna tunifikacyja’, Zviazde, 4 June 1965; AraSonkava,
op. cit., pp. 82-3.
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forms, however, are regarded as acceptable literary forms and only
one — Jron3pMi = is generally considered to be the sole norm. In
addition to mroazpmi the Academy Grammar gives literary status to
the ending -(v)mi for one other noun — azéuwpmi (as a variant for
nzénami); the use of this ending in other nouns is labelled colloquial.®?
t.oban and Sudnik, on the other hand, consider az3éupmi (like moazbpMmi)
the sole normative form, and recognise literary variants in three
instances: rpyasi — rpyasAami/rpyasemi, a3sépel — AzBsapaMi/nasapMi,
KOHL — KOHAMI/KOHBMI.?

In an article in Zviazda (4 June 1965) entitled Patrebna tnifikacyja,
A. Narkievi¢ sought an ‘improvement’ in modern Byelorussian by
means of the elimination of the instrumental plural endings -(v)wmi,
-bMa, -6IMi and the establishment of a single ending -ami (-ami) for
all nouns, regardless of their gender or grammatical characteristics.
He seems, however, to have found his own proposal too rigid, since
he made exceptions for three nouns: mrog3pmi, a3ansmi, kausMmi. The
last two were to be used only in a collective sense, with ,a3smpMmi,
wauAMi?! as the instrumental forms where the meaning suggested
individual children or horses.

Replying to Narkievi¢ in an article published in Zviazda some
months later, Kalrus rejected Narkievi¢’s proposal on the grounds
that a system of rules should take into account actual usage and not
be based on the desires of individual linguists,”® thus showing him-
self to be a proponent of the descriptive rather than the prescriptive
approach to language. Rather surprisingly in view of her generally
normative attitude, Katlirus is supported in this instance by AraSon-
kava, albeit to a limited extent. She feels that, taking into account
the extensive use of the ending -(s)mi, it should be regarded as an
acceptable literary variant for the nouns rpyazi, caui and cnaza.”

The instrumental plural ending -rima, deriving from the old dual
number, occurs with even less frequency than -(s)mi and seems to be
restricted to the nouns B6xa, BYyxa, mnaud, rpéiusl and A3BEpPHL (Ba-
YeI'Ma, BYLIbI'Ma, IJIAYLIMA, IpalublMa, A3BapbIma). It is generally
regarded as a dialecticism, although frequently encountered in works
of literature. Butachaii, writing in 1954, was uncertain of its status
but considered that it was rapidly being ousted by the generalised
ending -ami, which should therefore be regarded as the literary norm,
and this opinion is confirmed both by the Academy Grammar and

89. Hramatyka bielaruskaj movy, 1, pp. 58, 66, 74, 84-5, 87, 89, 90, 92-3.

90. Loban, Sudnik, op. cit., pp. 103, 108, 150.

91. There is a certain inconsistency between various sources as to the stress
position in the instrumental plural of x3éni and xéwi: g3éuami — p3aAUFAMI,
n3énemi — a3AnbMi, KOuavi — xkamsAmi. Loban and Sudnik, in common with
the Academy Grammar, recommend stem stress in all instances.

92. A. Katirus, ‘Narmalizava¢, ale nie zbiadniaé’, Zviazda, 1 Sept. 1965.

93. AraSonkava, op. cit.,, pp. 82-3. Other scholars also accept the instrumental
plural ending -(s)Mi in the case of individual nouns: rpyxg3smi, caa3bmi,
KanénbMmi, cénbpmi, cdnbmi, mion3bmi (Kamarolski, Miacielskaja, op. cit., p.
105); xOHBMI, caaspmi, kacnbMmi (Jalinievié, Andrejenka, op. cit.,, p. 79);
cnaszbmi, ceimbMi, KOHbMI, racubmi, kasméuwmi, BywMi, rpyassmi, xacubmi
(Hurski, op. cit., pp. 102, 113, 116).
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by the relevant entries in Loban and Sudnik’s Arfahrafiény stotinik.%
More recent evidence, however, suggests that this may not in fact be
the case. Far from becoming obsolete or being confined to the langu-
age of works of literature, the ending -rima appears to be spreading
to all styles of language, and in the case of the nouns rpémuer and
I3Bépbl occurs with rather greater frequency than the ending
-ami.%

94. Bulachaii, Ab niekatorych pytanniach..., p. 11; Hramatyka bietaruskaj
movy, I, pp. 90, 93; L.oban, Sudnik, op. cit., pp. 94, 103, 108.
95. AraSonkava, op. cit., pp. 82-3.



