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MIREK CEJKA
LEXICOSTATISTIC DATING AND SLAVONIC LANGUAGES

Some Tentative Results ‘

0.1 A statistic analysis of basic vocabulary can provide very useful and
interesting data for determining the approximate absolute and relative
chronology of the development of both individual languages and language
families. In the last two decades in particular, the gloLtochronologlcal method;
which was worked out in the fifties, chiefly by M. Swadesh, has been the
principal one employed.! It will be remembered that Swadesh’s method is
based on the assumptions that the basic vocabulary of any language is com-
paratively fixed, and that over long periods of time the rate of replacement
of the basic vocabulary is almost constant. For example, from one hundred
most basic vocabulary items per one thousand years, only about 86 9, survives;
and 14 9%, is replaced by other words. On the basis ol thesc assumptions it is
possible to calculate the interval ot time between Lwo stages of a language
whose basic vocabulary is known; it is also possible to calculate the length
- of time that has elapsed since the disintegration of the original linguistic
unity, comparing the contemporary basic vocabularies of as many pairs of
cognate languages that owe their origin to the disintegration as is possible.

0.2 It is advisable, however, to adopt a cautious approach when applying
the glottochronological method because the initial assumptions of the method
are for the most part empirical, and are badly in need of major theoretical:
justification. Glottochronology also tacitly - ‘presupposes that the development
of language families from proto-languages is a process of a predominantly
divergent character (cf. Schleicher's Stammbaumtheorie). The latter presup-
position can certainly be accepted only with considerable limitations, espe-
cially in the case of speech communities that are geographically close to each
other and/or in an intensive cultural "and economical contact, to say nothing
of communities bound together into a political or administrative unity.
It is necessary to take into account that at certain stages the divergent factors
may be suppressed while the convergent ones may become dominant. Such
a complex divergent-convergent development has obv10usly taken place in the
Slavonic languages, during the last several centuries in particular. Even
considering the earliest periods of existence of the independent Slavonic
languages, we must admit that no kind of complete isolation of the separated
parts of the Slavonic whole that would lead to a one-way divergent develop-
ment ever existed. It is true that the great geographical barriers, or divides
(the Carpathians, the Alps, the Danube) were of much greater importance
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than they are today, but they were neither insurmountable nor hermetie. Nor
did the divisions resulting from the intrusion of ethmically foreign eléments
(like the Magyars or the Germans) between different parts of the Slavonic
communities cause complete isolation of the divided Slavs. In the earlier
stages at least, the conquerors and colonists only amounted to a very thin
stratum of inhabitants in the territory concerned, over a thick layer of the
autochthonous Slavonic inhabitants who continued to be in active contact with
their Slavonic neighbours and certainly carried out active communication
between the separated communities for a long time, In these circumstances we
would hardly expect the glottochronological method-to prove successful in
investigating the development of the Slavonic languages.2 Surprisingly enough,
however, the contrary is the case: investigations produce positive results,
and these fit in remarkably well with the conclusions of other linguistic and
historical disciplines.

1.1 The first tentative investigations of this sort were made by the author
together with A. Lamprecht ten years ago; the results were published in
1963—1965.2 The techniques and procedures as described chiefly in Swadesh
1955 and Gudsehinsky 1956a were employed. For our comparisons we used
Swadesh’s -100-item list. Later on, after having thoroughly checked and
corrected our original lists of the basic vocabulary of the Slavonic languages,
Iincluded the list for Macedonian, and made new calculations.4 The vocabulary
data of the following twelve main Slavonic languages have been compared:
Byelo-Russian (Br), Bulgarian (Bu), Czech (Cz), Lower Lusatian (Ll), Upper
Lusatian (Lu), Macedonian (Mc), Polish (Pl), Russian (Rs), Serbo-Croatian
(Sc), Slovak (Sk), Slovene (Sm), Ukrainian (Uk).* I have calculated the
time-depth ¢, taking the retention rate r = 0.864, for each pair of these twelve
languages. The time data have been arranged according to the decreasing
time-depth and the eventual approximate date of separation. The figures are
of a statistical nature, and for this reason the standard deviation for probability
p = 0.68 has been calculated for every figure of time-depth. Such an
undifferentiated set of data, however, presents only a very general and vague
view of the development of the Slavonic languages. In order to get from the
statistical data as much information about the processes of linguistic
development as possible, I have isolated the data for each Slavonic language
and recorded all pairs containing the language in question along the time-axis.
It has been found that every language follows a typical pattern of the
distribution of data. The basic types of distribution correspond obviously to-
three main branches of Slavonic languages: to the eastern, western and
southern branches. This analysis is summarized in a synthetic TABLE. The
data in the table are classified, according to the nature of pairs, as couples
of languages belonging to the different. Slavonic branches (external pairs:
East—South, West—South, East—West), and. as couples of languages
belonging to the same Slavonic branch (internal pairs: East—East,
West—West, South— South).

1.2 An analysls of the dlstrlbutlon of data for individual Slavonic
languages has resulted in tentative conclusions which have been applied in the
course of compiling the synthetic table.

.1.21 First, attention should be drawn to the special place that the Slovene
language occupies among the Slavonic languages. When comparing the lexico-
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statistic data for Slovene, a contemporary southern Slavonic language, with
the data for more distant southern Slavonic and other Slavonic languages, we
can see that it shows a conspicuous similarity to the pattern of the western
Slavonic languages, and that it differs considerably from the -southern
Slavonic one. Of course, this suggests that Slovene is a language of western
Slavonic origin which has only in its later development inclined towards.
the southern Slavonic languages,. preserving the western Slavonic lexical
core in its basic vocabulary. Such an assumption agrees with the opinion of
some contemporary linguists, i.e. that the old linguistic basis of the contem-
porary Slovene language is identical with what has been termed Alpine
Slavonic, namely the language of a community which originally inhabited
western Pannonia and the eastern part of the Ostmark, and had the character
of a mixed transitional, rather western Slavonic language, up to the end of the
13t2 century. This is borne out by data of a purely linguistic character (e.g.,
some features_ in.the phonemics, morphology and vocabulary of the con-
temporary Slovene language); philological data (as. e.g., Freising Leaves);
and some data of a purely toponymical, archaeological and historical nature.
In this connection, F. Bezlaj's hypothesis concerning the northern Slavonic
-nature of the original Slovene speech community that has developed under
a strong southern Slavonic influence seems to be, in my opinion, extremely
important and very appropriate. (The rather late figures for Sn—Sc may
be interpreted as obvious evidence of the above-mentioned southern Slavonic
influence, or, in other words, as an instance of dominance of the convergent
factors over the divergent omes; cf. 0.2.) For these reasons and for the sake
of consistency I decided to present Slovene as a western Slavonic language
in the table.

1.22 The section ‘External Pairs’ shows a remarkable concentration of the
pairs of languages in the comparatively short intervals of two centuries. In my
opinion, it is a clear reflection of the disintegration of the original Common
Slavonic linguistic unity. According to the lexicostatistic data, the lower limit
of this disintegration goes back to the 8tb century and the upper limit
reaches up to the turn of the 11th century. Again it is possible to refer
to many important theoretical contributions in the field of Slavonic studies
that present roughly the same delimitation of the disintegration of the
Common Slavonic unity.” The interesting. feature, namely that the lexico-
statistic data fit in with the results of other linguistic disciplines to a remarkably
high degree, has already been discussed elsewhere.® The occurence of several
pairs deviating in both directions from the centres of the densest accumulation
can be explained partly as a random effect following from the statistic nature
of the method itself, partly as a consequence of the functioning of some
convergent factors (e.g., Pl—Br, Sk—Br, and perhaps Cz—Se, Sk—Sec, too).

1.23 It has already been stated that in its attempts to determine the
absolute chronology of linguistic changes, the glottochronological method
presents considerable difficulties. A number of technical corrections and
improvements of Swadesh’s method have already been devised and suggested.?
Some troublesome points could be avoided by using the results of glottochrono-
logical investigations for the determination of mere relative chronology.1 If
the data of absolute chronology are available (however dubious we might be
as to their exactness) those of relative chronology follow automatically. For
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mstance, it can be clearly seen that there is an indication of relative.chronology
in the gradual disintegration of the initial Common Slavanic unity in the table:
Since it is possible to assume that at the earlier stages of development of the:
Slavonic languages the divergent factors dominated over the convergent ones.
in a more straightforward manner than in later times, and, consequently, that.
the application of the glottochronological method is. more adequate for the
period of separation of the Slavonic branches.than for the later period of the
origin of the independent. Slavonic. tanguages; then it is quite probable that
this representation is true and that it roughly corresponds to the actual state.
of affairs in the past. The data of relative chronology as indicated in our table
are represenfed in a scliematic way in the form of a DIAGRAM." C

2. It _may be said, I suppose, that the acceptable results obtained by a
method based on emplncal assumptions do increase the weight of these assump-
tions and the confidence in their usefulness and applicability. Let us quote
Hymes 1960 on. the results of glottochronological investigations: ‘The vast
bulk of the cases are found to fit external evidence or not to violate it.’ 1t is
‘my belief that this article may be looked’ upon as a confirmation of the words
just quoted : :
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APPENDIX
_ 100-Item Lists of the Basic Vocabulary
English (After Swadesh 1955) -

1T - 26 root 51 breast . 76 rain
.2 thou 27 bark 52 heart . 17 stone
3 we ) 28 skin 53 liver 78 sand
4 this 29 meat 54 drink 70 earth
5 that 30 blood 55 eat 80 cloud
6 who 31 bone -56 bite 81 smoke
7 what 32 fat 57 see 82 fire
8 not 33 egg 58 hear 83 ashes
9 all 34 horn : 59 know 84 burn
10 many 35 tail 60 sleep 85 road
11 one 36 feather 81 die 86 mountain
12 two 37 hair 62 kLill . 87 red
13 big 38 head 63 swim . 88 green
14 long 39 ear 64 fly . 89 yellow
156 small 40 eye 65 walk 80 white
16 woman 41 nose; 66 come .91 blaock
17 man 42 mouth 67 lie - 92 night
18 person 43 tooth a8 sit 93 hot
19 fish 44 tongue 69 stand 94 oold
20 bird . 45 claw 70 give 85 full
21 dog 46 foot 71 say 98 new
22 louse 47 knee 72 sun 97
23 tree 48 hand 73 moon 98 roynd
24 seed 49 belly 74 star 89 dry

25 leaf ‘50 neck 76 water - 100 name



Byelo-Russian
ja

ty

my
hety

toj

xto

Sto

ne

uvos’

10 Smat

11 adzin

12 dva

13 vjaliki
14 douhi
16 malen’ki
18 Zandyna
17 mu%¢yna
18 talavek
19 ryba

20 ptuske
2] sabaka
22 vol

23 dreva
24 semja
25 list
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Bulgarian

az
ti

nie
toj
tozi
koj
kakvo
ne
veitko
10 mnogo
11 edin
12 dva
13 goljam
14 dildg
15 mal
16 Zena
17 mi3
18 Zovek
19 riba
20 ptica
21 kude
22 vidke
23 drdvo
24 seme
25 list

WO ~1 W o=

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

LEXICOSTATISTIC
koran’ 51
kara 52
skura 53
mjase 54
krou 56
koso’ 56
tluse 57
jajoo 58
roh 59
XVOost 60
pjaro 61
valasy 62
halavae 63
vuxe 64
voka 65
nos 66
rot 87
zub 68
jazyk 69
kipejur 70
naha 71
kalena 72
ruka 73
tyvot 74
fyja 75
koren 51
kora 52
koza "53
meso 54
kriv 55
kost. 560
maz 57
jajce 58
rog 59
opadka 60
pero 61
kosa 62
glava 63
uxo 64
oko 656
nos a6
usta 67
zib 68
ezik 69
nokdt 70
krak 71
koljano 72
rika 73
korem 74
vrat 75

DATING

hrudzi
serca
petan’
pic’
jesoi
kusac’
badyc’
&ue’
znac’
spac’
pamerci
zabic’
plyc’
ljacec’
isei -
pryjseci
ljazac’
sjadzec’
stajac’
dac’
skazac’
sonca
mesjac
zara
vada

gridi
siirdce
drob
pija
jada
xapje
gledam
tuja
znaja
spija
umiram
ubivam
plavja
letja
idam
idvam
lezam
sjadam
stoja
davam
kaZa
slince
luna
zvezda
voda

76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

86
87
88
89
90
91
92

94
95
96
97
98
99
100

97
98
29
100

dozdz
kamen
pjasok
zjamlja
voblaka
dym
ahon’
popel
palyc’
daroha
hara
¢yrvony
zjaljony
Zouty
bely
dorny
noé
haracy
xalodny
pouny
nowy -
dobry
kruhly
suxi
imje

dazd
kamik
pjasik
zemja
oblak
dim
ogin
pepel
palja
pit

‘planina

derven
zelen
zalt
bjel
&eren
no&t
goredt
studen
pélen
nov
dobir
krigil
sux
ime
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Lower Lusatian

D WP -IR R WN =

In
ty
my

tento .

onen , ..,
kdo

co

ne
viechno
mnoho,
jeden
dva
velky
dlouhy
maly
Zena
muz
¢lovék.
ryba ..
pték .
pes

vel
strom
gemeno
list

ja

ty
my
ten
wony
ohto
co

nd
wien
wjele
jaden
dwa
wjeliki
dhujki
maly
Zona
mu
clowjek
ryba
ptask
pjes
wel
bom

- semje

topjeno

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

26
27

T 28

29
30
31
32
33
34
35

- 36

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

kofen ... -

kira
kaze
maso
krev -
kost
tuk
vejce
roh
ocas
pero
vlasy
hlava
ucho
oko
nos
usta
zub

jezyk -

drép
nohe
koleno
ruka
bficho
krk

korjen
skora
koZe
méso
kboj
kosé
tuk
jajo
rog
wopus
pjero
wlosy

glowa -

wucho
woko
nos
guba
zub
jézyk
pazora
noga
koleno
ruka
brjuch
syja
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prsa
srdce
jétra
pit

jist
kousat -
vidét
slyset
znht
8pét
zemfit
zabit
plavat
letét
jit
plijit
lezet
sedbt
stét
dét

Fei
slunce
maésic
hvézde
voda

brust
wutsoba
jétia
pié
jésé
kusas
wizef
stydad
zZnas -~
spas
mrés
zabid
plés
le$es
hys
psié
lazaé
sejtes
stojas

gronig

styfico -

mjasec
gwozda
woda

99
100

dést
kdmen
pisek
zemso
mrak
koui
ohen
popel
palit
cesta
hora
derveny
zeleny
Zluty
bily
gerny
noc
horky
studeny
plny
novy
dobry
kulaty
suchy
jméno

desé
kamjen
pésk
zemja
mrok
dym
wogen
popjel
palis
droga
gora
cerwjeny
zeleny
Zolty
bsly
carny
noc .
gorucy
zymny
poiny
nowy .
dobry
kulowaty
suchy
mé
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Upper Lusatian

1 ja a 26 korjenh . o 51 hrudz - - = - 76 dedé .
2¢y - - o 27 skora - 52 wutroba - ’ 77 kamjen

3 my - 28 kota - - - 53 jatra - .. . 78 pésk

4 tén : : 29 mjaso - 54 pié L 79 zemja

6 wony o 30 krej 56 j8sé E 80 mrok

6 86 o ) 31 késé - - 56 kusaé 81 dym

7 &to [/ o« . 32 tuk - 57 widzeé . 82 wohen
8 ns - 33 jejo - - . 68 slyseé 83 popjet

9 wio . 34 réh 59 znaé 84 palié

10 wjele : 35 wopus . 80 spacé S 85 pué

11 jedyn ; 38 pjero - . 81 mr&é : . 86 hora

12 dwaj : 37 wlosy 62 zabié¢ - i 87 &erwjeny
13 wulki 38 hlowa 63 plowad : -+ - . 88 zeleny
14 dothi 39 wucho . 684 leded 89 Zolty

15 maly 40 woko 65 hié © 90 bély

16 %one - 4l nés - 66 prind 91 &orny -
17 mui 42 huba 67 lezed 92 néo.

18 &lowjek . 43 zub 68 sedzeé : 93 horey
19 rybe 44 jazyk 69 staé R 94 zymny
20 ptak . 45 paezor 70 daé ) 95 polny
21 pos 46 noha : 71 rjec 96 nowy
22 wod - 47 koleno - 72 -slénco - 97 dobry
23 stom - 48 ruke 73 mésadk 98 kilowaty
24 symjo 49 brjuch : 74 hwézda . 99 suchi
25 lopjenc 50 &ija : 76 woda 100 mjeno
Macedonian

1 jas o 26 koren . ¢ 51 gradi 7 76 dozd

2 ti R 27 kora 7T 52 sroe : 77 kamen

3 nie B 28 koza col T 53 (crn) drob 78 pesok

4 ovoj - a 29 meso : 54 pijam = - 79 zemja

5 onoj : 30 krv ) 55 jadam ) 80 mrak

6 koj - 31 koska 56 kasam . 81 dim

7 to oo 32 maz R 57 gledem : 82 ogan

8 ne _ 33 jajee 7 68 Suvam 83 pepel

9 se ) 34 rog 59 znam 84 goram
10 mnogu - - 86 opaska . 60 spijem 86 pat
11 eden ; 36 pero 61 umram 86 planina
12 dve 37 kosi 62 ubivam 87 crven
13 golem * ) 38 glava : 63 plivam : 88 zelen

14 dolg . 39 uvo . 64 letam 89 Zolt
‘15 mel 40 oko : ) 65 idam 90 bel

16 Zena 41 nos B . 68 doad’am 9l ern -
17 maz ‘ 42 uste 87 lezam 92 not’ ’
18 éovek - - 43 zab : 68 sedam 93 ZeZok
19 riba™ - ’ 44 jazik L 69 stojam 94 studen
20 ptica 45 gandzi ) 70 dam S 95 poln

21 kude o 46 noga 71 veljam o 96 nov

22 vokka - - 47 koleno = 72 sonce 97 dobar
23 drvo - : 48 raka 73 mesedina’ ) 98 trkalezen
24 seme 0 - 48 mev ' 74 dzvezda 99 suv

25 list . 50 vrat : 75 voda -7 100 ime



48

Polish

ja

ty |
my

ten

ow

kto

co

nie
waezystko
wiele

11 jeden
dwa

13 duzy

14 dhugi

15 maly

18 kobieta
17 mezozyzna
18 czlowiek
19 ryba

20 ptak

21 pies

22 wesz

23 drzewo
24 siemie
25 list

- .
OO ®=ID O A=

Pt
[

=
]
-]

ja

ty

my

etot

tot

kto

éto

ne

ves’

10 mnogo
11 odin

12 dva

13 bol&oj
‘14 dlinnyj
16 malen’ki)
16 Zenkdine
17 mu#dina
18 &elovek
19 ryba

20 ptica

21 aobaka
22 vo#’

23 derevo
24 semja
25 list

DO T DO WD -

28 korzef
27 kora
28 skéra
29 mieso
30 krew
31 koéé
32 tluszez
33 jajko
34 rog
356 agon
36 piéro
37 wlosy
38 glowa
39 ucho

* 40 oko

41 nos

- 42 usta

43 zab

44 jozyk
45 pazur
46 noga
47 kolano
48 reka
49 brzuch
50 szyja

26 koren’
27 kora
28 Skura
29 mjaso
30 krov’
31 kost’
32 %ir

33 jajoo
34 rog
35 xvost
36 pero
37 volosy
38 golova
39 uxo
40 glaz
41 nos
42 rot
43 zub
44 jazyk
45 kogot'
46 noga
47 koleno

" 48 ruka

49 Zivot
50 Beoja

MIREK CEJKA

51
52
53

55
56
57
58

59.

60
61
62
63

86
66
a7

89
70

72
73
74
75

pierd
serce
watroba
pié

jeéé’

gryié
widzie¢
slyszeé
znaé
spaé
umrzeé
zabié
plywaé
lecieé¢

86
przyjsé
lezeé
siedzieé
stad

daé¢ :
powiedzieé
slofice
ksiezye
gwiazda
wode

serdce
peden’
pit’
jest’
kusat’
videt’
slylat’
znat’
spat’
umeret’
ubit’
plyt’
letet’
itti
prijti
lezat’
sidet’
stojat’
dat’
skazat’
solnce
luns
zvezda
voda

76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
86
86
87
.88
89
90
91
92
93
94
96
06
97
98
99
100

deszcz
kamiefi
piasek
ziernia
chmura
dym
ogien
popiel
palié
droga
gora
czerwony
zielony
z6kty
bialy
ozarny
noe
OoTacy
zimny
pelny
nowy
dobry
okragly
suchy
imie

doid’
kamen’
pesok
zomlja
tuta
dym
ogon’
zola
2ed’
doroga
gora
krasny;j
zeleny]
Zelty]j
belyj
dernyj
nod’
gorjaéij

xolodny)

polnyj
novyj
xorodij
kruglyj
BUXO0j
imja



Serbo-Croatian
ja

ti

mi
ovaj
onaj
ko

§to

ne

sve

10 mnogo
11 jedan
12 dva
13 velik
14 dug
15 mali
16 Zena
17 muskarac
18 &ovek
19 riba
20 ptica
21 pas
22 uk

23 drvo
24 seme
25 list

L= I N~ R O

Slovak

ja

Ly

my
tento -
onen
kdo

&o

nie

9 vietok
10 vela -
11 jeden
12 dva

13 velky
14 dlhy
15 maly '
16 Zene
17 muz

18 é&lovek
19 ryba
20 vték
21 pes

22 vol

23 strom
24 semeno
25 list

W W -3 DO W~

LEXICOSTATISTIC DATING

26 koren
27 kora
28 koiZa
29 meso
30 krv
31 kost
32 mast
33 jajece
34 rog
356 rep
36 pero
37 kosa
38 glava
39 uho
40 oko
41 nos
42 usta
43 zub
44 jezik
45 kandza
46 noga
47 koleno
48 ruka
49 trbuh
50 vrat

26 koren
27 kora
28 koZa
29 méiso
30 krv
31 kost
32 tuk
33 vajce
34 roh
35 chvost
36 pero
37 vlasy
38 hlava
39 ucho
40 ok~
41 nos
42 Gsta
43 zub
44 jazyk
45 pezur
46 nohe
47 koleno

49 brucho
80 krk

51 grudi
52 srce

53 (crna) diigerica

54 piti
55 jesti
56 gristi
57 videti
58 &uti
59 znati
80 spavati
81 umreti
62 ubiti
63 plivati
64 leteti
85 iéi

86 doéi
67 lezati
88 sedeti
69 stajati
70 dati
71 reéi
72 sunce
73 mesec
74 .zvezda
75 voda

51 prsia
52 srdce
53 peceni
54 pit

55 jest

56 hryzt
57 vidiet
68 (po)éut
59 znat
60 spat

6] zomriet
62 zabit
63 plivat
64 letiet
66 ist

66 prist
87 lezat
68 sediet
69 stat

70 dat

71 povedat
72 slnko
73 mesiac
74 hviezda
75 voda

100

A

kisa
kamen
pesak
zemlja
oblak
dim
vatra
pepeo
paliti
put
gora
crven
zelen
Zut
beo
ern
noé
vrué
studen
pun
nov
dobar
okrugao
suh

ime

dazd
kamen
piesok
zem
mrak
dym
ohei
popol
palit
cesta A
hora
derveny
zeleny -
2ty
biely
éierny
noc
horaci
studeny
plny
novy
dobry
gulaty
suchy
meno

/
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Slovene
jaz

ti

mi

ta

oni
kdo
kaj

ne

V8o

10 mnogo
11 eden
12 dva
13 velik
14 dolg
15 majhen
16 Zenska
17 modki
18 tlovek
19 ribe
20 pti¢
21 pes

22 us

23 drevo
24 seme
26 list
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Ukrainian

1 ja

2 ty

3 my

4 cej -

5 toj

8 xto

7 &fo

8 ne

9 ves’

10 bahato
11 odyn
12 dva
138 velyky)
14 dovhyj
16 mslen’kyj
16 Zinka
17 dolovik
18 ljudyna
19 ryba
20 ptax
21 sobaka
22 voda
23 derevoa
24 sim’ja
25 lyst

.

26 korenine
27 skorja
28 koZa
29 meso
30 kri

31 kost
32 mast
33 jajce
34 rog
356 rep
36 pero
37 lasje
38 glava
39 uho

. 40 oko

41 nos

42 uste

43 zob

44 jezik

45 krempelj
46 noge

47 koleno
48 roka

49 trebuh

© 50 vrat

26 korin’
27 kora
28 &kirs
20 m’jaso
30 krov
31 kistke
32 zyr

33 jajce

34 rih

35 xvist
38 pero
37 volesy
38 holova
39 vuxo
40 oko
41 nis

42 rot
43 zudb
44 jazyk
48 kihot’
46 nobha
47 kolino
48 ruke
49 Zyvit
50 &yja
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51 prsi
52 sree
53 jetra
54 piti
55 jesti
56 gristi
57 videti
58 sliBati
59 znati
680 spati
61 umreti
682 ubiti
63 plavati
64 leteti
86 iti

66 priti
87 leZati
68 sedeti
69 stati
70 dati
71 reéi
72 sonce
73 mesec
74 zvezda
76 voda

51 hrudy
52 serce
53 petinka
54 pyty
56 jisty
56 kusaty
57 badyty
58 Zuty
59 znaty
60 spaty
681 umerty
62 zabyty
63 plysty
64 letity
86 ity

66 pryjty
67 le2aty
08 sydity
69 stojaty
70 daty
71 skazaty
72 sonce
73 misjac
74 zorja
75 voda

100

76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
083

95
96
97
98

100

76
1
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
83
84
95
06
87
98
2]

de -
kamen
pesek
zemlja
oblak
dim
ogenj
pepel
kuriti
cesta
gore
rded
zelen
rumen
bel

not
vrod
mrzel
poln
nov
dober

okrogel

ime

dosg
kamin’
pisok
zemlja
xmars -
dym
vohon'’
zola
pelyty
doroha
hora
&ervonyj
zeleny)
fovtyj
bilyj
dorny)
nid
barjatyj
xolodnyj
povny]
novyj
dobryj
kruhlyj
suxyj -
im’js
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LEXIKOSTATISTICKE DATOVANI A SLOVANSKE.
JAZYKY

Statistick4 analyza zdkladniho slovniku dvanécti slovanskych jazyki provedena s gomoci
glottochronologické metody poskytuje soubor idajk o predpokladané absolutni i relativni
chronologii fozpadu praslovanské jednoty. Vychézi se z porovnéni 100 nejzékladnéjSich slov
u -viech dvojic zkoumanych slovanskych jazykd a vypolitavd se pfibliZné datum diver-
s‘?‘nce.’ Odaje pro viechny dvojice, do nich jlsbg’r jazyk vstupuje, tvoFi na casové ose jisty
stribuénf vzorec. Syntetick4 tabulka ukazuje zfetelné vyvojové procesy rozpadu slovanské
jednoty do tii hlavnich v8tvi. Zakladni diferenciace na jizni, zdpadni a vychodni vétev pro-
a v intervalu mezi zafitkem 8. — koncem 11. stoleti s centrem divergendni aktivity ve
stoletf 10. V souboru idaji se slovinstina projevuje daleko vice jako jazyk zdpadoslovansky
nef jihoslovansky. Pievginé vétfina dat ziskanych lexikostatistickou metodou se shoduje
8 udaji, jeZ byly ziskény jinymi jazykovédnymi metodami. :
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