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ABSTRACT 
 
Marklund Sharapova, E. 2000: Implicit and Explicit Norm in Contemporary Russian 
Verbal Stress. Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis. Studia Slavica Upsaliensia 40. 302 pp. 
Uppsala. ISBN 91-554-4763-5. 
 
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate norm in contemporary Russian verbal stress. 
 In a first step the concept of norm is explored. It is shown that the criteria generally 
used in Russian for defining norm (correspondence to the language system, usage and 
authority/tradition/necessity) are not applied strictly. It is also concluded that any study of 
norms must take into account the distinction between the explicit norm, i.e. the codifica-
tion, and the implicit norm, i.e. the usage and attitude of educated native speakers.  
 In a second step the explicit norm is investigated. The analysis is based on the stress 
notation in two orthoepic dictionaries. This comparison shows that there is not, as is often 
suggested, one unanimous, “objectively existing”, explicit stress norm. 
 In a third step, the implicit norm is examined. This is done through a survey of re-
ported and actual usage, carried out on 106 Russian speakers in Moscow.  
 Subsequently, implicit norms are related to explicit norms. There is compliance be-
tween these in many cases, but the discrepancies are numerous. Furthermore, there is no 
direct or predictable relationship between the implicit stress norms and the labels these 
stresses are assigned in handbooks. A comparison with additional sources demonstrates 
that among the, in all, nine sources no two are perfectly alike in their notation. Sources 
that reflect the implicit norm better than others are identified.  
 Finally, dictionary data and the survey results are compared with results from previous 
surveys (1956–1994). This shows that certain stress variants have apparently functioned 
as the implicit norm for several decades, but this has not yet been taken into account in 
codification. 
 The general conclusions are that 
• there is in theory an unclear definition of norm; 
• there is in practice disagreement in codification; there is no official codex, although 

some sources might be considered more reliable; 
• there is in many cases a discrepancy between explicit and implicit norms, which is 

most likely a result of arbitrariness or subjectivism and of conservatism. 
It is possible that these conclusions are valid for areas of language normativisation other 
than verbal stress. 
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1 Introduction 
 
 
 
 

1.1 Preliminaries 
Russian word stress is like a rampant field. Stress is free and mobile, it is not marked in 
writing and this makes it difficult for both non-native and native speakers. The numerous 
stress variants, the existence of stress handbooks and dictionaries and the appearance of 
language laws and programmes discussing stress as one subject all testify to the 
complexity of the problem. 
  Stresses which in some way or another deviate from a person’s own norm generally 
cause vivid reactions, and word-stress is one of the areas in which norms are discussed 
most actively. One reason for this could be that stress is so conspicuous. This is pointed 
out by, for instance, Vasil'eva (1990:27) who claims that the accentological subsystem in 
itself has a large regularity “при явной материальной выражаемости нормы”, which 
makes every deviation observable and obvious. (Cf. Grot 1885:355: “Ошибка в ударении 
может иногда более поразить слух, нежели неправильное окончание” and Dolopčev 
1886:I–II: “слух неприятно поражается дурным произношением, произвольной и 
неправильной постановкой ударения”.1) A similar view is expressed by Krivenko 
(1995), who says that “errors” in stress are frequent, they are “on the surface” and 
therefore “grate upon the ears”2 (1995:67). 
 In fact, stress has been called a “litmus paper” of the level of speech culture (Gorbače- 
vič 1978b:85). Gorbačevič further claims that no other area causes so much hesitation and 
oscillation or as many discussions and controversies as word stress (1979:77). That stress 
is and has been so much in focus is also testified to by Voroncova (1996:305), who says 
that an object of particular concern in the language of the 1980s–1990s is word stress, 
judging by the views of journalists, linguists and others.3 And in discussions about stress 
verbs have, according to Krysin (1974:234), fallen into the visual field of the normalisators 
more than any other word group. 
 As mentioned above, stress is manifest and it is seen as an indicator of the level of lin-
guistic competence. At the same time results of surveys (Voroncova 1959, Krysin 1974, 
Kolesov 1967, Pirogova 1967, Gorbačevič 1978a, Ukiah 1996) have proved or suggested 
that there are discrepancies in several cases between the stress norms of dictionaries or 
handbooks and the speech of the educated native speaker. As the standard language is 
generally defined as the language of this group – the educated native speakers – and the 
Russian standard language and the codified norm generally coincide (see Chapter 2) these 
discrepancies call for a study of stress norms in the contemporary Russian language.  

–––––––––––––––– 
1 For quotations from these and other pre-1918 sources modernised orthography has been used. 
2 “Эти ошибки наиболее многочисленны, часто повторяются, лежат, что называется, на поверхности, 
а потому и ‘режут слух’, потому и заслуживают первостепенного внимания” (Krivenko 1995:67). 
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3 For instance, when Reformatskij & Ožegov (1994) discuss language on TV they deal particularly with 
stress. 



 In addition, language norms are of particular current interest as there is evidence that 
new interest in norms, normativisation and cultivation of speech has awakened in recent 
years. This is noted by Rozental' et al.: 

Но в последние годы заметно повысился интерес к проблемам культуры устной речи среди самых 
различных слоев общества. Этому способствуют социально-экономические изменения в нашей 
стране, демократизация всех сторон жизни. (Rozental' et al. 1994:370) 

There are several signs of this revival. Firstly, there is an active collection of variants and 
variation (e.g. Ageenko 1996, Kostomarov 1994, Кrivenko 1995, Lapteva 1990b, 1993, 
1997). 
 Secondly, language norms and variants are often discussed both by linguists and lay-
men.  
 Thirdly, new handbooks dealing with stress as one or as the only subject have appeared 
(e.g. Es'kova 1994) or have been re-edited in a new version with a new orientation. This is 
the case with A&Z–1993, which has abandoned its earlier orientation towards radio and 
television, and is directed towards all speakers (see below). However, A&Z–2000, again, 
is intended mainly for use in radio and television. Other handbooks with a general 
approach are Skvorcov (1995) and Eliseeva et al. (1996). There are also handbooks di-
rected towards particular groups: Senkevič (1997) is intended for media workers and 
Graudina & Širjaev (1994) for deputies.4 
 Fourthly, the past few years have seen several programmes, councils and law proposals 
concerning language (see Chapter 2.4.4.4). 
 To sum up, a gap between current educated usage and superannuated stress norms 
seems to exist at the same time as there is a large and revived interest in norms and norma-
tivisation. This shows the importance of a study of language norms. 

1.2 Presentation of the study 

1.2.1 Scope and definitions 
This thesis sets out to investigate norms in the contemporary Russian language and more 
precisely in the area of verbal stress. 
 Norm cannot be defined at this stage, as a definition of language norm is one of the cen-
tral questions of this thesis. It should, however, already be emphasised at this stage that 
norm is not always equal to the codified norm. Therefore concepts such as explicit and im-
plicit norm will be used.  
 Contemporary Russian refers to what in Russian is known as современный русский 
литературный язык. This is often rendered in English as Contemporary Standard Rus-
sian. Use of the term standard in the title of the thesis was eschewed for two reasons:5 the 
relationship between the codified (explicit) norm and the standard language is not totally 
clear and no clearer is the relationship between, on the one hand, the implicit norm of the 
group defined as language speakers and, on the other, the codified (explicit) norm. Both 
language norms and the contemporary Russian standard language will be expanded upon 
in Chapter 2. 

–––––––––––––––– 
4 Cf. Wardhaugh (1992:36): “there is a quite profitable industry devoted to telling people how they should 
behave linguistically, what it is ‘correct’ to say, what to avoid saying, and so on.” 
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term standard, only that this solution provides an unprejudiced approach to the study. 



 In the present thesis verb generally refers to infinitives and predicate verb forms. How-
ever, both a narrower and a broader definition are possible in other contexts, where it can 
refer to the lexical verb and may also refer to the V node in the sentence. Participles and 
gerunds are not included in the study. In this context it should also be mentioned that both 
roots and stems might be referred to as stems. Compare Ukiah (1996:113) for a similar ter-
minological solution: “If the non-desinential part of a word-form is a root alone, it may 
still be referred to as a stem in this study.”  
 I will consider verbs and verb forms which have stress variants in normative 
dictionaries and stress handbooks.6 The reason that verbs and forms with variation are chosen is 
that it can be assumed that there is a “norm problem” or a “problem of choice” in these, as variation 
and fuzziness is a token of change in progress (Nen'ko 1984c:62, Aitchison 1991:38). It should 
be stated that it is not within the scope of this investigation to go through the whole system 
of verbal stress, to describe paradigms in stress or to find stress patterns, etc.7 
 By stress I mean word stress, i.e. the phonetic way of isolating the stressed syllable from 
unstressed syllables mainly through lengthening of the vowel in the stressed syllable, al-
though this vowel prominence may also be achieved by a change of other prosodic features 
such as loudness and/or pitch.8 

1.2.2 Aim and method 
This investigation of verbal stress norms in the contemporary Russian language will be 
made through: 
• a study of the concept norm, Russian language policy and language normativisation; 
• an analysis of orthoepic dictionaries in general and of the two main sources9 in particular: their 

theory and practice, their systems of normative and/or stylistical labels and whether there is a 
unanimous codified/explicit norm;  

• a detailed scrutiny of the explicit norms and the variation in the two dictionaries which serve as 
main sources;  

• an experimental investigation of what the actual – or implicit – norms are. This will be made 
through an informant survey consisting of two parts: to start with, I will analyse informants’ 
reported usage of both normative and – according to dictionaries – “wrong” stresses, 
and the informants’ assessment of these stresses (i.e. whether they are right or wrong). 
The second stage is to study the actual usage of verbal stress variants. 

Based on this I will provide:  
–––––––––––––––– 
6 The term variant can be used both to designate the opposite to the codified norm, and then usually in the 
context “non-normative variant”, and to designate an occurrence in general, which means that it can be both 
equal to and opposed to the codified norm (see Chapter 2.3.2). 
7 For such studies see Cubberley (1987), Fedjanina (1976), Feldstein (1980, 1986), Gladney (1995), Hart 
(1987), Ingram (1979) and Lehfeldt (1993), to mention a few. 
8 Word stress will be addressed in Chapter 1.4. 
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9 For details about the choice of sources see Chapter 3. Some scholars have used poetry as a source for stress 
studies (e.g. Nen'ko 1984a, Voroncova 1979). It could be objected that “normal” usage is not reflected in 
poetry due to its particular rhythmical organisation. However, there is generally agreement that poetry is a 
good source for stress studies as stress variation in poetry is not attributable to licentia poetica and the 
freedom exists only within certain limits: only forms which exist in the literary standard and in dialects occur 
in poetry (Agrell 1917:5, Bulachovskij 1952:22, Černyšëv 1912:42–43, Gorbačevič 1971:44–45, 1978b:94, 
Nen'ko 1984a:10–11, Ogienko 1914:5, 13). Poetry might be useful as an additional source, but handbooks 
and dictionaries listing variation still provide a more exhaustive and systematic material on stress variants 
and this is the reason why they are used here. I will not search for variation where it has not been previously 
recorded, except for a few spot checks, although there is likely to be more stress variation than what is 
recorded in handbooks and dictionaries. 



• a thorough comparison of implicit and explicit norms; 
• a check whether the sources’ listings reflect the variation that exists in speech and, con-

versely, whether the variation listed in the sources is justified by the variants’ position 
among the speakers; 

• a comparison of the results of the present survey with those of other surveys (1956–
1994), which will show whether the variations are innovations; 

• a comparison of the results of other surveys and codification, which will show if the 
findings of these previous studies have been taken into account in contemporary codifi-
cation; 

• a comparison of actual usage and reported usage and an analysis of these findings; 
• a calculation of the extent to which the informants’ implicit norm coincides with the ex-

plicit norm; 
• an investigation of which groups of informants are closest to the explicit norm and 

which groups’ implicit norm deviates most from the explicit norm, including whether 
the group defined as standard language speakers is the one that most often reports usage 
in accordance with the explicit norm; 

• the characteristics of the informants with the highest and the lowest scores for replies in 
accordance with the explicit norm; 

• a presentation of the survey results grouped according to the label of the variant investi-
gated in order to detect what the relation is between the informants’ replies and the nor-
mative or stylistic labels given in stress handbooks; 

• a study of the cases when the norm notation in the main sources is conflicting. This will 
be compared both with other normative sources and with the survey results in order to 
see whether a pattern emerges as to what sources are modelled on each other and which 
are more in line with the implicit norm; 

• an analysis of the cases when the survey results are not in line with the notation in the 
main sources (stress variants with low usage codified as norms, stress variants with high 
usage not codified as norms). Here, too, a comparison will be made with other sources 
and their labels to see if there are other sources that reflect the implicit norm better than 
the main sources and can therefore be considered better referential points. 

1.2.3 Disposition 
Chapter 1 gives an introduction to the investigation, presents the aim and method and 
deals with previous research. It also gives an introduction to Russian word stress in 
general. Chapter 2 examines norm and normativisation in Russian. Chapter 3 is a 
presentation and analysis of dictionaries and handbooks dealing with stress, particularly 
the two main sources for the study. Chapter 4 deals with the informant survey. The method 
used for the survey is detailed in 4.1. Sections 4.2–4.5 present the variation in verbal stress 
in contemporary Russian as exhibited in the two dictionaries used as main sources. The 
dictionary data are followed by the results of the survey pertaining to different groups of 
verbs. In 4.6 the cases where there are several instances of one form in the written 
questionnaire are analysed. Section 4.7 concentrates on a comparison of the two parts of 
the informant survey. Chapter 5 contains a presentation of different informant groups’ 
degrees of adherence to the general codified norm. Chapter 6 examines the codification 
compared to the survey results and presents the results of the survey from the point of view 
of the normative and stylistic labels given in the sources. It also contains a study of the 
cases in which there is conflicting norm notation in the main sources and the cases in 
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which the implicit norms are not reflected in the codification of the main sources. Chapter 
7, finally, provides a discussion and conclusion. 

1.3 Research background 
Russian stress has been studied from many viewpoints, although far from everything is 
relevant for this study. Works on historical accentology as well as those on other Slavic 
languages and those with a purely pedagogical aim are of limited relevance to the present 
thesis. This is the case as well for works dealing only with other word-classes than verbs. 
Neither will I here deal with works on categorisation or classification of stress patterns or 
with research preceding the 20th century.10  
 Many of the studies mentioned as a background to the present study will be dealt with 
in more detail in the following chapters. Four categories of studies will be touched upon: 
• early 20th-century stress handbooks11; 
• works on norms and linguistic change in Russian; 
• works on Russian stress proper; 
• stress surveys. 

1.3.1 Early 20th-century stress handbooks 
The first stress handbook bearing resemblance to the modern orthoepic ones seems to be 
Законы и правила русского произношения. Звуки. Формы. Ударение. Опыт руко- 
водства для учителей, чтецов и артистов by Černyšëv, which appeared in a second 
edition in 1908. When reviewing the first edition, which appeared two years earlier, Bau-
doin de Courtenay claimed that there had been nothing in that area – orthoepy – before and 
that Černyšëv with his critical and independent work had filled a gap (1907:491). Baudoin 
de Courtenay also claimed that the methods could seem somehow revolutionary 
(1907:500): “Патентованным авгурам и жрецам науки кое что в книжке г. Чернышева 
может показаться кощунством против принятых и освященных приемов и рецептов.” 
Stress is only one of the subjects covered in Černyšëv (1908) and there is very little about 
vacillation in or deviation from the “generally used forms”.12 Geographical variation as 
well as variation in the literary standard are mentioned and variation in the literary 
standard is mainly attributable to dialectal influence. Other reasons for stress vacillation 
are the coexistence of new and old forms and analogical stress influence from similar 
forms (1908:49–51). 
 In Černyšëv (1912; Русское ударение. Пособие к его изучению и употреблению) 
stress was dealt with more in detail. Černyšëv listed three sources for solving problems 
concerning stress variation: dictionaries and grammars, stress in poets and the contempo-
rary pronunciation of educated people (1912:41). He also discussed discrepancies between 
recommendations and educated usage: even if dictionaries list only the stress tvoro´g (to 
take one example), the stress tvo´rog is also often found in educated usage. Černyšëv con-
cluded that these stresses, too, have to be considered correct even though they are not in-

–––––––––––––––– 
10 See Ukiah (1996:22–37) for research preceding the 20th century and Lehfeldt (1993:11–29) for the history 
of accentological studies. Černyšëv (1912:35–40) gives an account of 19th-century stress studies. See also 
Cejtlin (1961.) 
11 Dictionaries and handbooks of a later date are dealt with in Chapter 3.  
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cluded in dictionaries (1912:41), as dictionaries can never be so complete as to include all 
richness and variation in the language. 
 Another early stress handbook is Ogienko (1914; Русское литературное ударение 
(правила и словарь русского ударения)), which lists stress variants and assigns the words 
in the list to eight different stress patterns. 
 There are then apparently no new stress handbooks until the 1950s. These will be dealt 
with in Chapter 3. 

1.3.2 Works on norms and linguistic change in Russian 
Discussions about norms and variation in language often deal with language in media as 
language and its development are easily observed there. Besides, media language reflects 
language on the whole.13 Admitting that media language is not the object of investigation, 
an inventory of what has been said on this matter is essential to understand the linguistic 
situation and the discussion of norm in Russia. 
 The opinions of non-linguists about contemporary Russian have been studied by 
Ohnheiser, who has found three tendencies (1996:127): (1) merely stating the fact without 
analysing the reasons behind it (negative evaluation), e.g. Как живем, так и говорим; 
русский язык превратился из языка Пушкина в воровской жаргон; (2) the actual situa-
tion is explained by historic reasons and both the reasons and the results are characterised 
as negative (на протяжении 70-и лет создавался социалистический Вавилон; the 
current situation is compared to петровская языковая смута); and (3) the effects of 
changes in society for the language are seen as positive (тем, что отвергается 
языковой пуризм, отвергается сталинская модель жизни).  
 Although she says that the arguments of writers and publicists – and also of non-spe-
cialists – are often more emotional, the same tendencies in judgements can be found in the 
opinions of linguists. Ohnheiser believes that this is linked to the traditionalistic interpreta-
tion (not found in most other languages) of the “Russian standard language” (1996:127). 
 If we look at linguists’ comments we find in Ohnheiser’s category 2 (category 1 is 
rarely found) for instance Širjaev (1995a:3), who believes that language reflects both na-
tional virtues and calamities and that the lack of law and order in the society is reflected in 
language. Of a similar opinion is Duličenko, who claims that social unchaining has led to 
linguistic unchaining (1994:309), and that the mass media are exercising linguistic vio-
lence upon the people (1994:314). Skvorcov also attributes the state of the Russian lan-
guage today with its rising number of “various errors and variants” to the new socio-
politico-economical situation in Russia with a vulgarisation of everyday communication 
(1995:5). He blames “the new democratic conditions of freedom of speech and openness” 
(1995:99), the low general cultural level, the low level of culture of speech and the low 
moral ideals of the noveaux riches (1995:10) for linguistic deterioration. Degradation – of 
economy, environment, human body and soul – is a point of departure for Karaulov’s dis-
cussion about language (1991:35), and Volgin (1993) sees a link between disintegration in 
society and individuals and disintegration in language:  

Есть какая-то тайная связь между ослабевшей грамматикой и нашей распавшейся жизнью. 
Путаница в падежах и чудовищный разброд ударений сигнализируют о некоторой ущербности 
бытия. За изъянами синтаксиса вдруг обнаруживаются дефекты души ... 

–––––––––––––––– 
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 He further asserts that television has turned into a “hotbed for linguistic nihilism” 
(“рассадник языкового нигилизма”; Volgin 1993).14 
 There seem to be fewer comments belonging to category 3 above. One example is Lap-
teva (1993:50), who sees a new, less boring language: “Собственно, именно от такой 
речи, процветавшей в тоталитарную эпоху, ушло, к счастью, наше телевидение. И 
ушла скука и мертвечина.” And Hagège sees the Russian language as going through 
something of a “purgatory” and he sees signs of “une fraîcheur annonciatrice de temps 
nouveaux” and “une évidente vivacité expressive et une sorte de joie créative” (1992:237). 
 When trying to explain the language changes or the change in attitudes towards lan-
guage, linguists generally find two factors, which are to some extent interconnected. 
Firstly, new (in respect to geographical origin, educational level, position in society, etc.) 
and larger groups of people now appear in media (Lapteva 1993:48 and 1997:47, Ageenko 
1996:25, Zemskaja 1996a:12). This is also the reason why the new edition of Ageenko & 
Zarva’s stress handbook (A&Z–1984/1993), which in 1984 was titled Словарь ударений 
для работников радио и телевидения (Stress dictionary for radio and TV staff) in 1993 
received the new title Словарь ударений русского языка (Stress dictionary of the Russian 
language). Its re-edition and new title are explained as follows: 

Выход в свет этого издания обусловлен прежде всего необходимостью повышения культуры 
устной речи в современном обществе. В последние годы в нашей стране в связи с процессами 
демократизации и гласности доступ к микрофону получил значительно более широкий круг 
людей, многие из которых, к сожалению, недостаточно владеют нормами литературной речи. Даже 
с самых высоких трибун часто приходится слышать уже набившие оскомину варианты ударения, 
как, например, na´hatþ!, pri´nætþ!, oble´ghitþ!, uglu´bitþ! и мн. др. (Ageenko & Zarva 1993:3) 

Secondly, there is less editing and less linguistic control, which in its turn depends on sev-
eral factors. There is less censorship and auto-censure (Zemskaja 1996a:12) and there are 
more direct transmissions, more spontaneous speech, etc., which leads to a change in 
speech style (Ageenko 1996:25). Some linguists (Reformatskij & Ožegov 1994, Krivenko 
1995:66) see a reason for “degradation” in language in the disappearance of the “dictors”, 
the specially trained radio and TV announcers with theatre education, who have been re-
placed by journalists and reporters without “mastery” of the language.15  
 The change in speech style also concerns the parliamentary activities, which used to be 
planned, thoroughly prepared, and devoid of the unexpected (Širjaev 1994b:6). From the 
outset of the transmissions of the first session of the deputies of the ex-USSR the authors 
of Культура парламентской речи (Culture of Parliamentary Speech16; Graudina & 
Širjaev 1994) felt the need for that kind of handbook.17 

–––––––––––––––– 
14 The commentaries on (media) language have telling titles: “Вот такая вот зараза” (Petrovskaja 1996), 
“Гипертонический кризис жанра. Родной язык дается не каждому” (Reformatskij & Ožegov 1994), 
“Xорош ли русский язык?” (Roždestvenskij 1996), “Печать бездарности. Пуризм и вопросы 
языкознания” (Volgin 1993). There seems to be a medical or biological theme: certain linguistic features 
can be equated with a plague (зараза), there is a hypertonic crisis (гипертонический кризис), and linguistic 
ecology (экология языка) is discussed both as a discipline and as a problem or task (Gorbačevič 1990a:80, 
Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade 1999:334–335). 
15 This should be compared to the comment of Gornung made thirty years earlier that the role of redactors is 
more negative than positive as they are not qualified enough (1965:215). 
16 Authors’ or editor’s translation of the title. 
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 Mihály (1994:384) sees the change in the style of speech as a backlash against the strict 
control of the Soviet era:18 

Die heutige “totale Ungezwungenheit” des Sprachgebrauchs in den Massenmedien ist nämlich eine (gar 
nicht präzedenzlose) Rückwirkung auf die nicht weniger totale Eingeschränktheit und Reguliertheit des 
öffentlichen sprachlichen Usus in der Sovjetära. 

However, discussions – and then mostly in the form of complaints – about the “state of the 
language” are not unique to Russia, and not unique to the present situation. On the whole 
the “state of the language” cannot be ascribed to post-1985 or post-1991 changes. 
 In the 1920s–1930s there was talk about языковая смута, языковая разруха, гибель 
языка, хаотическая пестрота, болезнь роста, огрубление языка, расшатывание 
норм (Gorbačevič 1971:39). The level of linguistic competence in the media is questioned 
in an article from 1965 (Leont'ev 1965:216). Even some of the explanations are the same 
as today. In an article dating from 1983 Dešeriev blames speech “errors” in the media on 
the fact that representatives of all social groups appear on television and radio, and in the 
newspapers (1983:71 ff.).  
 What really has changed is that the unprecedented open speech style has bared or un-
covered the language, as pointed out by Skvorcov (1995:5–6):19 

В условиях демократизации и гласности последних лет во многом обнажилась и как бы открылась 
сама наша речь. Ведь мы теперь гораздо больше, чем прежде, видим и слышим, каким  языком 
пишут и говорят современники, как  они выражают свои мысли и аргументы, как  ведут 
дискуссии, как  владеют литературными нормами.  

 Русская речь звучит ныне на митингах и манифестациях, на собраниях партий и общественных 
движений, в обсуждениях “круглых столов” и в дискуссиях по радио и на телевидении (причем 
нередко в прямом эфире, без подготовки и какого-либо редактирования). 

It is highly plausible that rather than undergoing a change in reality, Russian language has 
come out of the closet.20 This is suggested by Kostomarov (1999:286), who says that 
“предшествующая эпоха излишне тормозила все изменения языка, в том числе и 
оправданные” and suggests that it is particularly apparent in a situation where a tradition-
ally strict and ossified norm has existed for a long time:  

Ведь не подлежит сомнению и отмечалась многими исследователями излишняя по сегодняшним 
мировым меркам рутинность книжно-письменной традиции, которая веками не позволяла пере- 
гружать текст разного рода отклонениями от традиционной литературной нормы. (Kostomarov 
1994:52) 

Studies of language norms will be thoroughly analysed in Chapter 2. General studies of lan-
guage norms are found in, for instance, Bartsch (1987), Bédard & Maurais (eds.) (1983), Gloy 
(1975), Hartung (1977) and Suber (1989). The criteria used for defining norms in Russian are 
put forward by, for instance, Graudina (1980), Ickovič (1968, 1970), Gorbačevič (1971, 
1978b, 1978c) and Skvorcov (1969, 1970, 1994, 1995), and are contested by Berkov (1996) 
and Park (1991). 
 Park (1991) is a study of the problems of codification in the modern Russian standard 
language. The study was applied to the selection and inclusion of specialist terminology 
into a standard language dictionary, the recognition and inclusion of colloquial language 

–––––––––––––––– 
18 For instance, Kostomarov (1999:11) suggests that negligence of norms is fashionable: “... пренебрежение 
нормой нетрудно увидеть, например, в распространении забавной моды употреблять варианты коле- 
блющихся форм, как бы подчеркивая свое нежелание разбираться как правильно, а как ошибочно.” 
19 See also Skvorcov in Graudina & Širjaev (1994:105–106) for a slightly different version. 
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(разговорная речь) and the chronological limits for the modern standard language. The 
conclusion drawn is that the Russian normative dictionaries lack objective criteria for deal-
ing with these issues in codification practice. 
 In the 1990s the question of “the state of language” (состояние языка) has arisen. In a 
speech at the conference “Русский язык и современность. Проблемы и перспективы 
развития русистики”, held in Moscow in 1991, Karaulov said that linguistic criticism 
should not complain about a low culture of speech and list language errors (1991:3–4, 31). 
 However, precisely that type of writing has been common and there are many articles or 
even monographs collecting material, predominantly from the media, and listing and com-
menting upon what they see as errors. One such example is Lapteva (1990b), which con-
tains a collection of non-normative speech on television from a 10-year period (from the 
end of the 1970s up to 1990, with an emphasis on the end of the 1980s) (1990b:43).21 The 
articles (Lapteva 1993 and 1997) also deal with norm deviations in radio and television. 
Other listings of “norm deviations” in media are found in Ageenko (1996) and Кrivenko 
(1995). 
 In Kostomarov’s monograph Языковой вкус эпохи22 (1994/1999) examples from con-
temporary mass media are used to illustrate the fact that (linguistic) taste (1999:29–30) is a 
factor that influences language norms and language evolution.23 Kostomarov is reproached 
by Voroncova for not giving explanations of the linguistic facts (i.e. speech errors) and she 
says that emotions prevail (Voroncova 1996:305). Kostomarov concludes that the period 
of like-mindedness unified and mummified the Russian language (Kostomarov 1999:41).24  
 Although subjective judgements can be found in a few of the above-mentioned works 
they are still far from the polemical line exemplified by Graudina et al. (1995; Мы 
сохраним тебя, русская речь!25). In the publishers’ declaration of content it says that the 
book discusses “illnesses” or “defects” in the contemporary language and culture or culti-
vation of speech as a “new topical discipline”. Criticism has been directed by Jachnow 
(1998:23) against the nationalist ideas and the negative attitude towards the “new lan-
guage” in Graudina et al. (1995). 
 Several recent studies have dealt with the language of the end of the 20th century or 
even with as precise a period as 1985–1995. Examples: Ferm (1994; Особенности 
развития русской лексики в новейший период (на материале газет)), Duličenko 
(1994; Русский язык конца XX столетия), Zybatow (1995; Russisch im Wandel: Die 
russische Sprache seit der Perestrojka), Ohnheiser (in Spraul & Peters (eds.) 1996; Русский 
язык в переломное время: 1985–1995 г.г. [sic]), Zemskaja (ed.) (1996b; Русский язык 
конца XX столетия (1985–1995)), Šapošnikov (1998; Русская речь 1990-х. Современная 
Россия в языковом отображении) and Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade (1999; The Russian 
language today). (See Jachnow 1998:22 about this type of studies.) These titles suggest that 
this period merits special attention. 

–––––––––––––––– 
21 The re-edition of Lapteva (1990b), published in 2000, has not been taken into account in the present thesis. 
22 This phrase was coined by Ožegov, according to Švarckopf (1970b:283). 
23 Cf. review of Kostomarov by Burvikova (1998:132): “Для объективного анализа существующего 
состояния языка В. Г. Костомаров предлагает воспользоваться такой категорией речевой культуры 
как языковой вкус.” 
24 “В то же время даже убежденные ревнители чистоты и неприкосновенности языковой традиции не 
могут не видеть, что в эпоху насаждения единомыслия масс-медиа (пропагандисты, агитаторы, 
организаторы) унифицировали и мумифицировали русский язык” (Kostomarov 1999:41). 
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 Other studies, like Comrie et al. (1996; a reworking of Comrie & Stone (1978)) have 
had a broader chronological perspective, but the end of the 20th century has still been very 
much in focus. One chapter of this study deals with stress and is mainly an account of sur-
veys and other research. The authors comment upon the results of surveys, saying that: 

The discrepancy between the results of the surveys of spoken Russian and normative grammars resulted, 
if partially, from the rigidity of language planning in the Soviet Union, and from the excessive use of the 
formal, “bureaucratic” style as the basis of the standard. (Comrie et al. 1996:25) 

According to Comrie et al. the inadequacies of this style became apparent in the 1960s–
1980s and the reaction of linguists was to introduce a new distinction: the one between the 
written and spoken varieties of the codified standard. The difference between these lies 
mainly in the degree of variation (1996:25). Comrie et al. also say that the gap between the 
spoken and the written language is “probably going to close in the next decade when the 
democratization of Russian society has allowed more spoken and even colloquial variants 
into the standard language” (1996:27). 
 Another comprehensive account of the contemporary Russian language is found in Rya-
zanova-Clarke & Wade (1999). It deals with lexical development, word formation, gram-
matical processes, name changes and “the state of the language”. In this last chapter a sec-
tion about stress is included. Although adding little to what is already known in this area, 
the authors summarise and exemplify the current tendencies in stress, and the monograph 
as a whole puts the tendencies in word stress into a general linguistic and social frame-
work. The period from the second half of the 1980s to the early 1990s is said to bear re-
semblance – from a linguistic point of view – to the period following the 1917 revolution. 

Since at times of social upheaval non-standard, spontaneous and uncontrolled linguistic elements usually 
gain the upper hand over rules and regulations, many disruptions of the linguistic norm occurred during 
both periods. (Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade 1999:307) 

When discussing linguistic development, they do not enter into a discussion about what 
‘norm’ is, although they admit that it is “notoriously difficult to define and may be subject 
to subjective interpretation” (1999:339). 

1.3.3 Works on Russian stress proper 
Stress notation in lexicographical and other works has been examined, evaluated and com-
mented upon by Nicholson (1968). The study is important for a number of reasons. Nichol-
son’s conclusions are, among others, that no source of those scrutinised by him are up to 
standard and their main flaws are that they over-normativise or over-simplify. Ušakov–
1935–1940 – although dated – is the one that is “closest to the standards of the Oxford 
Dictionary of English in its objectivity, detail, and discrimination” (1968:129). Nicholson 
(1968:131) also underlines the need for: “(1) an efficient notation; (2) conceiving stress as 
a structural system; (3) an even coverage in stress studies of the various parts of speech; 
(4) re-emphasis of the Russian dialects and East Slavic generally; (5) admitting more than 
one ‘Urbetonung’ if the facts so warrant; (6) viewing stress movements in statistical 
perspective; (7) acknowledgment of the memory burden as a limiting factor for the 
educated native speaker.”
 The main tendencies in verbal stress discovered by him are that: “verbal prefixes are re-
leasing the stress back to the verb base” and “there is a steady extension of the sphere of 
mobile stress in the present tense of -ít’ verbs with stress on that ending in the infinitive” 
(1968:85). 
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 Nicholson also identifies neglected areas (1968:113): “much more work remains to be 
done on the stress of -ít’ verbs and past tenses of the pódnjálsjá type” and “It should 
therefore be evident that the field of stress studies is a very fertile, but greatly under-culti-
vated one at present.”  
 A synchronic and diachronic normative study of the Russian accentological system and 
of the changes in the stress norm of nouns and verbs is found in Voroncova (1979). In her 
study of verbal accentuation she has looked at preterite verbs, present-tense verbs and 
verbs with stress variation in the infinitive entailing vacillation in the whole verbal 
system26 (1979:167). The overall conclusion she draws is that there is a tendency towards 
immobility in the verbal system. Norms and tendencies in verbal stress have also been 
dealt with in other articles by Voroncova (1967, 1969, 1977, 1988, 1991, 1996). 
 Stankiewicz (1993) tries to combine an account of the historical development with syn-
chronic description. The historical-comparative method is – according to Stankiewicz – 
characterised by “a strong speculative bent” and “paucity of attested historical facts”, 
while the synchronic studies are accused of “blunt descriptivism” and of being “content 
with the mere registration of the accentual facts” (1993:3–4). His study addresses a number 
of issues regarding Russian stress. One is the innovative tendency in the colloquial 
language with desinence stress in neuter preterite (dalo´ etc.), another one is reflexive verbs 
being stressed as are the non-reflexive ones (po´dnälsä, za´persä) (Stankiewicz 1993:219–
220).  
 Nen'ko (1984a, 1984b) has compared the changes in verbal stress from the 1930s (the 
appearance of Ušakov’s dictionary) up to the 1970s (Gorbačevič–1973) as reflected in dic-
tionaries and – to some extent – in poetry. Although she does not discuss the problem of 
linguistic norm in detail (1984a:11), she lists two conditions for normativity: a linguistic 
fact has to be commonly used and the source for this use must be authoritative (1984a:14).  
 The study contains three chapters: 1. Change and variation in stress of verbs on -ить, 2. 
Change and variation in the stressing of verbs from other morphological classes, and 3. 
Limitation of mobile stress in the past tense. Nen'ko (1984a:198–199) has found that the 
changes in verbal stress from the 1930s to the 1970s are quantitative, not qualitative (as 
these tendencies were found already in 19th-century sources). 
 Her conclusions for verbs with the infinitival ending -ить are that a larger number of 
verbs have mobile stress, verbs that used to have two variants now show a tendency 
towards removing the variants with fixed end stress, the so-called recessive stress move 
(рецессивный сдвиг ударения) gives new variants, and changes in the other direction are 
few and irregular. She further concludes that the semantic specialisation of some stress 
variants is gradually disappearing and that the tendencies in the prefixed verbs are the 
same as for the unprefixed, although there is more often variation in the prefixed verbs. 
 The conclusions from chapter 2 are that there is less mobile stress in the present tense 
(tronutþ, prizretþ, uzretþ; with some exceptions: pomänutþ, upomänutþ) and that there is a 
progressive accentological development for verbs with stress variation in the infinitive and 
the whole paradigm (r<a´vetþ > r<avétþ; índevetþ > indevétþ etc.) (Nen'ko 1984a:199). 
  For the verbs in the preterite there is, as suggested by Nen'ko’s chapter heading, less 
mobile stress (stress on prefixes or reflexive particles etc.). Generally, the stressing in the 
preterite forms of unproductive verbs is going along with that in the infinitive (i.e. 
generally towards stem stress): o´tdal > otda´l; rodilsä´ > rodílsä. The strength of this 
–––––––––––––––– 
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tendency is, according to Nen'ko, varying for different forms as it depends on many factors 
of a morphonological, lexical and stylistical character. However, in the feminine forms 
there is little stress variation (1984a:199–200). 
 The stress variation found in dictionaries, and to some extent in poetry, is also discussed 
in Nen'ko (1982) (verbs on -itþ with variation in the present/future) and Nen'ko (1984c) 
(preterite forms). 
 Another study of variation and change in verbal stress norms, based on dictionary mate-
rial, is found in Lehfeldt (1987). He has covered a shorter period of time and a smaller 
group of verbs than Nen'ko. His comparison is made on preterite forms in A&O–1959 and 
OS–1983. According to Lehfeldt, stem stress has, in OS–1983, become the norm for many 
verbs which in A&O–1959 had prefix stress. However, prefix stress still remains the norm 
for many verbs. He sees the notation of these two stress handbooks as real changes over 
time.  
 Different attempts at explanation of the variation and change in stress have been made. 
Pirogova (1959а) considers dialects as the main catalyst of stress change in the Russian 
standard language. She provides abundant material from dialects in order to prove that 
there is a new accentological tendency in the standard language towards fixed stem stress. 
For verbs with the ending -ить in the infinitive she sees the following stages of stress de-
velopment in the present tense: fixed end stress > mobile stress > fixed stem stress. In the 
preterite forms she also sees a tendency towards stem stress. This is, according to 
Pirogova, attributable mainly to the influence of southern Russian, and she dismisses the 
possibility of influence from Ukrainian or Polish. She further asserts that there are no 
phonetical reasons like those mentioned by Grot (1876:324–325) (o- in the root attracting 
stress), although semasiology and prefixes are possibly playing a role in the stress 
development of the verbs on -ить (Pirogova 1959а:118–119). In Pirogova (1963) she also 
deals with this group of verbs, and a historical outlook on the stress of verbs in -ать is 
made in Pirogova (1959b). For these verbs she sees a tendency towards stem stress 
(1959b:130) and she concludes that this tendency is old (1959b:132). 
 The idea that stress variation and change is due to (southern) dialects is refuted by Gor- 
bačevič, who has dealt with variation and norms in stress in several studies (1971, 1975, 
1978а, 1979). Gorbačevič rather considers analogy as the promoter of stress change. 
 Tornow (1984), on the other hand, tries to explain stress variation and change by fre-
quency. He sets up a core vocabulary and from this he attempts to find the most common 
stress pattern (although the relative frequency of word forms within a paradigm is not 
taken into account). He concludes that mobile stress is disappearing in the present/future of 
first conjugation verbs and in the preterite, while it is developing in the present/future of 
second conjugation verbs (1984:458–459). He also found that there is a link between 
frequency and stress mobility. Stress mobility does, for instance, occur twice as often in 
words found in Tornow’s core vocabulary (1984:469). 
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1.3.4 Stress surveys  
Verbal stress has been subject to several experimental investigations. One of the first who 
made such a study was Agrell (1917) who sought semasiological explanations for stress 
variation. He studied the stressing of a very limited number of informants: three speakers 
(1917:7–10).27 He advanced the theory that for preterite forms prefix stress (po´dnäl) has 
momental/“concentrative”/resultative meaning, while stem stress (podnä́l) has a proces-
sive/durative meaning (1917:14). The difference in meaning could also be one of intensity 
(1917:25). A similar differentiation is, according to Agrell, found in the present tense, 
where end stress (manít) marks an ending and is an indication of something concrete as 
compared to root stress (ma´nit), which is more abstract and indefinite (1917:65). This 
distinction is thus analogous to the verbs of motion (Agrell 1917:66). Agrell is criticised 
by Pirogova (1959b:129) for, among other things, not having enough context.  
 Another, more quantitative, type of stress survey was made in Moscow in 1956 (Voron-
cova 1959). The subjects were 150 language students,28 aged 20–25, at the First Moscow 
State Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages (“InJaz”, now Moscow State Linguistic 
University). The study was “organized by the Section on Speech Culture of the Institute of 
Linguistics of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR” (Nicholson 1968:17). The method is 
not evident from the article. Voroncova uses the word “pronounces” when reporting the 
answers, although it is not excluded that the study was one of reported usage. 
 Voroncova concludes that in the group of verbs with infinitives on -ить present-tense 
end stress occurs more often in verbs used in bookish style, while in frequently used verbs 
the tendency towards mobile stress is more clear (1959:143–145). She also notes a stronger 
tendency towards mobile stress among verbs in which a link exists to a noun with stem 
stress (gruzítþ – gru´ziwþ – gru´z) (1959:149). Voroncova claims that antiquity (давность) 
and frequency (частота) are important factors when deciding which forms should be con-
sidered normative (1959:155).  
 Language students were also the subjects in a survey made at the Leningrad State Uni-
versity in 1964, reported in Kolesov (1967). 225 first-year students took part in this survey. 
The investigation was of the self-reporting kind and built partly on material from the 
RJaSO survey (see below), partly on lists of word-forms. Kolesov compared his results 
with the recommendations of А&О–1959. It should be noted that the difference in time 
between the appearance of the stress handbook and the survey is short, only five years.  
 Kolesov finds that the non-standard stresses osvedomi´tþ, usugu´bitþ, ba´lovatþ are very 
common and suggests that a grammatical differentiation between the stress variants 
(ba´lova´tþ) is possible (1967:109). He also reveals that variation is very widespread 
in vklǻhíwþ, pome´stä́tsä and glu´wíwþ, and, based on his results, stem stress in these 
should be recognised as an additional standard (1967:110). 
 Kolesov (1967:113) states that for preterite feminine stress there is mostly adherence to 
the codified norm and that adherence to the codified norm with end stress is most stable in 
originally monosyllabic verbs, while the number of stem stresses increases in verbs with a 
stem originally containing a reduced vowel (brala, tkala etc.). He also sees a tendency 
–––––––––––––––– 
27 This is the reason why direct comparisons with the results of this study will not be made in the present 
thesis. 
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towards end stress in the preterite neuter forms (<dalo)́. In the reflexive prefixed preterite 
forms prefix stress is rare, and there is a tendency towards stress on the stem. The stress 
differences between the same words given in different contexts are small. There is much 
variation in the preterite reflexive masculine forms and for many forms prefix stress is 
quite common, but never the standard norm, although za´persä is a colloquial variant. 
 According to Kolesov, statistical figures provide enough material for conclusions and 
are rather objective (1967:97, 116). He sees statistical indifference, i.e. the situation when 
two stresses are used to a similar degree, as proof of an absence of norm (1967:116). Kole-
sov is against the criterion “literary standard tradition” when deciding what is – or should 
be – the norm, as it is indefinite and by definition supports old norms (1967:111). He has 
also noticed subjectivity in AO (1967:117). 
 The main conclusion drawn from this is that Kolesov does not find elements in the re-
plies of the – according to him – elevated and often obsolete style, which characterises 
many of the recommendations of AO and therefore “нет никакой надобности настаивать 
на этих нормах, следует как-то учесть изменения, происшедшие в речевой практике” 
(Kolesov 1967:118). 
 A third Russian stress study conducted on language students is reported by Pirogova 
(1967). Seventy-five students in the faculty of philology at the Moscow State University 
were questioned. All students were Muscovites. For her study Pirogova used question-
naires (“анкетный опрос”), although nothing is said about in what year the survey took 
place, what the questionnaires looked like, how the questions were put or the exact proce-
dure. It could be assumed, though, that it was a self-reporting survey. 
 The study contains verbs in the present/future tense with infinitives on -ить, prefixed 
preterite masculine and plural forms, and simplex and prefixed preterite feminine forms. 
For the first group of verbs studied she finds a tendency towards stem stress among the – 
quite few – verbs studied, even when stem stress is not the codified norm. The exceptions 
here are verbs with the stems слонить and звонить, for which fewer – although still one 
quarter to one half of the students questioned – employ non-normative stem-stressed vari-
ants. Stem stress in prefixed preterite non-feminine forms is also seen by Pirogova as part 
of a natural linguistic development and the results of the survey confirm this. On the other 
hand stem-stressed preterite feminine forms are rare in usage and condemned by normative 
handbooks. 
 From her material Pirogova draws the conclusion that there is a pressing need for a re-
view of the norms:  

Если из 75 москвичей, к тому же филологов – людей, которые в наибольшей степени владеют 
нормами литературного языка, шестьдесят и более говорят “нелитературно”, то, очевидно, назрела 
необходимость в пересмотре того, что “литературно” и что “нелитературно”. (Pirogova 1967:18) 

An example is the result for the non-normative stress glu´wit, used by 69 out of 75 infor-
mants, i.e. 92 per cent (Pirogova 1967:18). Pirogova showed that so-called “deviations” 
from the codified norm are current, and according to her these deviations are due mostly to 
influence from southern dialects (cf. above). 
 Another stress survey among students was made by Gorbačevič at the Leningrad State 
University in 1974 (Gorbačevič 1978а). He is, like Pirogova, Voroncova and Kolesov, 
quite laconic about the method. The only information he gives is that the survey implied 
“анкетирование”, which probably stands for self-reporting. Neither does he say anything 
about the number of informants, although he reports the answers in absolute figures and 
the number of answers appears to be about 250. His general conclusions are that there are 
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opposing trends in verbal stress, with a general tendency towards stem stress and more 
rhythmical balance, and that this tendency is caused mostly by analogy (1978a:105–106). 
 The largest informant survey, when considering the number of informants, was the one 
made by the Русский язык и советское общество-team of the Russian Language Insti-
tute of the Soviet Academy of Sciences. The method and the results of the RJaSO survey, 
as it is generally abbreviated, are reported by Krysin (1974). This large-scale investigation 
contained four questionnaires (pronunciation, morphology, word-formation and vocabu-
lary), compiled and distributed in the years 1959 to 1966. The questions concerning stress 
were included in the morphology questionnaire (1963). 
 The study was primarily directed towards exploring the usage of stresses that are “old” 
and “new” in the literary standard tradition (1974:224) and towards seeing to what extent 
social factors influence the choice of so-called new variants (e.g. stem stress in the past 
non-feminine forms) (1974:231). The general hypothesis was that the use of variants 
depends on the social characteristics of the speakers (Krysin 1974:20).  
  The social object of the research were the speakers of the Russian standard language 
(living in towns in the European part of USSR) (1974:17, 23) and this was the first time 
the language of non-linguists was investigated. As the goal was to study social differences 
in language use, a large number of informants was necessary. Approximately 20,000 ques-
tionnaires were distributed. Of these 5,000 were returned and 4,000 were processed 
(Graudina 1970:358, 1980:93). The results of the morphology questionnaire are based on 
the replies from 4,300 informants (Krysin 1974:31). 
 The linguistic object of research were variants found mainly in A&O–1960 (1974:15). 
Only 16 verbal stresses (+ 3 participles, and only 11 stress variants in nouns) were investi-
gated (1974:229–231). The low number of forms investigated is recognised as a disadvan-
tage (1974:234). The sentences used in the survey are given in Voroncova (1979:260–
261). The test was of the written, self-reporting kind.  
 The RJaSO survey shows that younger people use the “new” forms more often than 
older people. However, there are exceptions, and this is seen as an effect of the norma-
tivisation work being done among the youngest informant group (born in the 1940s) 
(1974:233–234), although warnings must be made against drawing such conclusions on a 
material composed of only 16 word forms. Students and blue-collar workers are the socio-
professional groups which use the largest number of new forms, while writers and journal-
ists are the most conservative (1974:235). Education is not a very important factor, but 
there is a slight difference in the use of new forms between people with higher education 
and those with secondary education as far as verbal stress is concerned (1974:234–235). 
As for territorial characteristics, the informants from Ukraine are the ones that use the 
largest number of “new” stresses and the informants from Northern Russia the smallest 
number (1974:237). Moscow and Moscow oblast' together with Leningrad form one 
accentological zone, a zone which is neither the most conservative, nor the most 
progressive (1974:241). 
 The number of social factors influencing the distribution of variants is largest on the 
phonetical level and smallest in word-formation (with morphology in the middle). This in-
dicates, according to Krysin, that automated speech habits like pronunciation more than 
others are subject to social variation (1974:242–243, 350).  
 The tendencies for verbal stress that were found were a general loss of mobility with 
stem stress in reflexive (sobralísþ > sobra´lisþ) and desinence stress in the neuter preterite 
forms. Criticism of the RJaSO survey is found in Kempgen (1992). 
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 Strom (1988) investigated past tense (preterite) mobile stress in “the individual gram-
mars of educated native Russian speakers” through a field questionnaire which sampled 
approximately 27 per cent of the forms subject to variation (1988:vii). The number of 
speakers investigated was four (4) (1988:viii).29 They read sentences including one “overt 
linguistic choice” and stress placement was noted down (1988:30–31). 
 The overriding features from the field data collections were among others: 

First, each speaker exhibits noticeable and regular departures from the reference manual standards, and 
they differ among themselves in certain aspects of those departures. The extent of the differences from the 
reference standards is surprising. Second, significant differences reflecting the operation of all three stress 
shifts identified for these verbs emerge from the data. (Strom 1988:135–136) 

The three stress shifts in progress identified by Strom are: 
(1) Promotion of stress from prefixes to root (most radical: j- and v-stems; most conserva-

tive: r-stems, -нять/быть/дать) (1988:374).  
(2) Retraction of stress from the gender/number marker(s) in the non-reflexive feminine 

and all reflexive forms (fixed stem stress) or in the reflexive plural and neuter forms 
(traditional mobility) or in the reflexive plural only (neomobile pattern; most radical: 
a-suffixed group; most conservative: j- and v-stems and даться) (1988:384). 

(3) Stress promotion to the gender/number marker (neomobile pattern) in the non-reflex-
ive neuter (most radical: a-suffixed group; most conservative: j- and v-stems) 
(1988:408). 

Strom concludes: “Hierarchies examined for contributing to the implementation of the pat-
terns include: stem type (the a-suffixed group leads other types for each direction of inno-
vation; the j- and v-stems tend always to be among the most conservative); non-reflex-
ive/reflexive; simplex/prefixed; gender/number forms”. There is a tendency towards accen-
tual unity in non-reflexives and reflexives. “The gender/number forms are weakly hierar-
chized for propensity to advance: neuter < plural < masculine” (1988:viii). (See also Strom 
1988:26–30.)  
 Ukiah (1996) reports on an experiment conducted in Moscow 1994. It examined the 
stress patterns of Russian nouns, verbs and short form adjectives and of prepositions + 
nouns, numerals or verbs using a “distinctive approach” with, as its basis, “the patterns of 
contrasts made by stress between word-forms, and the resulting phonetic realisation of 
stems” (1996:2, 19). In the study of verbs Ukiah included only preterite forms as he claims 
that variation in the present/future forms of verbs in -ить is “well-covered ground” 
(1996:112). 
 As a basis for the study Ukiah used dictionaries and stress handbooks from the previous 
forty years. The test contained 1,457 short sentences. The sentences including verbs gener-
ally consisted of no more than a pronoun and a verb form: Он брался, Она бралась etc. 
These sentences were read by 21 speakers of Contemporary Standard Russian, aged 20–65 
(1996:234). 
 In order to qualify as a standard language speaker the informant had to be a native 
speaker of Russian, a Muscovite (i.e. had been born in Moscow and had lived there all 
his/her life) and educated to at least tertiary level (1996:234). This rather narrow definition 
of a speaker of Contemporary Standard Russian is not to be found elsewhere.  
 The biographical data given for each respondent, including names, means that individ-
ual results are easily identifiable. The informants were not told about the object of investi-

–––––––––––––––– 
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gation, but, according to Ukiah, “the majority soon became aware that the survey con-
cerned stress as a result of their own hesitation over pronouncing word-forms” (1996:235).  
 The findings regarding non-reflexive preterite forms are that (1996:640): 
(1) n is gaining desinence-stress; 
(2) f is being levelled to stem stress of the rest of the past;30 
(3) f is being levelled to prefix stress of the rest of the past; 
(4) m, n and pl are replacing prefix stress with stem stress. 
The conclusions for the reflexive preterite forms are that (1996:660–661): 
(1) the standard pattern is fixed desinence stress in f, n, and pl but not on the reflexive 

particle in the m; 
(2) stress on the reflexive particle in the past m – still recommended for a small number of 

verbs – is being lost in favour of stem stress and in some cases prefix stress 
(na´halsä, za´persä); 

(3) some verbs have a stem-stressed variant in the reflexive past n and pl (more often in pl 
than in n) and a small number of verbs also have stem-stressed feminine variants; 
sometimes there is also prefix stress in the plural form. 

Another conclusion, which is further developed in Ukiah (1998), is that retraction onto the 
negative particles не and ни only occurs with the verb быть (m, n, pl forms) and is not 
found with the verbs дать, жить, пить (1996:680–682).  
 Ukiah’s inference from the investigation is that there is much less unanimity than sug-
gested by what is shown in dictionaries and handbooks (1996:233) and that: 

This study has also demonstrated, en passant, that many dictionaries and stress-handbooks are excessively 
normative, in that they do not recognise the true level of variation occurring amongst speakers of the 
standard, literary language. Moreover, on many occasions the normative forms suggested by such works 
do not concur with those found for the majority of speakers, as demonstrated by our survey. We would 
hope the data contained in the present study may be found useful by future compilers of such works. 
(Ukiah 1996:786) 

1.3.5 Conclusion on research background 
It seems that present understanding of the Russian language norm is limited. A broad and 
unprejudiced discussion of norms seems to be overlooked in discussions about the state of 
the language and of word stress, as an objective norm is often taken for granted.  
 As a matter of fact Bel'čikov had already underlined the importance of studying the con-
cept of norm in 1965. He further said that no one should be satisfied with the mere collec-
tion of deviations from the norm and the collection of anecdotal and curious forms and 
constructions, and he called for a systematisation of the material (1965:15). However, a 
scantiness of norm discussions and of systematisation of variants, as well as an abundance 
of enumerations of and complaints about so-called norm deviations, still seem to prevail. 
 That the norm needs to be studied is clear from the suggestions by Park (1991) and 
Nicholson (1968) that the Russian normative dictionaries lack objective criteria for dealing 
with codification in practice, that they over-normativise or over-simplify and lack an effi-
cient notation. The results of surveys (e.g. Voroncova 1959, Kolesov 1967, Pirogova 1967, 
Strom 1988, Ukiah 1996) have suggested that dictionaries are excessively normative and 
that there is less unanimity in actual usage than suggested by dictionaries and handbooks. 
 In this comprehensive linguistic study of norm and variation I will therefore systemati-
cally and in detail study both the theory and practice of normative dictionaries and hand-

–––––––––––––––– 
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books. These lexicographic sources will also be used as a point of departure when account-
ing for variation and when sampling material for the survey.  
 Most researchers have investigated stress variation in an impressionistic manner 
(though not, for instance, Strom and Ukiah, who departed from dictionaries). And previous 
surveys have dealt mainly with stress in the present tense of verbs with infinitives on -ить 
and in the preterite. Again, here, all verbal forms – except participles and gerunds – with 
stress variation in dictionaries will be included. Although it may well be true that the most 
commonly discussed and investigated verbs and forms are the most interesting from a 
normative and accentological point of view, it is important not to overlook other stress 
variants that have generally not been investigated. 
 The survey method differs somewhat from the ones predominantly used. First of all it is 
not only a survey of reported usage and/or a reading survey, as the studies previously un-
dertaken. Actual usage is elicited here in a masked reading test, where the subjects are not 
aware that word stress is the object of investigation. Reported usage is also studied, as well 
as the informants’ belief about whether a certain stress is correct. Previous studies have 
generally assumed that the informant uses only one possible stress and have therefore – di-
rectly or indirectly – asked informants to choose between forms, while, in this survey of re-
ported usage, they assess one stress variant independently of the other alternative(s). Re-
ported and actual usage are also compared. Comparisons of dictionary data and survey re-
sults will also be made with material from previous surveys and with additional lexico-
graphic sources. 

1.4 Russian word stress 
Before embarking on the study of norms, a brief characterisation of Russian word-stress 
will be given below, with an overview of the variation and possible reasons for it.31 

1.4.1 General characteristics  
Stress is, according to O’Grady & Dobrovolsky (1993:40), “a cover term for the combined 
effects of pitch, loudness, and length – the result of which is vowel prominence. In each 
language, the effect of these prosodic features varies.” Stress – or accent – in Russian is 
defined by Hart (1996:177) as “the relative lengthening of a vowel in relation to how long 
that vowel is usually pronounced and relative to the length of neighboring unstressed vow-
els. This lengthening may be accompanied by a slight increase of amplitude (loudness – 
gro´mkost') and tone or pitch (ton).”  
 In the Russian language all syllables are either stressed or unstressed (Garde 1980:28). 
The stressed syllable has the following characteristics (Garde 1980:26–27): (1) it is more 
intense than the unstressed syllables32; (2) it is higher pitched; (3) its vowel is longer; and 
–––––––––––––––– 
31 A detailed presentation and systematisation of the Russian verbal stress system falls outside the scope of 
the present study. For amplification on this matter see for instance the Academy grammar Russkaja 
grammatika (1980), Fedjanina (1976), Feldstein (1980, 1986), Garde (1980), and Gladney (1995). This is 
also the reason why no contrived terminology system will be used. The terms prefix-, root-/stem-, suffix-, 
end- or final stress etc. all describe stress placement in relationship to something else which is sufficient for 
the purpose of this dissertation. 
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32 In Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997) it is remarked that for a long time the thought prevailed that 
Russian word stress was dynamic, i.e. that the stressed vowel was pronounced with more tension 
(напряженность) in the speech apparatus and that it was louder than the unstressed. (E.g. in the Academy 
grammar Russkaja grammatika (1980:90).) However, several experiments have shown that this is not the 
case and that the difference in loudness is due to inherent characteristics of the vowel itself (open vowels are 



(4) most unstressed vowels are realised in a way other than the stressed with a reduced 
system of opposition: there are five vowels in the stressed position and three in the un-
stressed.33 Hence, a change in stress or an incorrect stress affects the pronunciation of the 
whole word on a phonetical level, not only stress proper, which makes a deviant stress par-
ticularly manifest. 
 The unit that has one and only one accentuated syllable is called a phonetic word (одно 
фонетическое слово). A phonetic word is usually the same as a word in the general sense 
(a grammatical word), although it can be longer or shorter (Garde 1980:26, 116). 
Grammatical words that are not phonetic words are called clitics. These are divided into 
proclitics and enclitics depending on their placement in relation to the main word (Garde 
1980:28–29, 118–119, Russkaja grammatika 1980:90): 
za´ gorod, ne´ byl, pod stolo´m, kto´-to are examples of phonetic words consisting of a clitic 
and an accentogenous word, together forming one phonetic word. There are also words 
with secondary stress, usually compound nouns like свèрхпроводнíк. 
 Word-stress is in Russian free (разноместное) and mobile (свободное), meaning that 
stress can fall on any syllable and can move from one syllable to another within a para-
digm: “Any orthotonic (autosemantic) word of Russian carries an inherent stress which 
may fall on any of its syllables except the final syllable of disyllabic nominal endings” 
(Stankiewicz 1993:183). 
 Sometimes word-stress is distinctive. Examples of the distinctive lexical function of 
stress is found in muka ́‘flour’ and mu´ka ‘pain’, and stress has a morphological function in 
me´sta (genitive singular) and mesta ́ (nominative plural) (e.g. Mathiassen 1990:14) and in 
uznaǻ́ (ipf aspect) and uzna´å (pf aspect). (See Tornow 1984:48–53 regarding the lexical 
and grammatical functions of the mobile stress.) 
 Three types of accentological pairs have been distinguished by Tornow (1984:439): 
(1) variation like slo´va – slova ´ which appears quite often and regularly and is linked to 

the mobility of word stress; 
(2) variation like mu´ka – muka´ 34 (lexical differentiation) which is quite rare and appears 

rather randomly; these are pragmatic accentological variants that have become seman-
tically differentiated later;  

(3) variation like ískra – iskra´ (pragmatical differentiation), which is linked to the free-
dom or instability of word stress and is the type of stress variation dealt with in this 
thesis. 

The freedom and mobility of Russian stress raises difficulties for speakers (Fedjanina 
1976:3, Hart 1996:177 ff.). Studies of non-native speakers’ Russian stress show that prob-
lems exist, both for speakers of languages that are linguistically and geographically close, 
like Ukrainian, and for more distant languages, like English. As shown by Prokopova et al. 
(1984:35–36) the Russian of native Ukrainian speakers shows signs of interference be-
tween the Ukrainian and Russian stress patterns, although this is not the only reason for er-
rors and difficulties in stress. The stressing of English-speaking learners of Russian was in-
vestigated by Hart (1998), who found that the students stress correctly at a rate of 74 % to 
80 % in the oral mode, which “implies a 20% – 25% incorrect rate” (Hart 1998:269). He 
–––––––––––––––– 
louder (громче) than closed, unlabialised vowels are louder than labialised, etc.), and to the position of the 
vowel in the word (the nearer a vowel is to the beginning of the word, the louder the vowel, and an 
unstressed vowel at the beginning of the word will without fail be louder than a stressed vowel at the end of 
the word) (1997:575).  
33 Garde suggests that there are two or three (1980:27). 
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concludes that “[s]ince the competing Russian system is not compatible with the English 
system, the two systems evidently coexist one with another in the linguistic competence of 
the learner. Their incompatibility makes stressing one of the most difficult aspects of Rus-
sian to incorporate for English speaking learners of Russian” (Hart 1998:280). 
 But the difficulties that stress causes concern native speakers as well. Regarding this 
group of speakers Nicholson suggests that “[i]n part the reason for the variations is that the 
stress burden on the memory of even the most educated person is very great”35 (1968:8). It 
is also considered that little attention is being paid to stress in schoolbooks and in school in 
general (cf. Chapter 2.4.3.3).  
 What further adds to the difficulty is that stress is not marked in writing except for in 
particular cases (to avoid misunderstandings like in уже). There are two subsystems of 
CPSR (Contemporary Printed Standard Russian; Ambrosiani 1997:12), of which CPSR1 is 
used most extensively and CPSR2 is used “in dictionaries and in textbooks for foreigners 
learning Russian”. “The grapheme <´> is used consistently only in CPSR2, whereas it in 
CPSR1 occurs only when needed to avoid homonymy” (Ambrosiani 1997:14–15). Another 
complication is that in CPSR1 the grapheme <ё> has two allographs: е (more common) and 
ё, whereas in CPSR2 the grapheme <ё> has one allograph ё and the grapheme <е> has only 
one allograph е (Ambrosiani 1997:12). 

1.4.2 Stress types  
There are, according to the Academy grammar (Russkaja grammatika 1980:681f.), four 
main accentological types of the conjugated verb forms:36  
 Type A: in all conjugated forms stress is on one and the same syllable of the stem: 
gulǽü, -ewþ, -üt; gulǽj, gulǽl, -la, -lo, -li. 
 Type B: in the preterite stress is on the last syllable of the stem; in the present-future 
tense and in the imperative stress is on the flexion: vernu,́ -ëwþ, -u´t, verní, vernu´l, -la, -lo, 
-li. 
 Type C: in the preterite stress is on the last syllable of the stem; in the present-future 
tense stress is on the flexion in 1sg and on the stem in the other forms, and in the impera-
tive the stress is on the stem like in the 1sg form: tænu,́ tǽnewþ, -ut, tæní, tænu´l, -la, -lo,  
-li. 
 Type D: in all conjugated forms stress is on the flexion (in word forms with zero 
flexion the so-called conditional stress is on the flexion): nesu,́  -ëwþ,  -u´t,  nesí, nës, nesla,́  
-lo,́ -lí. 
 As will be shown, much of the stress variation that occurs does so in the verbs that have 
some kind of deviation from the above-mentioned main accentological types (Russkaja 
grammatika 1980:681–682).  
 Even if most lexemes do not have accentological variants, the number of words with 
variation in stress is not negligible. Gorbačevič (1978a:55–56) has found more than 3,500 
lexemes with accentological variants. Both Skvorcov (1995:13) and Gorbačevič 
(1978b:88) state that more than 5,000 words have vacillation in stress in contemporary 
Russian (not counting those with grammatical or lexical differentiation).  

–––––––––––––––– 
35 Grot, on the other hand, says: “Правда, в ударении природный Русский [sic] не ошибается” 
(1885:355). 
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36 For a historical perspective on the accentological paradigms a (fixed stress on the root), b (fixed 
stress on the ending) and c (mobile stress) see Dybo et al. (1990:8–9, 37–39). 



 As the purpose of the present study is to investigate the existing variation and norms in 
verbal stress, I will give a few examples here of what variations have attracted attention 
and been the subject of recent articles and monographs. 
 

1.4.3 Variation existing 
Lapteva (1990b) gives examples of non-normative stress on TV.37 Some of the variants 
listed by her are in the lexicographic sources mentioned as non-normative: 
poslalá, preminu´li, so´zdala. Others – although qualified as normative in sources available 
at the time of writing (e.g. OS–1983 and Ož&Šv–1988) – are listed by Lapteva as non-
normative: izgnala,́38 sgrudílisþ,39 mirä́tsä, proä́snitsä.40 Yet others – and this is of 
particular interest – are not in other sources (dictionaries, stress handbooks) cited as possi-
ble stresses: otmérli,  maski´rovalsä, né byla, glávenstvuet, isklǻhim, protivorehít 
(1990b:359–361). According to Lapteva, a particular group that is attracting attention is 
verbs with initial stress or stress striving towards the beginning of the word, a feature typi-
cal of southern Russian speech (1990b:386). Many of the examples come from politi-
cians:41 náhalasþ, prínätþ, na´halo,42 náhala, uγlu´bitþ/uglu´bitþ, zánätþ, pro´datþ, na´hatþ,  
izlo´<itþ, izgna´la, za´dala (1990b:386–387). 
 In another article Lapteva (1997) concentrates on variation in prefixed verbs 
(prinät', pribyt', nahat'(sä), zanät'(sä), nazvat', prizvat', podnät'(sä)), where the ten-
dency is that the prefix attracts the stress (e.g. na´halsä, prínäla) and she attributes this to 
the influence of southern Russian (1997:48–51). Lapteva has also observed what she calls 
a very stable and widespread tendency towards stem stress in the present tense (and in the 
participle forms on -н-) for the verbs vklåhit'(sä), otklåhit'(sä), podklåhit'(sä) 
(1997:51). Previously little attention had been paid to stem-stressed variants of verbs with 
this stem (e.g. vklǻhim).43 Lapteva also mentions a tendency in preterite forms towards 
prefix stress instead of end stress in reflexive verbs (na´halsä – nahalsä́), or end stress in-
stead of stem stress in neuter forms (<dalo´ – <da´lo). 
 In the book Культура парламентской речи Širjaev (1994b:5) and Ivanov (1994:131–
132) give the following examples of variation: in present tense end stress vs. stem stress in 
verbs like zvonitþ, and in the preterite for verbs in bratþ, bytþ, vzætþ, vratþ, gnatþ, datþ,  
<itþ, zvatþ etc. and also for nahatþ and prinætþ in the preterite, and particularly in the 
infinitive (na´hatþ, prínætþ). 

–––––––––––––––– 
37 Other parts of speech than verbs and the details Lapteva gives on who produced the stress will not be listed 
here.  
38 This stress is normative according to modern stress handbooks and the stress marking is probably a 
mistake by Lapteva as it was marked by hand; cf. Lapteva 1990b:387, where the non-normative stress is 
marked as such. 
39 This stress is normative in both OS–1983 and Ož&Šv–1988, and in OS–1983 the variant sgru´dilisþ is 
equal to the codified norm. 
40 According to stress handbooks this stress is normative in the context given by Lapteva. There is, however, 
an end-stressed variant that is normative in another context, when not referring to weather conditions. 
41 Lapteva (1990b:387) characterises the following stresses as typical of M. Gorbačev: 
uγlu´bitþ, pri´nätþ, na´hatþ, zánätþsä, isklǻhitþ. 
42 This prefix stress is perfectly normative in the sources and it appears to be the usage of a majority of the 
speakers (see results section). It is far from obvious why this stress has caught Lapteva’s attention and why 
she lists it here. 
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 Krivenko (1995), who bases his conclusions on observations of speech on television in 
1993, mentions as current speech errors na´hat', oble´ghit', na´hala, so´zdala, prizva´la, 
prerva´la (1995:67–69), brä́catþ, príbyla, prinudítþ, pro´dalasþ (1995:70–71). He claims 
that his observations “дают любопытную картину орфоэпической неразберихи и 
нормативной неустойчивости” (1995:67). 
 Voroncova (1996:308–312) cites, for instance, the disappearance of reflexive masculine 
preterite stress on -sä́; variation like o´tlíl, sozda´lo´s', posélít, pomírít, pozvo´nít; common
errors like na´hatþ, zánätþ, prínätþ, príbytþ; vklǻhit/sä/, zaklǻhit, otklǻhit; uglu´bitþ,  
oble´ghitþ, obo´bqitþ; o<ilo´; prínäla, za´näla. 
 Kostomarov (1999:274) observes the tolerance towards non-normative stresses and lists 
as examples of verbs and participles: vozbu´ditþ, na´hatþ, prínætþ, prinæ´la, uglu´bitþ, sfor-
mírovatþsæ, premi´rovatþ, ídut, zanǽl, za´næla, zaklǘhen, pozvo´nit, uda´losþ, vne´seny, pere- 
véden, pe´redal, pere´dano, provéden, pere<i´la, uglu´blennyj, minu´l. 
 The main tendencies in contemporary verbal stress have been summarised by Gorbače-
vič (1978a:120, 1978b:102) as follows:  
(1) a progressive tendency for verbs containing 2–3 syllables with stress variation in the 

infinitive (u´ditþ > udítþ, uma´litþ > umalítþ, pristru´nitþ > pristrunítþ, bagro´vetþ > 
bagrove´tþ, r<a´vet' > r<ave´t') and in verb forms containing two syllables with stress 
variation in the preterite (na´zval > nazva´l, o´tpil > otpíl, na´lil > nalíl);  

(2) a recessive/regressive tendency for verb forms containing three, four or five syllables 
with stress variation in the preterite (postlala´ > postla´la, razorvala´ > razorva´la, 
rodilsä́ >rodílsä, pripodnälsä´ >pripodnä´lsä, do<dalísþ > do<da´lisþ) and for verbs
with an infinitive on -it' with stress variation in the present-future form (dru<ít > 
dru´<it, vklåhít > vklǻhit, prislonít > prislo´nit, pomirít > pomi´rit,  
vidoizmenít > vidoizme´nit);  

(3) a centre tendency for verbs with four, five or six syllables and original stress on one 
of the marginal syllables (normirova´t' > normi´rovat'). This centre tendency often in 
practice implies a recessive tendency for verbs (and a progressive tendency for nouns). 

Two overall stress tendencies were found by Moiseev (1975) (based on A&O–1959): (1) a 
tendency to stress the centre of a word rather than the periphery; (2) a tendency to stress 
the second half of a word rather than the first. Of these tendencies the second is the 
stronger (1975:84).44  
 According to Voroncova (1996:323) these processes are not concerned with apparent 
changes in the language system. They are rather an example of analogous alignment and 
quantitative changes of already existing features. What is new is that these tendencies en-
compass different categories and groups of words and that these phenomena are so active. 
As a result “литературные нормы оказываются поколебленными в среде лите- 
ратурно говорящих людей” (Voroncova 1996:323).45 

–––––––––––––––– 
44 For criticism of Moiseev see Kempgen (1995:32–33). Kempgen (1995:32–35) also discusses the results of 
Nikonov (1963:1–8) and Nikonov is also referred to by Moiseev (1975:77–87). 
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45 Voroncova (1996:307) sees the antinomy between usage and the possibilities of the linguistic system as 
the basis for the processes in word stress. She believes that the extralinguistic factors of the 1980s–1990s 
(with mass media directed towards “living” communication, larger/broader groups of people having been 
given the opportunity to appear in media, etc.) have been particularly favourable to the manifestation of this 
antinomy. According to Voroncova the tendencies and the concrete facts that are the result of these 
tendencies are known; what is new is the “массовость” of these tendencies and there is also a certain 
broadening of the group of words affected by these tendencies (1996:308). 



1.4.4 Reasons for variation and change in stress  
As the goal of the present study is to investigate variation and norms in stress, not to find 
the reasons for this variation, the reasons for variation and change in stress that are most 
often propounded will just be listed here and commented upon in brief.  

Intralinguistic factors such as analogy are often considered the most important influ-
ences for variation and change in verbal accentology (Gorbačevič 1978b:95, Voroncova 
1979:26–27, Krivenko 1995:69). Other intralinguistic or endogenous factors are linguistic 
economy and frequency. As examples of social factors outside the language system we 
find influence from territorial and social dialects and from foreign languages. 
 While there are obviously echoes from the old accentological system and from the con-
currence between Russian and Old Church Slavonic (cf. Gorbačevič 1978b:89), I agree 
with Nen'ko (1984a:37) in that not all changes in the system today can be ascribed to lin-
guistic processes in Old Russian.46 
 Apparently, intralinguistic and extralinguistic factors for variation and change in stress 
are intertwined and it is on the whole impossible to pinpoint one or more factors in a cer-
tain case. 

1.4.4.1 Analogy 
According to Gorbačevič (1990b:234) there are two types of analogy: association of conti-
guity (ассоциация по смежности) and association of similarity (ассоциация по 
сходству). The first type keeps the word-formation relations. One example is the stress 
víxritþsæ, an analogical formation keeping the stress of the noun víxrþ (Gorbačevič 
1978b:96). Other examples are kle´itþ (kle´j; earlier stress: kleítþ) and zaklí́nitþsä (klín; 
other possible stress: zaklinítþsä).  
 The other type – association of similarity (ассоциация по сходству) – is what is 
usually intended when discussing analogy. This type is gaining ground at the expense of 
word formation analogy or association of contiguity. The associations of similarity imply 
that the stress type assimilates to a more general stress pattern of another word that 
structurally belongs to the same category of words: vixrítþsæ assimilates to the stress 
type kru<i´tþsæ, rather than keeping the link with the stress of the noun víxrþ on which it is 
created (Gorbačevič 1978b:96). And verbal stresses such as zva´la, rva´la in lieu of standard 
language forms zvala´, rvala ´ are likely to be created either by interior analogy from 
stem-stressed masculine, neuter and plural forms: zval, zva´lo, zva´li, rval, rva´lo, rva´li 
(Gorbačevič 1971:33–34) or through exterior analogy from other stem-stressed feminine 
preterite forms upa´la etc. (See also Chapter 4.5.3.)47 

–––––––––––––––– 
46 I will not dwell upon historical development and reconstruction of older stages in Russian stress, i.e. the 
period from what Stankiewicz (1993:10) calls “the penumbra of prehistory” up to the beginning of the 20th 
century, as it falls outside the scope of the present study. Only occasionally will references be made to 
centuries preceding the 20th. Regarding the link between historical and modern see Stankiewicz (1993).  
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1.4.4.2 Linguistic economy 
The principle of least effort and linguistic economy for variation and change in word stress 
should not be neglected. Aitchison (1991:124–125) puts it this way: “A more sophisticated 
view of changes which are castigated as laziness, however, is that they are tendencies 
which are inevitably built into language because of the anatomical, physiological and psy-
chological make-up of human beings.” Some polysyllabic words are less awkward to pro-
nounce with central stress, and following the line of least resistance the speaker 
pronounces pereplanírovatþ rather than pereplanirova´tþ, or vosprínælsæ rather than 
vosprinælsǽ. But in these cases analogy (association of similarity) is at work as well. It 
should also be added that central stress often – but not always – implies stem stress, and 
can therefore be an example of an association of contiguity. 

1.4.4.3 Frequency, pragmatic factors 
Frequency has bearing on the speed of linguistic development, according to Nicholson: 

In the various movements of stress towards regularization, often in a columnar way, or towards 
differentiation (as between singular and plural in the noun) quite subtle considerations of frequency can 
either retard or accelerate developments. (Nicholson 1968:130) 

Comrie et al. claim that less frequent words have more conservative stress patterns than 
frequent words:  

Stress change is induced by formal paradigm levelling, where mobile stress is to be avoided, and is 
motivated by semantic analogy to other words. Next, there are also the so-called pragmatic factors: words 
that are less frequent or that denote less familiar concepts tend to retain more conservative stress patterns, 
while common words denoting familiar concepts can develop innovatory stress. The familiarity of 
concepts is certainly a very fluid characteristic, and pragmatic factors play a crucial role in the diversity of 
stress changes in the language. (Comrie et al. 1996:309) 

It is also assumed that “learned, less frequent words tend to retain fixed stress, while 
everyday words acquire mobile stress” (Comrie et al. 1996:89).48 This could be compared 
to what Tornow says about accentological variants being five times more common in the 
more frequent words: 

Akzentdubletten sind bei den häufigsten Wörter fünfmal so gebräuchlich wie bei allen Wörtern. Je öfter 
ein russisches Lexem verwendet wird, desto eher in akzentuell verschiedenen Formen. Der scheinbare 
Zusammenhang mit der Mobilität erklärt sich durch die Häufigkeit der Mobilität. (Tornow 1984:469) 

It is doubtful what role frequency plays in stress variation and change, and the conclusions 
above are somewhat contradictory. Besides, studies of the role of frequency are compli-
cated by the fact that good and recent word-counts – particularly of spoken language – are 

–––––––––––––––– 
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48 One example of how the view of stress variants can change when a word for one reason or another 
becomes part of the active vocabulary is the noun oven (‘Aries’). This lexeme is marked with a symbol 
meaning ‘актуализация’ in Skljarevskaja et al. (1998) and the stress óven is given there as normative, while 
in OS–1997 and RPP–1996 this stress is marked neprav. and prostoreh. respectively and the norm is ovén. 
The stress norm given in Skljarevskaja is probably more in line with modern usage even if it is in contrast to 
other normative recommendations. Cf. Voroncova (1996:318–319): “Развивает колебание в ударении и 
ряд слов, принадлежащих к некогда ‘закрытым’ для широкой массы говорящих областям: астрология, 
религия и др. При попадании в сферу активного употребления слово из какой-либо подобной области 
часто вступает в противоречие с указанной лексикографической традицией нормой произношения. 
Один из ярких примеров – слово oven ‘знак зодиака’ с закрепленным в словарях ударением ove´n, ovna ́
но реально предпочитаемым вариантом óven, óvena.” See also Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade (1999:319): 
“ove´n in dictionaries”, a formulation which suggests that there is a conflict with modern usage. 



scarce and, most importantly, they do usually not take account of the frequencies of 
various forms within a paradigm. (For a similar observation see Ukiah 1996:83.) 
 Linked to the question of frequency to some extent is the memory burden, although this 
is partly an internal psycholinguistic factor.49 This has been observed by Nicholson (1968): 

The memory burden which the stress system places on the Russian is often forgotten, although the 
demonstrable gaps and inconsistencies in the stressing practice of even highly educated native speakers 
may be in large measure due to this burden rather than to the specific influence of dialect forms. 
(1968:130) 

1.4.4.4 Moscow speech as the standard and influence from territorial dialects 
The norms of pronunciation and stress were formed at the end of the 17th century on the 
basis of Moscow speech (Pirogova 1967:14, Bulachovskij 1952:19), which in its turn 
originated in the northern dialectal zone (Gorbačevič 1978b:89). The consequence of this 
is that the standard stress is – or at least has been – closer to the more archaic northern 
Russian stressing (Bulachovskij 1952:21). Later, however, the influence from southern 
dialects became strong and features from southern stress also, due to their greater 
alignment, entered the standard language (Bulachovskij 1952:21).50 The stressing systems 
of South Russian – and of Ukrainian and Byelorussian – are said to be in some respects 
“more revolutionary than those of standard Russian” (Nicholson 1968:113). One example 
of South Russian influence in verbal stress is the tendency towards root stress both in the 
present and preterite (Pirogova 1959a, 1963, Voroncova 1959:121–122, Sergeev 196151). 
Cf. Nicholson (1968:80–81): 

In the verb, the influence of South Great Russian is probably in part responsible for the extension of the 
zvóniš’ type stress in the present tense of -ít’ verbs and also in part for the tendency towards root stress in 
the past tense of verbs, as podnjálsja.  

Not all researchers, though, are as convinced as for instance Voroncova and Pirogova 
about the influence of South Russian dialects. One of those who has expressed most 
scepticism in this respect is Gorbačevič, who claims that, for example, for the verbs with 
infinitive on -ить with stress variation in the present tense, there is presently no southern 
dialectal influence on the stressing of the standard language and that all factors of stress 
change lie within the system (1978a:101). He believes there is an exaggeration of the role 
of dialects (Gorbačevič 1978b:89) and that morphonology and word-formation play more 
important roles than dialects (Gorbačevič 1975:46).  
 One argument against the attribution of all stress change and particularly the change to-
wards stem stress – notably in the past feminine forms – to a general southern influence is 
that the southern dialects are in fact not homogenous in this respect. (See Chapter 4.5.3.) 

–––––––––––––––– 
49 = The “linguistic and psychological factors which reside in the structure of the language and the minds of 
the speakers” (Aitchison 1991:106). 
50 That is in contrast to other phonetical and morphological features from the southern Russian dialects, 
which have had much more difficulty in entering the standard language (Bulachovskij 1952:21). South 
Russian influence on standard Russian also touches the noun. Levitskij (1989) has conducted a study of 
regional influence on Russian noun stress and concludes that “[д]инамическая система словесного 
ударения противоречиво и неравномерно изменяется в результате функционального взаимодействия 
и контаминации, или смешений, диалектов и языков, в ходе развития и перестройки самой 
внутренней структуры современного русского языка” (Levitskij 1989:8). 
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51 In Sergeev (1961) dialectal – mainly South Russian – accentological influence on pupils’ speech is 
studied. 
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–––––––––––––––– 

1.4.4.5 Influence from foreign languages and social dialects 
Apart from territorial dialects external influence can also come from social dialects52 and 
from foreign languages. Stress influence from foreign languages is on the whole more ap-
plicable to nouns than to verbs as nouns are more often borrowed in their original form,53 
while the verbs undergo adaptation to fit into the morphological system of Russian. How-
ever, the existence of works such as Gorpinič (1992) which deals with stress (and other or-
thoepic) Ukrainian-Russian and Russian-Ukrainian interference and Krylova (1986), on 
Byelorussian-Russian stress interference shows that other standard languages, at least 
those that are linguistically close, can influence verbal stress in Russian. 
 In this connection the rather vague factor fashion can be mentioned, as social conver-
gence to the speech of high-status groups in society can play a role in language variation 
and change. (See Chapter 2.1.1.) 

1.5 Statement of aims 
Chapter 1 has introduced the topic and scope of the study, together with a discussion of 
previous work in the field and an introduction to Russian word stress. It concludes with a 
more specific statement of aims: 
(a) To provide an analysis of the concept norm, Russian language policy and language 

normativisation; 
(b) To provide an analysis of orthoepic dictionaries; 
(c) To describe the explicit norms in contemporary Russian verbal stress; 
(d) To describe the implicit norms in contemporary Russian verbal stress; 
(e) To provide an analysis of the relationship between explicit and implicit norm and on 

the basis of this analysis gain understanding of the Russian stress norms in theory and 
practice. 

52 Influence on the standard language from social dialects concerns only a few terms used in the terminology 
of various professions: kompa´s – u moräkov (OS–1997) (cf. normative kómpas), wpricý – u medikov (OS–
1997) (cf. normative wpri´cy). This type of variation probably does not touch verbal stress. 
53 E.g. revolþvér (French, current norm) revólþver  (English, obsolete, not recommended) dokumént  
(French/German, current norm) doku´ment (Polish, grossly incorrect) (cf. Gorbačevič 1978b:91). 



2 Norm and normativisation 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 2 addresses the concepts norm and normativisation54 with an emphasis on the Rus-
sian situation. I will start by discussing definitions of norm and the consequences of these 
definitions.55 Then questions concerning the Russian standard language and varieties and 
variants will be dealt with. Lastly there will be a discussion of language policy in Russia, 
cultivation of speech and orthoepy. 

2.1 Definition of the concept norm 

2.1.1 Polysemy of norm 
When discussing the concept norm it should be kept in mind that the word in itself is poly-
semic, something that is evident if we study the adjectives normal – normative and 
нормальный – нормативный.56 (See Rey 1972:5–8.) This polysemy is often eliminated or 
ignored by linguists dealing with norm, although the distinction between normal and nor-
mative is taken into consideration in, for instance, Ickovič (1968:4–5, 1970:11–13), al-
though he does not use these terms. Ickovič claims that norm is (1) the generally accepted 
usage, what is regularly used in speech (= normal); (2) the prescriptions and rules of usage 
recommended in dictionaries, grammars etc. (= normative).57 
 There is thus a link between norm and codification, although it is generally agreed that 
norm and codification are not to be equated. Ickovič even sees an opposition between the 
“objectively existing norm” and the codification: “[о]т объективно существующей 
нормы языка следует отличать ее кодификацию” (1968:7).58 Lapteva (1990a:68) refers 
to Ickovič and agrees, although she admits that codification does more or less exactly re-
flect the norm but is never adequate. Compare: “[н]орма не есть предписание извне, 
нормативными учебниками и справочной литературой” (Lapteva 1990b:46). The same 
view is held by Senkevič (1997:23), who points out that norm and codification are not 
identical: the norm can be codified but it can also be a potential but not codified tendency. 
According to Park (1991:2) the relationship between codification and norm is an unsolved 
question. 
 The reason that norm and codification are not perfectly synonymous is that norm is also 
a social phenomenon. Even if the distinction between norm = normal and norm = norma-

–––––––––––––––– 
54 Regarding the terminology normalisation and normativisation see Chapter 2.4.1. 
55 I will here not deal with various norm theories from earlier periods. Such an overview can be found in, 
among others, Bédard & Maurais (1983), Hartung (1977) and Park (1991). 
56 Cf. definitions in BTS–1998: нормальный = 1. соответствующий норме (нормам); общепринятый, 
установленный или обычный; 2. хороший, правильный; такой как полагается; 3. психически 
здоровый; нормативный = устанавливающий норму (нормы), правила чего-л. 
57 Ickovič further states that these two components are sometimes seen as a whole, which leads to a 
definition of norm as “the generally accepted and legitimised usage” (“общепринятое и узаконенное 
употребление”) (1968:5). 
58 Exactly the same wording is found in Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:270). 
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tive is not always explicitly made, there is often a social component in the definition and 
creation of linguistic norms in so far as norms are linked to social values and cannot be 
logically deduced. Some researchers, like Rey, even claim that linguistic norm is 
conditioned by social norm only and nothing else:  

En effet, la norme sociale et ses variations dans les réalisations concrètes sont la seule source concevable 
de la norme autoritaire. Celle-ci ne peut se constituer et tenter de modifier l’usage réel qu’en empruntant 
ses éléments à la norme objective, qui, avec le système abstrait, le sous-tend. Le schéma de la langue n’est 
pas modifiable par une activité consciente; ce n’est pas une superstructure, une institution. Il a fallu des 
siècles d’élaboration théorique pour le concevoir comme une structure abstraite, comme une connaissance 
implicite, et ceci du fait même de ce caractère implicite. (Rey 1972:12) 

Gloy (1975:61 ff., 1987–88:121) takes as his departure point for discussion about linguistic 
norms a general, non-linguistic, typology of norm and he, too, sees linguistic norms as so-
cial norms. Bartsch (1987:75) is of a similar opinion, professing that “linguistic norms are 
the social reality of concepts of linguistic correctness; this social reality secures the coordi-
nation concerning form and use of linguistic means in a speech community”. In this 
context, she distinguishes between acceptance, adoption, validity and justification of a 
norm in a population. There is acceptance of a norm concept by a population “if it is 
accepted as a guide of behaviour in the sense that acts of correction on behalf of it are ap-
proved of and wanted”. A norm concept is adopted “if it has been accepted by a population 
and exists for them as a practice” and it is valid if the members of a population “are 
justified in referring to it as the reason for certain behaviour and as the reason for 
criticizing certain other behaviour”. Justification of a norm concept exists when it “is 
rational (ie goal directed and goal adequate) with respect to a higher norm, value, or goal 
of the population” (1987:231–232). Recognition of the role of social conventions for norm 
and language is also found in Coseriu (1952:16) who asserts that “in realtà la norma è vari-
abile secondo i limiti della comunità considerata, limiti che si stabiliscono convenzional-
mente” and in Niemeyer (1994:9), who claims that norms appear gradually through social 
convention or through normativisation. 
 The question of identification underlies the creation of or adherence to norms, as speak-
ers adapt to the speech of the group with whom they want to identify themselves. Obvi-
ously, norms are created through social conventions and what these social conventions ac-
tually are has bearing on the question of prestige.59 Or, as (Suber 1989) 60 puts it: “One 
good reason to speak the way others do is precisely because others speak that way.” He 
says that this convergence of behaviour, having been “validated by time and numbers” has 
become a norm, and that this convergence of social practices is what is appealed to when 
the speech of, for instance, children and foreigners is criticised and corrected. 
 Mattheier (1997:9) suggests that the usage of a social group with prestige should be 
taken as the point of departure for the development of norms. This can be compared to 
what Ager (1990:239) says about the average form of the language being the descriptive 
norm and the socioculturally prestigious form being the prescriptive norm: 

Since the concept of norm depends on subjective evaluation, according to how and for what purpose the 
norm is being identified, there has to be a prescriptive norm for education, although there may well be a 
descriptive one for translation and the language industries, where some degree of variation is permitted. 
An explicit norm exists in dictionaries and an implicit one can be derived from the actual usage of indi-
viduals; a prestige norm is identified as the defensible possession of the nation, a (range of) social norm(s) 

–––––––––––––––– 
59 Cf. Posner (1997:34). 
60 The lack of reference to pages for this source is due to the fact that this is an electronically published 
source without pagination. 
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can be defined according to the social group involved and an individual norm, or expected manner of 
speaking of any one individual, can also be described. (Ager 1990:239–240) 

Often in this context, it is assumed that prestige and traditional prescription are always to 
be equated (see for instance Skvorcov (1970:99)). However, prestige speech is not always 
the same as the traditional prescriptions. It can be the usage of a social group which carries 
prestige, and the composition of this group varies between societies and periods. 
 It should not be forgotten that the norm can be different for different groups. “The norm 
thus understood is differently perceived by different groups within a speech community 
and often remains impenetrable to prescriptive practice” (Comrie et al. 1996:20).61 

2.1.1.1 Explicit and implicit norm 
As can be concluded from the above, any discussion of norm must take into consideration 
the polysemy of the word. On the one hand norm is what is normative – the codification, 
the prescription. On the other hand it is what is normal – what is usual according to the so-
cial conventions and practices created by convergence of behaviour. This distinction is up-
held by Aléong when he employs the terms implicit norm for “le normal” and explicit 
norm for “le normatif” (1983:277). These concepts are also found in Ager (1990:239–240; 
see quote above) and they are used by Hartung (1977). He defines implicit norm as the 
norm that the individual acquires through experience and linguistic activity and explicit 
norm as the reflection of these experiences in the forms of obligatory prescriptions. 
Implicit norms can become explicit through scientifically based explanations, and explicit 
norms become implicit through language acquisition. The implicit norm is more dynamic 
than the explicit (Hartung 1977:13 ff., Niemeyer 1994:13). 
 In order to make clear the distinction between the different sides of norm the following 
concepts will be used in the present study: implicit norm is equal to the actual norm/the de 
facto norm (i.e. the usage and attitude of educated speakers) and explicit norm is equal to 
the codified norm. Occasionally, the terms implicit norm/actual norm/de facto norm will 
be used interchangeably, as will the terms explicit norm/codified norm. 

2.1.2 The Russian definition of norm 
First of all it should be pointed out that surprisingly often the concept of normativity is 
even taken for granted and it is considered that norm exists objectively.62 In fact the 
objectively existing norm appears to be an obsession, and it is presupposed that this 
objectivity is separate from the usage of the language community. For instance, in the 
Academy grammar Russkaja grammatika (Русская грамматика 1980) norm is seen as a 
manifestation of the objectively existing language laws and is regulated by society through 
the obligatory realisation of linguistic rules. The non-normative variants are variants that 
contradict these linguistic rules and laws (1980:10). It is the more remarkable that a 
contrast between usage and objectivity is made as it could be argued that the only objective 
norm criterion is usage (see also Comrie et al. 1996:20–23). Cf. Suber (1989): “Above all, 
we should not simplify the complexity and concreteness of language by supposing that 

–––––––––––––––– 
61 Comrie et al. refer to Filin (1981:311–312): “Динамичность нормы при несинхронности осознания её 
разными группами говорящих приводила пуристически настроенную критику к ограниченному 
пониманию языкового развития (нередко основанному и на недвусмысленно сформулированной 
классовой позиции).” 
62 Cf. а similar observation in Park (1991:1). 
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there are norms of correct usage and pronunciation independent of the rich, daily practices 
of a community of speakers and writers.”  
 One recurring definition of norm is Ožegov’s (1974:259–260; and also in other works 
by him). (See Kunert 1984:380, Skvorcov 1970:51, Gel'gardt 1961:23, Širjaev 1995b:7; 
compare Vasil'eva 1990:20–21, where it says that other definitions are based on 
Ožegov’s.) This definition is quoted by Širjaev (1995b:7), who calls Ožegov’s definition 
“classical” (“можно считать классическим”):  

Норма – это совокупность наиболее пригодных (“правильных”, “предпочитаемых”) для обслужи- 
вания общества средств языка, складывающихся как результат отбора языковых элементов 
(лексических, произносительных, морфологических, синтаксических) из числа сосуществующих, 
наличествующих, образуемых вновь или извлекаемых из пассивного запаса прошлого в процессе 
социальной, в широком смысле, оценки этих элементов. 

That the norm consists of realisations selected by educated speakers epitomises many defi-
nitions: 

… принятые в общественно-языковой практике образованных людей правила произношения, 
словоупотребления (см.), использования традиционно сложившихся грамматических, стилисти- 
ческих и других языковых средств. Лит[ературная] Н[орма] складывается как совокупность устой- 
чивых, традиционных реализаций языковой системы в результате социально-исторического отбора 
языковых элементов из числа сосуществующих, образуемых вновь или извлекаемых из пассивного 
запаса прошлого и возводимых в процессе общественной коммуникации в ранг правильных, при- 
годных и общеупотребительных. (Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 1997:270) 

Die Norm der Standardsprache ist die Gesamtheit der sprachlichen Materialien, die zu einem bestimmten 
Zeitpunkt von der gebildeten Volksschicht einer gegebenen nationalen oder staatlichen Sprachgemein-
schaft ausgewählt und als präskriptiv aufgefaßt werden. (Park 1991:78) 

… совокупность наиболее устойчивых традиционных реализаций языковой системы, отобранных 
и закрепленных в процессе общественной коммуникации. […] Нормативность проявляется в языке 
в двояком плане: Н[орма] как совокупность реально  использующихся  в языке лексем, слово- 
форм, языковых конструкций и Н[орма] как совокупность  тенденций  отбора и правил исполь- 
зования языковых средств. (Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' 1990:337) 

Специально отработанные, принятые в данном языковом коллективе, сознательно 
поддерживаемые и предписываемые в качестве образцовых способы устной […] и письменной […] 
передачи слов, форм и отдельных звуков, допустимые виды лексической сочетаемости, а также 
предпочтения в выборе тех или иных слов или выражений в соответствии с конкретной речевой 
ситуацией … (Vasil'eva et al. 1995:68) 

Итак, можно сказать, что языковая  норма  – это единообразное, образцовое, общепризнанное 
употребление элементов языка; правила использования речевых средств в определенный период 
литературного языка. (Vvedenskaja & Červinskij 1997:187)63 

Ordinarily a few criteria are put forward in order to define norm and to decide whether a 
certain linguistic fact is normative or should be recognised as such. 

2.1.2.1 Three recurring criteria for normativity 
The three criteria for normativity generally adduced in Russian linguistic literature are the 
following (Ickovič 1968:28–46, Gorbačevič 1971:9–19, 1978a:49 and 1978c:38, Graudina 
1980:63):64 
(1) correspondence to the language system; 
–––––––––––––––– 
63 Vvedenskaja & Červinskij (1997:175): “Норма не делит средства языка на хорошие и плохие, а 
указывает на их коммуникативную целесообразность.” 
64 Kunert (1984:381) believes that there is a problem with these definitions of norm in that they are 
taxonomic. She also sees a common flaw in the norm criteria in that they are extra-linguistic (1984:380). (Cf. 
the discussion about speakers of the standard language below.)  
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(2) usage; 
(3) authority/tradition/necessity. 
The third criterion is usually referred to as authority, i.e. that it is found in an authoritative 
source, e.g. writers (Gorbačevič 1971, 1978а, 1978c, Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 
1997:271), or as tradition (= социальные оценки, “итог взаимодействия общест- 
венного выбора и индивидуальных вкусов”; Graudina 1980:63), or as necessity (необ- 
ходимость; Ickovič 1968:39).65 
 The same criteria for recognising a linguistic fact as normative are found in Berkov 
(1996:40–41): it should be represented in an authoritative writer, preferably in classical lit-
erature, it should be widely spread66 and it should correspond to the laws of the language.67 
Berkov has, however, noticed that usually not all the requirements have to be fulfilled at 
the same time. The argument that can serve as justification for the argument of the 
normalisator is used: 

В общем, если называть вещи своими именами, нормой является то, что признается правильным 
нормализаторами, а критерии (чаще один или два) прилагаются тогда, когда факт соответствует 
взглядам нормализаторов. (Berkov 1996:42) 

2.1.2.2 Subjectivity as a consequence of these criteria 
This subjectivity is, according to Berkov, not necessarily negative as normalisators usually 
possess a good linguistic education,68 but it must be borne in mind that the codification 
contains or is based on subjectivity; it is the authors’ view of what should be the norm that 
is used (1996:42). This is not the only observation of the subjectivism of Russian 
normative sources, and some are quite negative, like Chvany (1998:136) commenting upon 
the sources of Comrie et al.: 

As one reads this book, one is struck by how subjectively and inconsistently its sources, from standard 
handbooks to recent scholarly studies, use the labels translated as “substandard”, “colloquial”, and 
“archaic” (prostorechnyi, razgovornyi, ustarelyi). The normative classifications, reported almost apolo-
getically, have yet to catch up with what has been learned about Colloquial Russian in the last 20 years. 

Others recognise the subjectivity, but do not condemn it. Širjaev, for instance, nevertheless 
sees a problem in that the recommendations are often made by specialists in the area on the 
basis of their own feeling, when science needs objectivity (1992b:39).69 Yet others do not 
see anything negative about the fact that the use of the linguistic intuition or “feeling for 
language” of the officials at the institutions of language codification and cultivation is the 
main criterion for normativity:70 

It has been pointed out that in codification of linguistic norms, the linguistic intuition (German: Sprach-
gefühl) of the officials of the institutions of language codification and cultivation is the main criterion. 
This does not contradict what has been pointed out above, because the officials are members of the same 
élite whose linguistic usage provides the model. Linguistic intuition is only an internalization of the norms 
that regulate accepted linguistic usage, ie the linguistic usage of this group. (Bartsch 1987:86) 

The arbitrariness or subjectivity is also commented upon by Shapiro (1969:56): “[i]t 
should be borne in mind that the demarcation line between standard and nonstandard 

–––––––––––––––– 
65 Why this is seen as one criterion and not three or more will be dealt with below. 
66 To this Berkov (1996:41) comments by quoting from Kuprin’s Поединок: “вся рота шагает не в ногу, 
один поручик Ромашов шагает в ногу”, i.e. errors, too, can be widespread. 
67 A “rather dim requirement” (“довольно расплывчатое требование”) according to Berkov (1996:41).  
68 Not everyone agrees with this. Cf. Roždestvenskij (1996): “Первая слабость русского языка состоит в 
недостаточном владении языком тех, кто занят языковым трудом”.  
69 He adds that in this field everyone sees himself as an authority. 
70 Cf. Gloy (1975:109–115) about linguistic intuition. 
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Russian speech is not a stable one and is drawn arbitrarily (and of necessity) by normative 
grammarians.”  
 We will now examine the three requirements for normativity: correspondence to the lin-
guistic system, usage and tradition/authority etc. to see whether they can be used for moti-
vating normativity and/or codification. 

2.1.3 Norm = correspondence to the system? 
In some cases “correspondence to the language system” is seen as the sole determining 
factor for normativity, and this factor is emphasised on behalf of both usage and traditional 
codification. Sometimes “system” is confused with “supposed usage”. Red'kin (1971), for 
instance, believes that norms depend on conformity to linguistic laws: as the stress 
zvo´nit is characteristic of the “stress system” (“свойственные системе ударения”) of the 
residents of Moscow and Leningrad (1971:83) the condemnation of the stress zvo´nit has 
an “artificial character” (“носит явно искусственный характер”; 1971:86–87). The fact 
that probably a majority of the speakers do not use this stress and consider it wrong (at the 
same time as it is traditionally considered wrong in normative works) is disregarded by 
Red'kin.71 
 More often, however, it is claimed that the system gives the frames within which the ac-
tivities of the language are possible, i.e. what is normative (e.g. Gorbačevič 1971:15, 18, 
referring to Coseriu72). But this assertion raises at least two objections. Firstly, it is quite 
obvious that the norm is not solely defined by the system and sometimes even contradicts 
the system.73 As can actually be seen from the table below, drawn up after Mustajoki 
(1980:27–28), not everything that is normative is systemic, and what is normative 
(codified) can actually be at the same time non-systemic and not used, e.g. много гусар.74 
Table 2–1. Correspondence to the language system, normativity and assumed usage for variants of genitive plural forms of 
nouns. After Mustajoki (1980:27–28). 

Example System Norm Usage75 
много заводов √ √ √ 
много апельсинов √ √  
много тортóв √  √ 
много солдатов √   
много солдат  √ √ 
много гусар  √  
много апельсин   √ 
много завод     

 
Secondly, one language system can have several norms, as claimed by Coseriu (1952:16): 
“A un unico sistema può quindi corrispondere tutta una serie di norme.” Similar ideas can 
be found in Kostomarov & Leont'ev (1966:5) who say that the standard language norm can 

–––––––––––––––– 
71 This is in contrast with Voroncova (1969:58), who claims that for the prohibition of the stress 
zvónit, pozvónit linguists have as point of departure “objective linguistic facts” (“исходят из объективных 
языковых данных”) and the linguists’ “use of the right of veto is completely legal” (“использование права 
вето вполне законно”). 
72 Cf. Coseriu (1952:15): norm is a “sistema di realizzazioni normali”. 
73 Cf. Dimitrova (1994), who equates the system with the norm. When discussing forms “deviating from the 
norm” she has in mind certain feminine preterite forms which are end-stressed (gnala´) and not stressed like 
in the infinitive according to the general rule (hita´la) (Dimitrova 1994:36). 
74 Mustajoki’s illustrative examples are used here, not examples from accentology. 
75 Mustajoki recognises that the line between what is used and not used is difficult to draw (1980:26). 
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only be discussed as applied to concrete speech situations as there is a system of norms, 
varying from case to case. 
 In order to illustrate the relationship between system and norm, examples from noun 
stress will be used here. It is the “language system” that is referred to when explaining the 
rule permitting masculine nominative plural stress on -a.́ Stresses like goroda´, professora´ 
are said to be possible when the noun in question in the singular form bears stress on a syl-
lable other than the last: go´rod, profe´ssor. Therefore, according to Gorbačevič (1971:17), 
stresses like slesarä́, instruktora´ (pl of sle´sarþ, instrúktor) are possible, while in<enera´, 
re<issera ́etc. (pl of in<ene´r, re<issër) are not.76  
 However, that this explanation does not account for all cases is clear from the compari-
son between on the one hand do´ktor, with doktora´ as the only codified norm, and on the 
other le´ktor, similarly stressed in the singular, that does not have lektora ́ as normative 
stress. This form is “not recommended” and the codified norm is le´ktory. Thus, from the 
point of view of the system lektora´ is correct, but still it is not normative (Gorbačevič 
1978c:36).77 This shows that the system is not the sole decisive factor for defining what is 
normative and what is not.  
 This is also touched upon by Myrkin (1998), who does not consider language an exclu-
sively systemic phenomenon. He sees norm as a question of correctness and appropri-
ateness in the use of linguistic units, although the question of “correctness” is not as simple 
as it might seem at first. How should one, for instance, assess the stress pro´tokol in the 
speech of a professor who knows that it is incorrect and who knows that the audience 
knows that he knows, etc.? (1998:22)78 
 Myrkin concludes that norm is not determined exclusively by the language system; it is 
on the one hand determined by the language system, characterised by the existence of im-
plications, models and regularities in the language, and on the other – when the linguistic 
elements are asystemic (no implications, no models) – by usage (usus). In this case the lan-
guage community makes a selection of the linguistic resources. What determines usage is a 
difficult question and perhaps one for pragmatics, but as possible factors Myrkin mentions 
the society’s needs, changes in the world, fashion, taste, need for expressivity, level of 
education in the society, etc. (1998:28). 

2.1.4 Norm = usage? 

2.1.4.1 Different viewpoints regarding the relation between usage and norm  
The relation between usage and the standard norm “остается в науке пока еще областью 
с белыми пятнами”, according to Graudina (1980:4). An inventory shows that there are at 
least three different standpoints: 

–––––––––––––––– 
76 Cf. dogovór – dogovóry (codified norm) and dógovor – dogovora,́ labelled dopustimo in OS–1997 and 
prostorehnoe in RPP–1996. Both these follow the rule or “correspond to the system” and are thus “possible” 
from a normative point of view, while dogovór – dogovora´ is not. 
77 Cf. Lehmann (1988:15): “The definitive pronouncement by reference works that lektora is incorrect or that 
lektory is the only form is a useful abstraction, only it should not be confused with a statement of reality.” 
78 Moving stress is a widespread kind of word-play among standard language speakers. It is manifested either 
by “unrealistic” stresses, stresses that are usually not found, e.g. sapógi (Zemskaja 1983:179), or by putting 
on a “linguistic mask” through the use of dialectal or low colloquial speech:  
–Kak vam ugodno/ vy <e xozäeva´-to//, or maga´zin, doku´´ment (Zemskaja 1983:183).  
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1) Usage and norm are basically identical and the norm can be studied by studying 
usage. 

 This view is found in Andersen (1996:142), who defines norm as a set of rules that 
emerges through the study of usage. It is also found in Šachmatov (1899:32), who 
considers usage the only authority in language (“главный и единственный авторитет в 
языке – это обычай, употребление”)79 and in Lapteva (1990b:44–48), who regards 
quantitative material as objective: the norms result from the collective linguistic con-
sciousness, stabilise as a consequence of individual speech and, consequently, all that con-
solidates in language is normative. 
 As for the use of statistics in codification the views differ. Obnorskij (1956) is in favour 
of an experimental study of the standard language as only then will there be to hand a 
genuine knowledge of the standard language and the question of normativisation can be 
solved more objectively.  
 One of the most fervent advocates of a statistical norm of usage is Graudina (1970, 
1980:273, 1994:58). She claims that analyses of an experimental kind are the basis of a 
convincing normativisation of the standard language.80 She furthermore believes that strict 
limits can be set for codification: if usage of a form exceeds a certain pre-defined 
percentage, then this form should – and could – be codified as normative (1980:70–71). 
There are, however, reservations regarding the method based on frequency (and standard 
deviation) only; Graudina herself concedes that statistics should be used with comple-
mentary approaches (1980:68–69, 96), Voroncova (1977:224) sees statistics as part of the 
data that should be taken into account. And while Park (1991:130–131) claims that statisti-
cal methods should be used for an objective codification, he states that these methods must 
be elaborated. 

2) Usage is often the norm, although not all usage is the norm and not all usage is 
correct. 

This opinion is embraced by Vasil'eva et al. (1995:132), who see in usage not only the cor-
rect, normative language, but also deviations from the norm, although usage is partly regu-
lated by the language norms. Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:575–576) defines usage 
as the base for normativisation and codification, but does not equate norm and usage. 
Senkevič (1997:67) says that usually the most used is also the norm, while Ickovič 
(1970:25) puts it this way: usage or non usage is an important criterion for deciding what is 
the norm, although not everything that is widely used is the norm, but if something is not 
used, it cannot be the norm. 
 There are also objections to the whole idea of having usage as the criterion for 
normativity. Gorbačevič (1971:10) admits that it can be one of the criteria, but he looks at 
the problem from a totally different viewpoint, departing from an already given, or 
presupposed norm, when saying that errors, too, can be frequent.  

3) Usage is opposed to norm.  
This view is held by Alekseev (1977:47), who sees usage as the unrealised and uncodified 
norm, i.e. usage is in some way opposed to norm. 

–––––––––––––––– 
79 Šachmatov continues: “То, что вышло в языке из употребления, как бы оно ни было правильно или 
согласно с духом языка, не может быть насильно вновь навязано; обратно, борьба с узаконенною 
употреблением неправильностью (пользуясь этим термином вполне условно) бесплодна” (1899:32). 
80 For example, the results of the experiments published in RJaSO were used for the compilation of 
Грамматическая правильность русской речи (Graudina et al. 1976) in which studies of usage (literature, 
newspapers, recordings) were the basis for giving recommendations. 
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2.1.4.2 Causality between usage and (codified) norm 
A distinct connection between norm and usage has been found by Ukiah (1998) through a 
scrutiny of dictionaries and handbooks. He concludes that this connection exists in so far 
as predominant usage actually can be the basis for proposing new recommended forms. 

Our justification for this approach is that the link between predominant usage and the construction of 
normative forms does in fact already exist. An examination of dictionaries and stress handbooks from the 
last forty years brings several points to light quite clearly: that normative forms are almost always con-
servative, older forms; that normative forms change over time; and that old norms are gradually replaced 
by newer, popular forms, but always with a certain ‘time-lag’. This becomes apparent, for example, when 
corresponding entries in A&O–1959 and OS–1989 are compared; many forms marked !не рек. or simply 
!не in the earlier work are given as permissible alternatives or equally valid forms (i.e. new norms) in the 
later work. It is thus apparent that normative forms generally represent the predominant usage of a slightly 
earlier period and that forms considered incorrect today, but which in fact enjoy overwhelming popularity, 
frequently become the norms of tomorrow. (Ukiah 1998:295) 

This seems reasonable, although two comments must be made:  
 Firstly, when Ukiah claims that normative forms represent the predominant usage of a 
slightly earlier period, it can be noticed that – as will be seen later in the results section – 
predominant usage from the 1960s has in several cases not yet been codified as normative. 
Consequently, the extent to which codification lags behind norms and actual usage can be 
great and thus the gradual replacement is by no means “automatic”; at any rate, it can be 
very slow. Something that must also be kept in mind when comparing dictionaries and 
handbooks edited at quite long intervals is that the apparent change in codified norms per 
se, can actually have as an underlying factor a new theory of norm and a new concept for 
codification. This is hinted at by Comrie et al. who suggest that there is a dynamic theory 
of norm in which change and variation are seen as important components. They adduce 
Gorbačevič (1978a), Ickovič (1968), Graudina et al. (1976), Graudina (1980), Borunova et 
al. (1983) (= OS–1983) as representatives of this view (1996:21). Comrie et al. further 
claim that there are dictionaries representing this dynamic theory of norm, and which 
allegedly have taken the results of surveys into account. This becomes apparent, according 
to Comrie et al. (1996:20), by comparing A&O–1959, which recommends “one, major, 
variant” (“основной, правильный вариант”; 1959:7) to OS–1983, which views variation 
as a “regularity of the standard language stemming from language evolution” 
(“закономерное явление литературного языка, возникающее в процессе языковой 
эволюции”; 1983:3). It is claimed that the emergence of this conception “is in no small 
part due to the results of the RJaSO survey, which was a pioneering study in revealing and 
acknowledging variation in the standard language, and the studies of educated spoken Rus-
sian done in the 1970s and 1980s” (Comrie et al. 1996:21).81  
 Secondly, it should be noticed that Ukiah does not make a distinction between codified 
norms as given in the dictionaries, and actual norms (or de facto norms), which can be 
studied in usage and – perhaps most importantly – in the speakers’ attitudes towards forms. 
It is important to remember that norm encompasses not only codification, but also what 
“good speakers” or high-status groups, usually educated native speakers, consider 
correct.82 The concepts explicit norms and implicit norms make this distinction.  

–––––––––––––––– 
81 However, several of the findings of RJaSO were not taken into account in OS–1983. See Chapter 4. 
82 Cf. Wardhaugh (1992:35): “having de facto norms refers to the feeling that many speakers have that there 
are both ‘good’ speakers and ‘poor’ speakers and that the good speakers represent the norms of proper 
usage.”  
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2.1.4.3 Objectivity of the usage criterion  
Whether usage is an objective or subjective norm criterion is a moot point. Somewhat sim-
plified, the line of demarcation, although not clear-cut and not without exceptions, seems 
to be drawn between non-Soviet and Soviet linguistics.83 On the one hand we find pre-
revolutionary Russian linguists and western linguists claiming that the only objective crite-
rion is current educated usage (e.g. Comrie et al., see also Chapter 2.1.4.1); Šachmatov, for 
instance, claimed that the only authority in language is usage (Chapter 2.1.4.1). On the 
other hand, there is the category of Soviet linguists, including present-day Russian 
linguists schooled in the Soviet era or tradition (e.g. Gorbačevič, Skvorcov), for whom the 
objective criteria are “tradition” and correspondence to the development tendencies and the 
system of the language.84 
 Accordingly, if there is a conflict between a widely used language variant and a variant 
that “corresponds to the development tendencies”, this conflict is usually in the So-
viet/Russian codification tradition solved in favour of traditional prescriptions (Skvorcov 
1970:99) allegedly following the law of social prestige. 
 This leads us to the third criterion for normativity. 

2.1.5 Norm = authority/tradition/necessity?  
Besides “correspondence to the linguistic system” and usage, dealt with above, there is a 
third criterion for deciding about, justifying and/or explaining normativity. This factor is 
usually referred to as “authority”, “tradition” or “necessity”. 
 As pointed out by Comrie et al. (cf. Skvorcov 1970:99), requirements for normativity 
such as communicative efficiency or current educated usage, are in Russian prescriptive 
literature often modified by an emphasis on the traditional norm, either by referring to 
tradition, or by using “subjective additional criteria” like “need” or “correspondence to the 
system”: 

In general, discussions by Russian normative grammarians concern whether or not innovatory forms 
should be admitted as standard, alongside the traditional standard, and perhaps ultimately replacing it; the 
objective criterion of correspondence to current educated usage is typically modified in favour of greater 
adherence to the traditional norm, either explicitly so (e.g. on the grounds of the need for continuity of 
tradition), or on the basis of more or less subjective additional criteria (conformity with the general 
organization of the language, semantic need for the new form). (Comrie et al. 1996:23) 

One advocate of such criteria is Gorbačevič, who emphasises tradition (1978c:45), and sta-
bility (“устойчивость”; 1971:17). Invoking the “cultural-historical content and aesthetic 
significance” of a linguistic expression (“культурно-историческое содержание и эстети- 
ческая значимость данного способа выражения”; 1978c:38) he writes: 

Это заставляет лексикографов-нормализаторов при характеристике сосуществующих вариантов 
(pró<il – pro<i´l, dogovór – dógovor, tra´ktory – traktora´ [...] отдавать предпочтение традиционным 
вариантам pró<il, dogovór, traktory [...] и т. п., несмотря на продуктивность образования и даже 
количественное преобладание некоторых новых форм. (Gorbačevič 1978c:38)  

And Graudina, as already mentioned above, even equates tradition with “итог взаимо- 
действия общественного выбора и индивидуальных вкусов” (1980:63). It should be 
noted that at the same time as Gorbačevič pronounces the importance of taking account of 
–––––––––––––––– 
83 Among the exceptions we find Obnorskij (1956) and Graudina (1980, 1994), although Graudina’s 
approach is not totally quantitative as she refers to tradition and correspondence to the language system (see 
above). 
84 These criteria are on the contrary seen as subjective by for instance Comrie et al. (1996:23; see quotation 
in 2.1.5). 
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the “cultural-historical factors and social and aesthetic evaluation”85 in linguistic norma-
tivisation, he contradictorily delivers the assertion that the “aesthetic and pragmatic” theo-
ries of “certain foreign linguists” are unacceptable for Soviet lexicography and that in-
tuition cannot play a role in normativisation (1978c:35 f.).86 
 It is all too apparent that this factor, usually referred to as “authority”, “tradition”, or 
“necessity” is a highly visceral one and appears to be a multi-purpose criterion that comes 
in handy when other arguments for recognising the normalisator’s own preference are 
lacking.87  

2.1.6 Conclusion  
It can be concluded that every discussion about linguistic norm must differentiate between 
the different aspects of the concept: explicit and implicit norm. 
 If norm is equated to codification (= explicit norm) it has generally been argued that the 
criteria for normativity in Russian are: (1) correspondence to the language system; (2) us-
age; and (3) authority/tradition/necessity. What rings most true in this connection is 
Berkov’s observation that usually not all the requirements have to be fulfilled at the same 
time: what is considered subjectively correct by the normalisator and the variant that can 
serve as justification for the argument of the normalisator is considered normative 
(1996:42). Such a state of affairs certainly has repercussions for the normativising work, 
and the consequences of this will be demonstrated in subsequent chapters. 
 If the actual norm (= implicit norm) is discussed, then it can be concluded that usage 
and convergence to the usage of other speakers in the community play an important role in 
the norm-creating or norm-defining process. More precisely, it can be concluded that 
usage, with a few specifications, is the only objective criterion for defining the norm and it 
will be treated as such in the present thesis. The specification that has to be made is that 
the actual (implicit) norm is not a purely quantitatively defined concept based on the usage 
of all speakers.  
(1) The implicit norm is not purely quantitatively defined as no limits can be set up. This 

contradicts Graudina’s assertion, suggesting that if usage of a variant is above e.g. 55 
per cent, then the form should be considered normative (1980). Such strict limits can-
not be put up as any figure would be relative, especially if the sampling does not con-
tain all speakers in a speech community, which is hardly ever feasible. 

(2) It is not based on usage only, as the attitudes of the speakers also play a role (the 
attitudinal dimension). 

(3) Usage (and attitudes) of all speakers cannot be the basis for defining what should be 
considered normative. This should be based on a high-status group, which could be 
equated with the group usually defined as “standard language speakers”.88 

–––––––––––––––– 
85 “В ряде случaев решающим оказываются не количественные, а культурно-исторические факторы и 
общественно-эстетическая оценка.” (Gorbačevič 1978c:35) 
86 “Для советской лексикографии неприемлимы эстетические и прагматические теории оценки 
словоупотребления, выдвигаемые некоторыми зарубежными лингвистами.” (Gorbačevič 1978c:35) 
87 Cf. Berkov (1996:42). 
88 Stone (1973:170–171) suggests that the following criteria should be taken into account when deciding 
what should be codified as standard: (1) prestige; (2) the prospects of the variant surviving in the foreseeable 
future, (3) which social groups use a given variant most. These criteria can be in conflict with each other: a 
variant widespread in all social groups can be regarded as incorrect and a high prestige variant can be rare in 
speech. 
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2.2 The Russian standard language  
This section gives an outline of the Russian standard language and its relation to the norm, 
and deals with the definition of standard language speakers. 

2.2.1 Definition and terminology 
“Standard language” will here be used for what in Russian is referred to as (современный 
русский) литературный язык i.e. “the (modern or contemporary Russian) literary lan-
guage”. In English it is generally referred to as “Contemporary Standard Russian (CSR)” 
(Comrie et al. 1996:3) or, more shortly, “standard Russian” (Offord 1996:3) or “standard 
language” (Comrie et al. 1996:3, Rehder 1995:352–353). For at least two reasons 
“standard” is the most appropriate English rendering of the term литературный in this 
context: (1) it does not lead to confusion with written language and literature (also in Com-
rie et al. 1996:4, Offord 1996:3, Park 1991:3, 32–35), and (2) the concept “literary lan-
guage” is sometimes used to refer to (pre-standard) stages in the development of a standard 
language (Hill 1988:81).89 
 Standard language is generally defined as the supradialectal and polyvalent form of lan-
guage (Skvorcov 1969:47–48, Hill 1988:81–82, Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' 
1990:270), as opposed to, for instance, prostorečie and dialects (Vasil'eva et al. 1995:56–
57, Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' 1990:270). It is the prestige variant that has 
been subject to standardisation. (See Chapter 2.4.1.) The characterisation of standard 
language as a polyfunctional variety with high social prestige is also found in Vasil'eva et 
al. (1995:56–57). Cf. what Wardhaugh (1992:326) says about prestige and status:  

We should observe that linguists are agreed that no variety of a language is inherently better than any 
other. […] A ‘standard’ variety of a language is ‘better’ only in a social sense: it has a preferred status, it 
gives those who use it certain social advantages, and it increases their life chances. ‘Nonstandard’ va-
rieties tend to produce the opposite effect. 

Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:221–222) sees as characteristics of standard language 
a tradition and fixation in writing, coexistence of standard and colloquial speech, stylistical 
differentiation (on different grammatical levels), variation on syntagmatical and paradig-
matical axes, “flexible stability” (“гибкая стабильность”), and a striving towards the 
elimination of doublets. It is also characterised by obligatory and codified norms (Ėncik-
lopedija “Russkij jazyk” 1997:221–222, Vasil'eva et al. 1995:56–57). 
 This leads us to the relation between standard language and codified norms.  

2.2.2 The relation between codified norms and standard language 
The standard language is characterised by normativity, but norm and standard language are 
not identical as norms can also be found in other language varieties (Skvorcov 1970:62). 
That is, not everything that is normative is part of the standard language (Gel'gardt 
1961:31), but standard language presupposes normativisation/normativity (нормиро- 
ванность; Vvedenskaja & Červinskij 1997:138). The standard language norm differs from 
the norms of other varieties by being consciously normativised (Park 1991:23–24, see also 
table in Park 1991:28). It is also more universal as compared to other norms, although 
there are indications, as observed by Kostomarov, that the standard language norm is on 

–––––––––––––––– 
89 For a discussion about the terminology стандартный язык, литературный язык see also Tumanjan 
(1985:170–171). 
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the whole becoming less defined and obligatory and that the standard is becoming less 
standardised, which leads to a democratisation – or rather liberalisation – of the standard 
language (“В целом литературно-языковая норма становится менее определенной и 
обязательной; литературный стандарт становится менее стандартным”; Kostomarov 
1999:5). He continues: 

Нет сомнения в том, что сейчас разрушен или быстро разрушается литературно-нормативный язык 
образованной части общества с его положительно консервативной, интеллигентски и художест- 
венно облагораживающей сущностью и регулирующей, консолидирующей всю речевую деятель- 
ность нации ролью. (Kostomarov 1999:292) 

Thus, it seems safe to conclude that although the Russian standard language is not to be 
equated with the codified norm, they do usually coincide. 

2.2.3 The modern/contemporary Russian standard language  
No definition exists for what the Russian Standard Language (литературный язык) actu-
ally is, Krysin asserts (1974:17, 1989:35). Nevertheless, there are recurring parameters in 
the definitions of “standard language” and most often these definitions are combined. 
 Chronological definition. The “Modern (современный can mean both ‘modern’ and 
‘contemporary’) Russian standard language” usually refers to the language “from Puškin’s 
time to our days” (“от эпохи Пушкина до наших дней”; Gorbačevič 1971:37 and “от 
Пушкина до наших дней”; Russkaja grammatika 1980:7). Although the Academy Gram-
mar Russkaja grammatika discusses a more narrow definition, which refers to the second 
half of the 20th century, it adheres to the broader definition starting from the beginning of 
the 19th century. Often, though, this definition is considered too inclusive (e.g. Gorbačevič 
1971:37, Comrie et al. 1996:3) and therefore it is further divided into periods. Gorbačevič 
claims that for each decade that passes and distances us further from the era of Puškin such 
a view becomes less justifiable, and in order to separate the contemporary language from 
that of the early 19th-century terms like “the language of the new time” (“язык нового 
времени”) and “the living system of the standard language” (“живая система 
литературного языка”) are used (1978a:41–42, 1971:37). Gorbačevič (1971:39–40) sug-
gests a border between the earlier period and the contemporary language, linking it to the 
“cultural revolution” following the stabilisation of new norms after the first Congress of 
Soviet Writers with “a fight for the purity of the Russian language” (“борьба за чистоту 
русского языка”; see Chapter 2.4.4.2): 

Условной границей современного русского литературного языка могло бы служить словоупот- 
ребление конца 30 – начала 40-х годов нашего века. На конец 30-х годов падает окончание 
важного этапа культурной революции. 

Sorokoletov (1988:21) is of a similar opinion. He claims that современный литера- 
турный язык is the language of the second half of the 20th century.  
 Geographic definition. The definition is also partly geographic as standard Russian is 
generally considered to be based on Moscow speech,90 although nowhere is it said that it is 
restricted to Moscow. This definition is used both in early 20th-century sources like 
Ogienko, who claims that standard Russian is based on “южновеликорусское 

–––––––––––––––– 
90 The main features of the orthoepical norm were formed in the first half of the 17th century, the basis being 
Moscow speech, and in the second half of the 19th century this came to be the national norm (Protčenko 
1995:21). 
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московское наречие” (1914:9) 91 and in later sources like Offord, where it is stated that 
the spoken form of standard Russian is “based on educated Muscovite speech” (1996:3). 
 Social definition. It is also defined socially: for instance in Krysin (1989:33) it says that 
the standard language is found in the educated or cultivated part of society. This definition 
is also found in Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:221). 
 Domain definition. The Russian standard language can also be defined by the domains 
where it is found and used: the norms of the standard language are fixed and codified in 
grammars and dictionaries, they are studied in schools and are supported by mass media 
(Širjaev 1994a:8). 
 To sum up, the contemporary Russian standard language is the language from the 
second half of the 20th century on, based on Moscow speech. Its norms are codified in 
grammars and dictionaries, studied in schools and supported by mass media. It was also 
suggested that it is the language of the educated speakers or the cultivated part of society, 
and this calls for a more precise definition of who the “standard language speakers” are. 

2.2.4 Standard language speakers 
The criteria for defining a standard language speaker vary from country to country. As for 
the speakers of standard Russian (носители литературного языка) there is no general 
agreement on who these are (see for instance Krysin 1989:35).  
 Quite a broad definition is found in Vasil'eva (1990:19): “[с]овременным русским 
литературным языком владеют (в большей или меньшей широте и/или глубине) 
практически все русские, населяющие Советский Союз.”  
 More frequent, however, is a narrower definition (e.g. Krysin 1974, 1989, Zemskaja & 
Kapanadze 1978:9).92 In order to qualify as a standard language speaker a person should: 

(a) be a native Russian speaker; 
(b) be educated to at least secondary level; 
(c) be an urban resident and/or have spent most of his/her life in a town. 

The reason why these criteria and no more and no less93 were chosen is, according to 
Krysin (1974:17–18, 1989:33–34), that: 

(a) non-native Russian speakers do not master the language as well as native speakers 
and traits of other languages can be found in their speech; 
(b) education can eliminate non-normative features; 
(c) usually several dialects are present in towns, not only one as in the countryside. It is 
also considered that the influence of radio, television, newspapers and the speech of 
educated citizens is more intense in towns than in the countryside.  

The same criteria found in Krysin (1974) are used in Zemskaja & Kapanadze (1978:9) for 
the project Русская разговорная речь. The only difference is that they add that the 
persons should not only be urban residents, but also be born in a town. According to 
Zemskaja & Kapanadze the educational criterion is the most important. 

–––––––––––––––– 
91 For quotations from this source modernised spelling is used. 
92 Krysin (1973) put forward criteria similar to those he proposed for the RJaSO survey (1974), but apart 
from being native Russian speakers, the persons should also from childhood have lived in a 
Russian-speaking environment, and education should have been received at a school with Russian as 
language of instruction (1973:38). These criteria were, however, later modified by Krysin himself. (Cf. 
Krysin 1989:33 where he again claims that education must be received in Russian.) 
93 The attempt at an explanation that Krysin gives regarding this aspect is as lengthy as it is unsatisfactory. 
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 The main, but not the only, group among those who fulfil the criteria set up by Krysin is 
the intelligentsia94 (approx. urban citizens with higher education). Therefore, according to 
him, that group should be larger than the other groups in the survey, although no statistics 
are available as to the number of standard language speakers (Krysin 1974:33).95 
 The motivation for using extra-linguistic factors to define standard language speakers is 
the following (Krysin 1974:17, see also 1989:32): 

Как видим, в качестве критериев выделения совокупности носителей литературного языка взяты 
не языковые, а социальные характеристики. Это обусловлено не только тем, что в лингвистике нет 
единого и достаточно строгого определения понятия “носителя литературного языка”, но и специ- 
фикой данной работы: невозможно обследовать несколько тысяч людей, предварительно удосто- 
верившись – на основании лингвистического анализа их речи, – что они говорят литературно. В то 
же время предложенные критерии очерчивают круг лиц, весьма близкий к интуитивному 
пониманию того, кто является носителем литературного языка. 

Thus it was postulated before the RJaSO survey that a standard language speaker should 
possess at least these three characteristics, and, according to Krysin, the survey proved that 
this assumption was correct: the speech of the people investigated was on the whole nor-
mative and “corresponding to contemporary standard usage” (Krysin 1989:35).96 This, 
however, appears to be an erroneous inference, stemming from the circular definition that 
standard language is the variety used by standard language speakers. How can it be known 
what contemporary standard usage is without doing an unbiased survey? 
 Criticism of the choice of social factors for defining standard language speakers is 
found in Kempgen (1992:189):  

Diese Festlegung, die auf sozialen, nicht auf sprachlichen Merkmalen basiert, vermeidet heuristische 
Probleme, die ansonsten unvermeidlich wären, denn wie “hochsprachlich” der Idiolekt einer bestimmten 
Person ist, kann ja erst beurteilt werden, wenn alle Daten schon erhoben und ausgewertet sind, also a 
posteriori. 

Nevertheless, this is not necessarily problematic if only the definition is also adhered to 
after the survey results are obtained. A problem arises if the results of a survey with 
informants who fulfil these criteria show that these “standard language speakers” do not 
use what has been “supposed” to be the standard language (e.g. the codified norms of one 
or several dictionaries or grammars – or, for that matter, the subjective view of a re-
searcher). It cannot then be claimed that the speakers are not “real” standard language 
speakers or do not adhere to standard norms. If the definition is based on non-linguistic 
criteria it has to be used all the way, including when the results are at hand. Otherwise a 
new definition of “standard language speaker” must be found.97 

2.3 Variation and variants  
Wherever there are variants there is a “norm conflict” (see also Gorbačevič 1971:19–21). 
This is the reason why existing variants will be used as the base for this study of norms in 
Russian verbal stress and also the reason why variants and variation will be discussed in 
this chapter on language norms and normativisation. 
–––––––––––––––– 
94 See also Comrie et al. (1996:17) for a discussion about the intelligentsia. 
95 What seems clear is that the number of norm-bearers has increased since the onset of literacy campaigns 
and social changes from the 1920s. See e.g. Comrie et al. (1996:9). 
96 “Предположение это полностью подтвердилось: речевые навыки обследованных людей оказались в 
целом нормативными, соответствующими современному литературному узусу” (Krysin 1989:35). 
97 For instance: “standard language speakers are those who use the language codified in the Academy 
grammar and the Academy dictionary.” 
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2.3.1 Standard language norms and norms of razgovornaja reč', prosto-
rečie and territorial dialects 
In the early 20th century Eastern Europe language variation was, according to Harlig 
(1995a:6–7), treated in a “mother-or-whore paradigm”, where dialects (the “mother”) – 
and particularly “the purest, most archaic forms were sought for recording or transcription” 
as the purpose was the preservation of older forms. Emerging normativism/prescriptivism 
saw the urban non-standard varieties and, paradoxically, dialects, as “degenerate” and 
“immoral” (“the whore”).98 Harlig’s key point is that “the normativist mentality, being 
evaluative rather than descriptive, excluded non-standard varieties from serious scholarly 
consideration” (Harlig 1995a:7). 
 The intolerance shown towards variation – linguistic and other – is testified to also by 
Kostomarov (1999:39): 

Тоталитаризм и авторитарность создавали видимость некой нравственной однозначности и 
чистоты, в которой нетерпимыми признавались любые отклонения от нормы – будь то гомо- 
сексуализм или формальное искусство, эстетизм или упаднические стихи. И если в той атмосфере 
даже естественные колебания нормы казались нежелательными, то теперь люди склонны к 
подчеркнутой вариативности, если не к разрушению нормы вообще. Да и то сказать, норму, кото- 
рой нет, нельзя нарушить! 

Research, both in Russia and elsewhere, has brought out the existing variation. In the 
Academy grammar Russkaja grammatika (1980:10) variation is seen as a sign of a stan-
dard language. Besides, it has been shown, as pointed out by Lehmann (1988:20), that “the 
Russian ethnolanguage is a continuum in which the nondeterministic systems of the 
written standard language (KLJa), standard colloquial language (RR), substandard 
colloquial (prostorećie), and the dialect varieties overlap”.99 
 What separates these systems or varieties will be dealt with here in brief:100  
 Standard language vs. razgovornaja reč'. There are different views as for whether the 
standard language and razgovornaja reč' (разговорная речь)101 (= colloquial standard; 
Hill 1988:82)102 form one or several norm systems etc. Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij 
slovar' (1990:407) considers razgovornaja reč' to be part of the standard language. 
Lapteva (1990a:68–69) does not see an opposition between the standard and razgovornaja 
reč' either: the latter variety is not codified, but it is normative. Zemskaja et al., on the 
other hand, believe that these varieties form a diglossia (1981:21).103 

–––––––––––––––– 
98 Thus the reluctance to tolerate language variation and studies of it had political reasons. Harlig continues 
(1995b:35): “A crucially important factor is a regime’s desire to shield itself from embarrassment (and the 
authority to make sure this can be done). This is accomplished through suppressing the collection, analysis, 
or, failing that, dissemination of ‘bad news’. In the social sphere, this meant avoiding examination of suicide, 
alcoholism and drug abuse, homosexuality, sexually transmitted diseases, and dysfunction in the family 
(divorce, incest, domestic violence), to say nothing of ethnic and class discrimination and economic 
inequality. In other words, the very stuff of Anglo-Saxon sociology (for better or worse, depending on one’s 
political orientation) is what eastern-bloc social sciences avoided.” 
99 KLJa = КЛЯ = Кодифицированный Литературный Язык, RR = РР = Разговорная Речь. 
100 An illustrative table is found in Park (1991:28). 
101 In the present thesis used in transliterated form. 
102 Park (1991:19–20) proposes the term разговорноречие in analogy with prostоречие. 
103 A systematical comparison of Lapteva’s views on this matter with those of Zemskaja is found in Lapteva 
(1990a:77).  
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 Standard language vs. prostorečie. It is generally claimed that prostorečie 
(просторечие),104 unlike the standard language, is not codified and does not observe norms 
(see for instance Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' 1990:402, Offord 1996:9 and 
Patton 1990:143), and that while standard language speakers can switch registers, speakers 
of prostorečie are “locked in one speech code” (Comrie et al. 1996:6). One complication 
regarding prostorečie105 is that there are at least two different definitions of the concept:106  
(1) It is used to identify the lowest stylistic level of the standard (the so-called “literary or 

standard prostorečie”) which can be used in literary works and in colloquial language 
to create an informal tone. Examples of this are lexical items like <ratþ (‘to guzzle’) 
(Gorbačevič 1971:23). 

(2) It is used for words or forms that are not acceptable in the standard language and 
imply a violation of the norm, i.e. are found not on a stylistic level, but on a normative 
scale: in<enera, mestov, delov, ixnij (Gorbačevič 1971:23).107 

A similar definition is found in Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:439): “Безусловно 
просторечными являются только те языковые средства, к-рые или окрашены экс- 
прессией подчёркнутой грубости, или ощутимо противоречат лит. норме как непра- 
вильные.” It is also found in Filin (1973:8). 
 These two meanings are separated by Zemskaja & Kitajgorodskaja: prostorečie-1 is ac-
cording to them a stylistical means of the standard language, and prostorečie-2 is the 
speech of persons who do not master the standard language, e.g. the stress prínätþ 
(1988:164–168).108  
 Nevertheless, this ambiguous definition is a problem in lexicography and normativisa-
tion (Gorbačevič 1971:23–24, Marszk 1988:58, Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 1997:391) 
and sometimes the use of this definition in dictionaries is rejected on the grounds that it is 
too ambiguous (e.g. Skljarevskaja 1994:32).109 
 This ambiguity also makes it difficult to find an equivalent in English or in other lan-
guages.110 Comrie et al. (1996:6) do not translate it, but describe it as “non-standard ver-
nacular” or “popular speech”. Hill (1988:82) calls it “substandard”, and Offord (1996:9) 
uses “demotic” as an equivalent and defines it as “the spontaneous, informal speech of the 
uneducated”.111 It could also be described as an urban sociolect.112  
 Standard language vs. territorial dialects. Apart from the fact that the territorial dia-
lects are local, the standard language and the territorial dialects differ in so far as the norms 
of the dialects are defined exclusively by usage, while the standard language norms are de-

–––––––––––––––– 
104 In the present thesis the term is in the text untranslated and transliterated (cf. 2.2.1), and when used for 
rendering a normative/stylistic label in the lexicographic sources it will be given in Cyrillic. 
105 For a discussion of prostorečie see Patton (1990). He defines prostorečie as “a non-normative interdialect 
of the poorly educated urban population” (1990:143). 
106 Cf. Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade (1999:113): “what is normally termed prostorechie covers at least five 
types of additional lexical information.”  
107 N.B. in OS these variants are on three different levels: in<enera´ is grubo nepravil'no, mestóv and delóv 
are exceeding even grubo nepravil'no and therefore not included in the dictionary (OS 1997:6); ixnij is 
nepravil'no. 
108 About speakers of prostorečie: Marszk (1988:74). 
109 Cf. Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:391): “Весьма непоследовательно употребление пометы 
прост. в нормативных словарях”. 
110 A comparison of concepts and terminology in Russian and English is found in Vvedenskaja & Červinskij 
(1997:103). 
111 Offord points out that it can also be used by the educated for special effects.  
112 For more on prostorečie see Patton (1990). 
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fined not only by usage, but also through conscious and deliberate intervention 
(Gorbačevič 1971:22, Park 1991:28). 
 Razgovornaja reč' vs. prostorečie. There is disagreement as to the relationship between 
these. On the one hand it is suggested that razgovornaja reč' and the standard language are 
closely related and opposed to prostorečie in that razgovornaja reč' is – unlike prostorečie 
– part of the standard (Lapteva 1990a:67). Zemskaja & Šmelëv (1984:10–11) even claim 
that there is an “abyss” (“пропасть”) between razgovornaja reč' and prostorečie. On the 
other hand, razgovornaja reč' and prostorečie are linked together and are seen as opposed 
to the standard language: Marszk (1988:72) asserts that prostorečie and razgovornaja reč' 
form a continuum and what separates them from the standard language and dialects is that 
they have a “relatively flexible norm”.  
 Razgovornaja reč' vs. territorial dialects. Razgovornaja reč' is – unlike dialects – su-
praterritorial (Lapteva 1990a:67). 
 Prostorečie vs. territorial dialects. Unlike territorial dialects, prostorečie is not one sys-
tem. It is also considered that prostorečie is supradialectal (Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 
1997:221). It does, however, overlap to a certain extent with territorial dialects (Comrie et 
al. 1996:6, Patton 1990:143) as some elements of prostorečie originate in dialects. 

2.3.2 Definition of variant 
Variants are defined as linguistic elements with identical meaning, but with partial non-
coincidence, usually regarding the phonetical structure (Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 
1997:61, Kunert 1984:381).113 Similar definitions are given by Gorbačevič (1978a:17): 

Варианты слова – это регулярно воспроизводимые видоизменения одного и того же слова, 
сохраняющие тождество морфолого-словообразовательной структуры, лексического и граммати- 
ческого значения и различающиеся либо с фонетической стороны (произношением звуков, 
составом фонем, местом ударения или комбинацией этих признаков), либо формообразователь- 
ными аффиксами (суффиксами, флексиями).  

and by Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' (1990:80): 
Под вариантами  понимаются разные проявления одной и той же сущности, напр. видоизменения 
одной и той же единицы, к-рая при всех изменениях остается сама собой. 

2.3.2.1 Types of stress variation 
It has been taken for granted that norm is primary and variation secondary, but it has also 
been suggested that the order is the reverse: variation is primary and norm is secondary 
(Mattheier 1997:7–8). This second viewpoint seems reasonable, as norm problems – both 
with the explicit and the implicit one – are activated when there is a choice between 
existing variants. 
 Accentological variants, which will be dealt with in this investigation, are seen as gram-
matical variants and these are characterised above all by having identical grammatical 
function (Graudina 1980:102). As already touched upon in the introduction (Chapter 1) the 
accentological variants are linguistically or phonetically of three types (Gorbačevič 
1978a:20–21): (1a) variants differing only in stress placement and the pronunciation of 
sounds in weak position in all forms of a word (ískrit'sä – iskrít'sä); (1b) variants dif-
fering in stress placement in some forms of a word (gru´ziw' – gruzi´w'); and (2) variants 

–––––––––––––––– 
113 It is suggested by Lapteva (1990b:59) that there is a difference between vacillation (колебание) and 
variation (вариативность), where vacillation is broader and implies a change of the normative legalised 
image of a variant. 
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that differ in stress placement and phoneme structure (zavo´dskij – zavodsko´j). Of these 
types of accentological variation the first two will be dealt with in this dissertation. 
 Tornow (1984:64–65, 75–77) classifies the characteristics of the accentological 
variation given in dictionaries and handbooks. The following three scales emerge: 
• variation on a chronological scale; 
• variation on a sociolinguistical scale (regional, social, functional/stylistical); 
• variation on a normative scale (formal, colloquial, vulgar variants as opposed to neutral 

language).114 

2.3.3 Violation of or deviation from the norm 
In order to demonstrate that deviation from the norm is not an absolute and simple notion, 
there are a few subjects or aspects that will be touched upon: theoretical and practical vio-
lation of the norm, variation in an individual, overt and covert norms, gaps between the 
codification and actual norms, and the loss of authority that this can entail. 
 First, however, a few points regarding the difference between norm deviations in stress 
and some other types of norm deviations will be mentioned, together with examples of lan-
guage errors from two different sources. By this I do not claim that norm deviations in 
word stress are totally unique and separate from other deviations, only that there are differ-
ent kinds of “errors”. 
 Stress solecisms are seldom linguistically important, they are rather socially important 
in so far as they can alter the attitude to the speaker and his position in a group or in a soci-
ety. Furthermore, they are rarely illogical or contradictory and rarely hamper understand-
ing. Neither do “norm deviations” in stress contradict the language system as they are gen-
erally created by analogy. 
 Stress deviations are linguistically important only if there is a difference in meaning be-
tween two different stresses; this is very seldom the case and then most often in nouns: 
kre´dit – kredít (Skvorcov 1995:167). (In addition, this stress difference is found in other 
languages.)  
 Other types of mistakes can be based on misunderstandings and misinterpretations: 
ego inicialy – Ivan Petrovih (Skvorcov 1995:157). Or they can be the result of contami-
nations: igratþ znahenie (from imetþ znahenie and igratþ rolþ; Skvorcov 1995:16, 156). 
Some types of norm deviation are contradicting a general rule: Uvidev öto <iliqe, u menä 
slo<ilosþ samoe ploxoe vpehatlenie (authentic example from Zemskaja 1996b:280) (there 
is a general rule that the subject of the gerund and the subject of the main clause are the 
same). Another type of contradiction of a general linguistic rule is: 
My uznavali o russkix i zapadnyx pisatelej (authentic example from Zemskaja 
1996b:268) (the preposition o governs locative and accusative, not genitive). In contrast, 
there are no general rules such as for instance “no stem stress in masculine preterite 
forms”. 

–––––––––––––––– 
114 Offord (1996:6–7) gives the following examples of stress in razgovornaja reč' differing from that of “the 
accepted norm”: dógovor, pri´govor, razvílosþ, razvílisþ. That prostorečie in some cases is characterised by 
stress other than in the standard language is conveyed by for instance Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij 
slovar' (1990:402), by Offord (1996:9), who exemplifies with doku´ment, maga´zin, zvóniwþ, gnála, otda´la, and 
by Zemskaja & Šmelëv (1984:9), who claim that stem-stressed feminine preterite forms gna´la, otda´la and 
also the preservation of archaic stress like umen'wi´t' are typical stress features of prostorečie.  
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2.3.3.1 Theoretical and practical violation  
Suber (1989) differs between theoretical and practical violation: “[a] theoretical violation 
departs from the group’s generally held beliefs about correct usage, whether or not it de-
parts from the group’s practice. A practical violation departs from actual convergent us-
age.” As for the change that takes place, Suber says that the theoretical violations of one 
generation may by the next generation be accepted even in theory. He continues:  

If we regard the convergent behavior of a language community descriptively, then “violation” is merely 
divergent usage. If we regard it normatively, then divergent usage is “violation”. The descriptive and 
normative perspectives map each other perfectly. This follows from the anomalous ontology of immanent 
norms in which the factual convergence of social practice gives rise to normative authorization and con-
firmation of that historical practice. (Suber 1989) 

2.3.3.2 Variation in an individual 
The use of variants differs not only between individuals, but also within individuals, and 
several variants can be part of one idiolect. This is pointed out by Kostomarov & Leont'ev 
(1966:5 ff.), who assert that the use of different variants depends on the speech situation 
and that this variation is a sign of development towards differentiation of styles (1966:4–
5). Aitchison (1991:35) mentions the “variations in style which exist within the speech of 
individual speakers”, and the notion that pronunciation varies according to context is also 
found in Offord (1996:4). 
 Agrell (1917), who based his whole stress variation theory on the situational variation 
in an individual, pointed out: 

Но тому, кто внимательно прислушивался к свободной и непринужденной речи великоросса, легко 
установить, что одно и то же лицо в различных случаях изменяет в одной и той же 
форме ударение. (Agrell 1917:3) 

The choice of different types of stress is, according to Agrell (1917:6–7), conditioned by 
the situational context (different styles and different stresses are elicited in read text and 
spontaneous speech), by the linguistic context and by linguistic psychology. 
 Unlike Agrell, who claimed that the choice of variants has a semasiological meaning, 
Nicholson (1968:12) regards semantic and stylistic stress variation as individual and 
changing: “[a] general criterion is the conscientiousness of semantic and stylistic stress dif-
ferentiation, although it must be remembered that semantic differentiation through stress 
may be artificial, individualistic, and subject to constant revision.” 
 I will return to the question concerning the choice of variants depending on the situation 
and on the individual when discussing the survey results (Chapter 4).  

2.3.3.3 Overt and covert norms 
There is another aspect to violation of or deviation from the norm: the existence of overt 
and covert norms.115 This is often disregarded in works on language cultivation; not least 
in the Russian context, as it is often assumed that a norm violation is always a norm 
violation and that the reasons for this violation may lie in the individual.116 Nevertheless, 
awareness of overt and covert norms is found in Sergeev (1961), who deals with orthoepy 

–––––––––––––––– 
115 The concepts overt norm and covert norm border on implicit and explicit norms but it is not exactly the 
same: covert norms are generally found in a low prestige group, while implicit or actual norms are the norms 
of the society as a whole with the educated speaker as a base. See also the comparison of the results of the 
attitude-survey and pronunciation survey (Chapter 4.7) and Trudgill (1972) and Aitchison (1991:75). 
116 For instance Vvedenskaja & Červinskij (1997:174), who claim that the type of norm breaking can be an 
indication of “нервного, психического, соматического расстройства” in a person. 
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in schools. He realises the existence of these two types of norms and the consequences for 
the solidarity that this can have: a pupil might know how to stress in a classroom situation 
in order to give the “correct” answer to the teacher, but outside the classroom he is embar-
rassed to use these standard variants out of fear of mockery from others (Sergeev 1961:22). 
This is of course applicable to society as a whole.117 

2.3.3.4 Gaps between the codification and actual norms  
It has been pointed out by many researchers that there are gaps between codification and 
actual norms. Comrie et al. for instance conclude that: 

In the seven decades of the Soviet regime that followed, the standard language was fixed and promoted, 
through schooling, by normative grammarians. What started out as a rapid set of changes unleashed by the 
political and social overhaul eventually developed into a relatively static, conservative system that was far 
behind developments in the spoken language. The gap between the standardized language, prescribed by a 
succession of Academy grammars (the latest published in 1980) and largely fixed by official Soviet 
literature, which did not tolerate slang or spoken language, became particularly clear in the latest stages of 
the period, with the appearance of surveys of spoken standard Russian [...] As a result, claims started 
appearing in the linguistic literature that changes in the standard language did not go far enough, and that 
Russian standardized by normative grammars is too archaic [...] (Comrie et al. 1996:10–11) 

They further establish that the recommendations are “sometimes at variance with educated 
usage as elicited, for instance, by the RJaSO survey” and that “[e]ven within the dynamic 
approach, normative handbooks tend to lag behind changes in usage” (Comrie et al. 
1996:21). They see this as partly due to the “usual conception of the ‘modern Russian liter-
ary language’ (современный русский литературный язык) as the Russian language from 
Puškin to the present day” (Comrie et al. 1996:21). 
 This lagging behind is not unique to the contemporary Russian language. Firstly, a gap 
between the codified norm and current usage exists in many languages and societies, and is 
inherent to language and to lexicographic practice. Secondly, such remarks regarding Rus-
sian have been found much earlier: Černyšëv (1912:5, 37) comments upon the disparity 
between recommendations or prescriptions of grammars and dictionaries and the living 
standard language referring to, for instance, Grot (1876), published 36 years earlier. Nev-
ertheless, this disparity can be smaller or larger depending on, among other factors, lan-
guage policy, and it appears that it is indeed quite conspicuous in late 20th–early 
21st-century Russian.  
 Several observations testify to this. Pirogova (1967:14) points out that:  

Рекомендуемые акцентологические нормы во многих случаях, однако, устарели, они нередко 
повторяют и узаконивают для нашего дня те явления, которые сложились у истоков орфоэпии два–
три столетия назад. Словари в ряде случаев ревностно оберегают незыблемость тех правил, кото- 
рые уже фактически отвергнуты носителями языка. 

Nicholson (1968:xiii) says “stress authorities artificially regulate stress patterns and 
categories”. The same idea is found in Gorbačevič (1971:42): 

Нередко в справочниках и пособиях по культуре речи указываются старые нормы ударения, уже не 
соответствующие современной речевой практике. 

The explanation put forward by Graudina (1980:38) is that the divergence between the 
practice of normative judgements and the norm of usage in speech is partially due to the 
weak scientific theory, which alongside the study of prescriptive norms (codification), 
should pay attention to, as she puts it “the laws that govern the norms of usage of units in 

–––––––––––––––– 
117 See Trudgill (1972). 
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speech” (“должна уделять также внимание законам, управляющим нормами употре- 
бления единиц в речи”). 
 Vvedenskaja & Červinskij do, however, point out that the correspondence between nor-
mativisation and the “actual situation” (“реальное состояние”) in standard speech is not 
always attainable, and this difference between what is prescribed and the real normative 
situation is explained by the fact that norms are developing, non-static, often paradoxical 
and not always predictable (1997:178).118 
 Predominantly, however, this discrepancy and its unusual magnitude and implications – 
as has been and will be shown – is due to the political situation in the Soviet Union and the 
lexicographic and scientific tradition, which helped to create and emphasise the gap 
between the codified norm and the actual norm as manifested in the spoken language and 
the attitudes of the speakers. The reasons for the unwillingness to recognise “deviations 
from norms” or “vacillation within a norm” were – and are – partly political. Language 
policy was, as other policies, strictly regulated in the totalitarian state:119 

… man sollte dabei erwägen, daß die öffentliche Sprechtätigkeit in der Sowjetunion viel strenger geregelt 
und eingeschränkt war als anderswo und daß darum auch die Rückwirkung, dem bekannten Newtonschen 
Axiom gemäß, eine entsprechend heftigere ist. (Mihály 1994:384) 

There are indications of movement in the relationship between codification and actual 
norms: Comrie et al. (1996:311) believe that the rapid linguistic changes in Russia are un-
doing the “static system” in a way that could be compared to the linguistic changes after 
the 1917 revolution, and that these changes “actually reflect earlier changes that have ac-
cumulated in the language but have been impeded by normative grammars and hand-
books”. Zybatow (1995:231) sees a unified norm system: 

... die Spannung zwischen der flexibel-dynamischen endogenen Norm und der konservativen exogenen 
Norm im Russisch der Gegenwart wird kleiner bzw. das frühere starke Auseinanderdriften beider 
Normensysteme nimmt ab. 

2.3.3.5 Loss of authority  
We have seen above that deviation from the norm can be understood in different ways: 
there is theoretical and practical violation, there are overt and covert norms to violate, 
there is variation in an individual, etc. It can also be questioned whether “deviation from 
the norm” is the proper designation. If the actual, implicit norm is what is shown in the 
speech and attitude of a majority of educated speakers, then we should rather talk of a 
“deviation from the codification”. Bartsch, for instance, prefers to talk not about “deviation 
from the norm”, but about “conflicts” between different norms (1987:155). Graudina & 
Švarckopf (1992:102) prefer to talk not only of “norm” and “deviation from the norm” 
(“отклонение от нормы”), but also of “vacillation of the norm” (“колебание нормы”). 
 We will now look at the loss of authority that the gaps between the codified norm and 
actual norms can entail. This loss is double-edged. On the one hand, a deviation from the 
codified norm can lower the authority of the speaker (cf. for instance Rozental' et al. 

–––––––––––––––– 
118 One example of such discrepancy between prescribed and actual norms is found in Offord (1996:4): “For 
example, authoritative Russian dictionaries indicate end stress throughout the future tense in the verbs 
pomesti´tþ and poseli´tþ (pomesti´wþ, etc, poseli´wþ, etc), but many educated speakers now consider 
pome´stiwþ, etc and pose´liwþ, etc normal and correct.” This is one of the few grammars or other works aimed 
at the foreign learner of Russian to mention variation in stress, which is otherwise very often disregarded. 
For exceptions see Wade (2000:265) and Wikland (1987:123), which touch upon it, but not as explicitly as 
Offord. 
119 Cf. Kostomarov (1994/1999). 
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1994:370). Aitchison (1991:62) claims that people pay attention to the behaviour of others 
only if it is dramatically different from the norm: “[p]eople either do not notice a minor de-
viation from the norm, or they over-react to it”. However, the loss of authority on the part 
of the speaker takes place only if he deviates from the implicit norm. A deviation from a 
norm that is only explicit, not implicit does not generally entail a loss of authority as one 
single speaker operates in relation to the rest of the language community, not exclusively 
in relation to codification. Kostomarov (1999:246) claims that “[у] нас любое отклонение 
от принятых норм сразу же и безоговорочно воспринимается как нетерпимая ошибка 
даже тогда, когда оно происходит вполне в допускаемых системой рамках.” Hence it 
could be concluded from what Kostomarov says about norm deviation, that if there is no 
negative reaction, then there is no norm deviation either.120 
 On the other hand there is the other side of the loss of authority, which has much larger 
repercussions: a deviation from the actual – or implicit – norm lowers the authority of nor-
mative works. This was observed by Gel'gardt (1961:24) who declared that linguistic facts 
can, regardless of prohibitions, become so commonly accepted that if they are pointed out 
as incorrect or as non-standard these recommendations will only lead to perplexity 
(“недоумение”) among standard language speakers. 
 Bartsch (1987:92) also sees this complication: 

If the cleavage between the standard language and linguistic usage and intuition of the educated middle 
class, which is supposed to be the substratum of the standard, becomes too broad, then the standard lan-
guage cannot fulfil its very purpose; its normalizing and unifying force with respect to linguistic usage 
diminishes, because it is no longer accepted by the (relevant parts of) the [sic] population: the standard 
language is then felt to be too rigid, too antiquated, and too strange. Instead of being a norm which coin-
cides at least with the linguistic intuition of the educated class, thus being a real norm for them from the 
internal point of view, it would become a mere prescription, ie a norm content that has been imposed on 
them.  

The implementation of norms presupposes the acceptation of the norm by the language 
community.121 In fact, without the language users the prescribed norms cannot function.122  

2.3.4 Changes in language norms 
Variation is always present in language and is both a sign of change in progress and a pre-
requisite for this change. Aitchison (1991:214–215) compares language to the tide, con-
stantly ebbing and flowing. The result of this is, as she sees it, “a perpetual stalemate”, as 
neither disruptive nor therapeutic tendencies ever totally win or lose. 
 An example of linguistic change is given by Ickovič (1968), who describes a “typical” 
case of change from the variant A1 to variant A2 : 
 
 
 
 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
120 Cf. Gorbačevič (1979:77): “Современная интеллигенция чрезвычайно остро реагирует на 
отступления от литературных норм ударения.” 
121 Speech community can be used synonymously with linguistic community and language community, 
although in some contexts a distinction is required. For a discussion see Wardhaugh (1992:117–123). In this 
context the terms are referring to speakers of the Russian standard language.  
122 See for instance Omdal (1996b) about the role of language users.  
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Table 2–2. Change from variant A1 to variant A2 in codification over a period of time. After Ickovič (1968:48). 

 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 
Variant A1 norm 

 
 

norm 
 

not neutral, only 
in written lan-
guage or bookish 
style 

outside the standard 
language 
 
 

Variant A2 outside the stan-
dard language (e.g. 
просторечие) 

within the standard 
language, first in oral 
language (colloquial)

 
 
equality, bal-
ance between 
the two variants norm in neutral 

written and oral 
language 

the only norm of the 
standard language 

 
A similar model is found in Vvedenskaja & Červinskij (1997): 
Table 2–3. Change from variant A to variant B in codification over a period of time. After Vvedenskaja & Červinskij 
(1997:178). 

 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 
 “only one norm” “dissipation and 

competition” 
“priority and fall” “only one (new) 

norm” 
Variant A norm 

 
norm obsolete - 

Variant B incorrect  
(= неправ.) 

admissible/colloquial/ 
and (= доп./разг./и) 

norm norm 

 
As can be seen in the tables above, a new norm usually starts out as a non-normative form 
that gradually becomes more and more accepted in codification, until it takes over and the 
old norm becomes non-normative. 
 The “error” of today might be the norm of tomorrow (Lapteva 1993:48). This view is 
expressed by Gorbačevič as follows: “[н]ередко, однако, ошибка в ударении с течением 
времени перестает быть ошибкой и становится новой нормой литературного языка” 
(1971:42). 
 Accordingly, the creation of norms could be described as a contradictory and reflexive 
process. Suber (1989), who has looked at language norms from a philosophical point of 
view, has put forward the main thesis that: “norms stabilize and subvert themselves by vir-
tue of inherently reflexive or circular processes.” These reflexivities are three in number: 
(1) The self-validation of usage that is “widespread and longlasting”: “norms arise from 

facts and facts from norms”. 
(2) The self-stabilisation or the self-reinforcement of stability: usage becomes a norm, and 

“by doing so it reinforces itself at both the descriptive and normative levels”. 
(3) The reflexive erosion of stability: if usage can create a norm, it can also alter a norm; 

but “usage that alters a norm is not in conformity with the norms it alters”. This is an 
“anomalous loop” (Suber 1989). 

He further claims that the fact that some normative change is brought about by violations 
should be enough to “cause us to rethink the logic of normative change”. Norms and 
facts/usage are reciprocally dependent in so far as “[n]orms constrain usage every day; us-
age alters norms only over many years”.123 Thus norms are “constitutive a posteriori” (Su-
ber 1989). 
 The contradictory character of norms is also noted by Nen'ko (1984a), although from a 
more superficial point of view. The norm is subordinated to two opposite tendencies: on 
the one hand there is the compulsory stability of the norm and, on the other, a striving not 
to be behindhand with linguistic change and to reflect this change (1984a:13–14). 
–––––––––––––––– 
123 Gorbačevič (1990a:71) compares linguistic change to the movements of the hour-hand of a clock: it is 
constantly moving but the movement cannot be seen directly. 
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2.3.4.1  Reasons for language change 
Change originates from elements already existing in the language, and language change is 
a social phenomenon occurring when people come into contact and one group consciously 
or subconsciously copies features from the speech of another group that has some kind of 
prestige. Whereas conscious changes are generally in the direction towards overt prestige 
forms, subconscious changes tend to be in the direction away from them (Aitchison 
1991:75). The role of the prestige factor for linguistic change is also mentioned by e.g. 
Kostomarov & Leont'ev (1966:12). 
 It is believed that it is often the educated middle class that is in the vanguard of 
linguistic change. Non-standard variant forms with support among well-educated people 
and in towns have a much greater chance of being accepted into the standard language than 
e.g. rural dialects (Stone 1973:181). Kostomarov (1999:297) agrees that it is often the edu-
cated part of the population with influence in society that is the initiator and the active par-
ticipator in language change. Mihály (1994:384) is of the same opinion regarding the 
contemporary Russian language:  

Im Gegensatz dazu124 stammen in unserer Zeit die meisten Verstöße gegen den traditionellen 
hochsprachlichen Usus aus dem Milieu der gesellschaftlichen Mittelschichten, in nicht geringem Maße 
sogar von professionellen Literaten. 

The factors causing linguistic change and influencing its direction and speed are multiple 
and usually the reason for a particular change cannot be pigeon-holed. Or, as Aitchison 
(1991:162) puts it: “language is both a social and a mental phenomenon in which sociolin-
guistic and psycholinguistic factors are likely to be inextricably entwined.”125 
 Among the internal or linguistic causes of language change, i.e. the “linguistic and psy-
chological factors which reside in the structure of the language and the minds of the speak-
ers” (Aitchison 1991:106), Gorbačevič (1971:32–34) lists the law of economy through 
which the speaker is saving time and energy by following the line of least resistance and 
the law of analogy, which is at work when one form of linguistic expression assimilates to 
another one that relates to the first form on the formal level and the level of content. 
However, as remarked by Aitchison, “[w]ords can only be in the forefront of a change if 
they are linguistically susceptible to that particular change” (1991:80). 
 There seems to be an agreement that the influence of extralinguistic factors, i.e. of so-
cial factors outside the language system, on language change is limited and that the 
internal factors are primary. Aitchison states that sociolinguistic causes like fashion, 
foreign influence, and social need or functional view of language change are not solely 
responsible for language change, but “they exploit a weak point or potential imbalance in 
the system which might have been left unexploited. This exploitation may create further 
weak points in the system” (1991:123). 
 The opinion that extra-linguistic factors are very seldom the direct reasons for linguistic 
changes but rather the “stimulators” which increase the speed of or bring out these changes 

–––––––––––––––– 
124 He refers to the 1920s with change mainly from below. 
125 Despite this complicated interplay between different factors causing language change, attempts at and 
models for linguistic prognostication have been made. Prognoses are dealt with by, for instance, Gorbačevič 
(1971:26–27, 1990a, 1990b:242–243). What has been used are sociolinguistic facts such as “general 
culture”, education and mass media, elucidation of internal reasons for linguistic change, extrapolation from 
tendencies in development, statistics etc. A scale of probability for language change is found in Graudina 
(1980:125f.) and in Gorbačevič (1990b:238–239). The question could be asked whether it is not more urgent 
to find a model for eliciting actual norms than being obsessed with and trying to foretell the future. 
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is also found in, for instance, Graudina (1980:276). Nicholson (1968:130) draws similar 
conclusions regarding stress changes after the revolution: “[i]t might be assumed that 
major stress changes began to take place after the 1917 Revolution as a result of 
population movement and the mixing of persons from different regions. In fact, however, 
some of the major stress movements were in full process of development in the first half of 
the nineteenth century.” And Comrie et al. (1996:2) agree that external factors such as 
migration and language planning can affect the pace of changes caused by tendencies al-
ready present in language, although “[m]any other features of course would probably have 
appeared even if there had been no October Revolution”. 
 As hinted by Comrie et al. above, the importance of extralinguistic or social factors var-
ies for different levels of language: extralinguistic factors can play quite a large role in in-
fluencing vocabulary, while the influence on stress and pronunciation is much less signifi-
cant. (Cf. Gorbačevič 1971:35.) 
 Linguistic and extralinguistic reasons for variation and change in word stress are dis-
cussed in Chapter 1.4.4. 

2.4 Language policy and cultivation of speech 

2.4.1 Terminology 
An essential term for discussing norms of the Russian language is культура речи (hence-
forth kul'tura reči or KR). The term культура языка was first used by the Prague Linguis-
tic Circle and in Russia by G. Vinokur.126 Later культура речи became more common and 
it is generally rendered as culture – or cultivation – of speech127 (Stone 1973:166–169).128  
 According to Comrie et al. (1996:5) культура речи, языковое нормирование, 
языковая кодификация are seen as Russian equivalents to language planning. It can also 
be argued that language planning is a broader concept than KR or that it is not at all equal 
to it. (See Stone 1973:167–168.) Тherefore, before returning to KR, some of the terminol-
ogy on language policy will be examined. 
 The overriding term in this area is language policy and language policies can be retro-
spective (cultivation of speech)129 and perspective (language planning, or in Soviet/Russian 
terminology: language building) (Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' 1990:616). 
 Language planning130 is sometimes also called language engineering and that term is 
usually employed for a language policy with “a positive aim of manipulating language as 

–––––––––––––––– 
126 Garvin (1983:148–149) restates the principles of the Prague School for cultivation of the national 
language: 

1) “La base de la culture de la langue réside dans la connaissance scientifique de la norme réelle de la 
langue littéraire. La norme réelle se trouve dans la pratique littéraire et intellectuelle de la génération 
actuelle et de celle qui l’a immédiatement précédée. La norme fictive réside dans les idées “romantiques” 
des puristes.” 
2) “Les linguistes doivent participer activement à la codification de la langue tant en matière 
d’ortographe que de grammaire.”  
3) “Le travail linguistique doit contribuer à la differentiation fonctionelle et à l’enrichissement 
stylistique de la langue littéraire.” 

127 Cf. German Sprachpflege or Swedish språkvård, which include the element ‘care’. 
128 Stone (1973:167) notes that the English title of Rozental'’s book Культура речи is Modern Russian 
Usage. 
129 Cf. Ickovič (1970:14–15) on the retrospectivity of prescriptions. 
130 Regarding the origin of this term see Stone (1973:167). 
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means of tackling social problems” (Posner 1997:34). By Wardhaugh (1992:346) it is de-
fined as the changing of a particular variety of a language or a particular language, or of 
some aspect of how either of these functions in society. According to him this planning can 
be divided into status planning and corpus planning. Status planning changes the status of 
a language or a variety with regard to some other language or variety, by changing the 
function of it and the rights of those who use it (1992:347), and corpus planning is directed 
towards the internal condition of the language or variety with a view to changing that con-
dition. This usually means to standardise the language or variety, i.e. to provide it with the 
means for serving every possible language function in society (Wardhaugh 1992:347).  
 Posner (1997:39) equates normalisation with status planning: it is “to fit the language 
for a wider variety of functions”, “the establishment of goals, policies and procedures for a 
language community”. She further equates normativisation with corpus planning: it is 
among other things a “yardstick” for correctness in language use, a metalanguage for dis-
course about language (1997:40). This distinction between normalisation and normativisa-
tion is apparently not always made and Posner’s view is probably not shared by everyone. 
 Regarding the concept standardisation, there is, according to Milroy & Milroy (1991:22 
ff.), no uniform definition. They see it rather as an ideology and “[t]he whole notion of 
standardisation is bound up with the aim of functional efficiency of the language” 
(1991:23). Furthermore, they believe its chief characteristic is “intolerance of optional 
variability in language” (1991:26) and “suppression of optional variation at all levels of 
language” (1991:36). Posner (1997:34) claims that standardisation is used to improve the 
prestige of languages, and according to Wardhaugh it “refers to the process by which a 
language has been codified in some way” usually through developing grammars, spelling 
books, dictionaries (1992:30) and it is attempting “either to reduce or to eliminate diversity 
and variety” (1992:33).  
 The difference between codification and normalisation/normativisation (the Russian 
нормализация does not make a distinction between these two concepts) is said by Ickovič 
(1970:13–14) to be that codification can be the description of the norm – it presents lan-
guage realities in the form of rules – and normalisation is the active interference in the lin-
guistic process. Normalisation and norm are sometimes said to be synonymous 
(Skvorcov’s observation 1970:40). According to the Prague School of Linguistics, norm 
and codification are separate, the exception being orthography, where norm and codifica-
tion coincide (Ickovič 1970:34). 
 In the present thesis the distinction between normalisation and normativisation will be 
upheld: cultivation of speech, the subject of the next subchapter, belongs to corpus 
planning and codification, and therefore normativisation will be used here for what in Rus-
sian is referred to as нормализация (see above, Posner 1997:40).  
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2.4.2 Definition of cultivation of speech 
It was mentioned above that cultivation of speech (KR) can be used as a synonym for 
языковое нормирование and языковая кодификация. However, opinions differ as to 
whether KR and norm should be equated. Ickovič, for instance, sees the linguistic norm as 
the base for cultivation of speech (1970:10–11), but KR is broader than norm as KR also 
has a pragmatic component: in some situations a “wrong” form is the only correct one. 
 A similar view is expressed by Skvorcov, who states that KR is the degree of command 
of linguistic norms and the capacity to use all the expressive means of the language under 
different communicative conditions, according to the goals set and the content of the utter-
ance (1995:6). That KR has two aspects, correctness and communicative expediency, is 
also professed by Senkevič (1997:9–10).  
 There are also – according to some authors – different levels of KR (as already touched 
upon), and discussion of whether KR is a linguistic discipline in itself. KR can thus have 
both a practical and theoretical side, and the practical side may exist on different levels. 
Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' (1990:247) considers cultivation of speech as (1) 
the command of the norms of the standard language (level 1 is correct speech, i.e. adher-
ence to the norm and level 2 is linguistic mastery); (2) a linguistic discipline studying the 
problems of normalisation or normativisation. Vasil'eva et al. (1995:54) are of basically 
the same opinion, claiming that KR is (1) command of the norm, including pragmatical 
norms; (2) a branch of linguistics studying problems concerning the correctness of speech. 
Similar views are held by for instance Skvorcov (1995:6). 
 Like Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' and Vasil'eva et al. above, Kunert 
(1984:378) distinguishes two levels of command of the standard language, where the first 
level is language correctness (правильность речи), which implies command of the lan-
guage and its norms in terms of “Russian–not Russian”, “correct–incorrect language”, and 
the second level is cultivation of speech (культура речи), where variants are evaluated on 
a scale (“better–worse”). Unlike Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' and Vasil'eva et 
al., however, Kunert does not consider KR a scientific discipline in itself. She sees it as a 
complex of stylistic, lexical-phraseological, grammatical and phonetical questions with a 
goal to build a theoretical base for practical deeds, namely the use of the optimal means for 
each speech situation (1984:378–379). 
 Whether KR is a discipline in itself has changed over the years, according to Širjaev 
(1992b:36; cf. the first version of the article in Širjaev 1992а). Up to the post-revolutionary 
days KR was not a discipline in itself and two parallel disciplines coexisted – one 
normalising and one rhetoric. The normalising direction has been the dominant one from 
the end of the 1920s up to today (1992b:38). Širjaev sees KR as a particular discipline with 
the task of making communication more efficient and it has three main components: 
normative, communicative, ethical (1992b:38, 1994a:9). KR is defined as the choice and 
organisation of linguistic means for reaching the highest efficiency in attaining the 
communicative goals (1994a:9). Another task of KR is the defence of the standard 
language and its norms (Širjaev 1995b:5). 
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2.4.3 Cultivation of speech and stress: orthoepy  

2.4.3.1 Definition of orthoepy 
KR and stress are closely linked. When KR is discussed the issue is often stress, and stress 
is said to be one of the most important questions for the normativisation of the Russian 
standard language (Voroncova 1959:117, Kunert 1984:393). 
 Cultivation of speech in the area of stress and pronunciation is dealt with in orthologic 
or orthoepic dictionaries.131 The definitions of orthoepy differ rather significantly. Some 
are very broad and equate orthoepy with cultivation of speech, while other definitions are 
very narrow and do only include certain aspects of phonetics, sometimes not even word 
stress. Senkevič (1997:25) sees orthology as the science of cultivation of speech, i.e. as 
synonymous to KR. Kostomarov & Leont'ev (1966:13) consider orthology as the study of 
variants which exist alongside each other but which are heterochronic. A somewhat 
narrower definition is found in Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997:307–308), which 
regards orthoepy as the standard norms of pronunciation (the structure and realisation of 
phonemes and the phoneme structure of morphemes) and the standard norms of 
suprasegmental phonetics (stress and intonation). In a broader understanding of the 
concept, grammatical variants can also be seen as part of orthoepy.132 Besides, orthoepy is 
regarded as a linguistic discipline studying the function of and developing norms of 
orthoepy.133 Quite a similar definition is found in Lingvističeskij ėnciklopedičeskij slovar' 
(1990:351): orthoepy is “нормативн[ая] реализаци[я] сегментных единиц (фонем) и 
суперсегментных единиц (ударение, интонация)”. An even narrower definition is found 
in Es'kova (1988:25–26), who qualifies orthoepy as what is not reflected enough in the 
Russian writing system (although stress can be reflected, as in dictionaries). Another 
narrow definition is found in Nen'ko who claims that “[в] современном русском языке 
ударение не заключается в объем понятия ‘орфоэпия’” (1984a:21). 
 The definition found in Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” (1997) appears to be the one that 
best describes the orthoepy that is the subject of the dictionaries or handbooks used for the 
present study. Cf. OS (1997:4): “словарь […] ставит своей задачей отражение норм, 
реализующихся в устной речи”, referring first and foremost to the norms of pronuncia-
tion and stress, but also to grammatical forms. 

2.4.3.2 Orthoepic dictionaries 
The earliest type of orthologic or orthoepic dictionaries were the “dictionaries of errors” 
from the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century.134 Later, in the second half 
of the 20th century, the “dictionaries of correct speech” appeared. The 1950s mark a new 

–––––––––––––––– 
131 The term orthoepy from the Greek 〉⎝⎫∫ ‘right’, ‘straight’ and η ⎪∫ ‘speech’ is most often used, but 
orthology can also be found. 
132 Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” adds that traditionally all pronunciation norms of the standard language are 
included in orthoepy (Avanesov), but that there is another view (Panov), according to which orthoepy are 
only norms that admit pronunciation variants, and that this is where orthoepy differs from phonetics, which 
studies phonetic rules that do not have exceptions (1997:307). 
133 There is thus a parallel to KR, with both a practical and a theoretical side, but orthoepy is generally seen 
as being more narrow than KR as it deals with pronunciation and to some degree morphology, but not with 
the lexical or syntactical level. 
134 According to Graudina (1994:55), the term ортологический was consolidated in linguistic literature in 
the 1960s. The term encompasses both the so-called словари неправильностей of the 19th century and the 
beginning of the 20th century and словари правильной речи of the second half of the 20th century. 
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stage in the development of orthoepic dictionaries, as the orientation both towards difficul-
ties in written and spoken language and towards the correction of errors on both the ortho-
epical and grammatical level was defined. (See Ėnciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 1997:298–
300.) Orthoepic dictionaries will be further dealt with in Chapter 3. 

2.4.3.3 Other means of dealing with cultivation of speech 
It should not be forgotten, however, that these dictionaries reflect certain norms and the 
variation in the language rather than function as a codex or manual for language learning 
and usage. The acquisition of language habits and norms is much more complex.135 
 There are realistically only two sources of norm implementation: one is through family 
and other informal social networks, the other through the early school years. Schooling is, 
according to Leont'ev (1965), the only means through which language can be influenced, 
and he believes that adult speech cannot be regulated.136 The role of the teacher is empha-
sised by Vikør (1996:26), who calls the primary-school teacher the “interface” of the lan-
guage normativisation debate. The role of school is often mentioned and oral skills is con-
sidered a neglected area (Dolopčev 1886:IV, Sergeev 1961, Kostomarov & Leont'ev 
1966:14–15, Gorbačevič 1971:41,137 Karaulov 1991:passim).  
 Even if the importance of school is underlined it is most likely that language is learned 
mainly through listening and speaking in an informal context with family and friends – 
particularly at an early age. Formal schooling with learning situations in which a teacher is 
correcting errors probably does not play an important role, and the older the student, the 
more limited the opportunity of regulating speech. 
 As for media language, it seems likely that it is first and foremost an indicator of the 
state of language, but that it can to a certain extent act as a reinforcement of speech habits. 
However, opinions differ regarding the role of media in influencing and forming speech 
habits. Krysin (1974:350) showed that the extent to which the language users listen to the 
radio proved irrelevant for linguistic practice, except for pronunciation and only to a very 
small degree here. Panov, on the other hand, says that radio was from the 1920s–1930s the 
most important source – the “main instructor” (“главный наставник”) – of pronunciation 
norms (1968b:17). Zemskaja (1996a:10) believes that media language both influences and 
reflects language on the whole, while Rozental' et al. (1994:370–371) believe that 
language in media exerts quite a strong influence on the public’s language and that wrong 
pronunciation can be fixated on a subconscious level. There is also the view that media 
language is a kind of legislator or normalisator. This point of view is expressed by 
Dešeriev (1983:71 ff.) and Senkevič (1997:4–5). 

2.4.4 History of normativisation in Russian 

2.4.4.1 The situation before 1917 
Although, as suggested by Graudina (1980:5), normativity was discussed among linguists 
in the 1880s–1890s, most scholars seem to claim that normativisation was not a priority 
before the 1920s.138 Kunert (1984:385) asserts that cultivation of speech was of no 
–––––––––––––––– 
135 “Нельзя освоить культуру речи посредством пособия или совета” (Kolesov 1988:6). 
136 Leont'ev quotes a German proverb: “Чего не знает Гансик, не будет знать Ганс” (1965:216). 
137 Gorbačevič (1971:41–42) says that this was also earlier a neglected area in linguistics and refers to Grot 
(1876) and Černyšëv (1912). 
138 See Graudina (1980:8–9) for an account of early writings in this area. 
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scientific concern before the revolution, when the linguists dealt with language from an 
objective and not a normative point of view.139 This view is also found in Švarckopf 
(1970a:369–370), and Gorbačevič (1971:24–25) agrees when he draws the history of 
language normativisation: at the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century 
questions regarding the raising of the level of speech culture (“вопросы повышения 
речевой культуры”) and normative codification were not the objective of linguistics.140 
He refers to Šachmatov, whose belief was prevailing at that time. It was considered that 
fighting common speech errors was a fruitless task and that normativisation as such was 
unnecessary: “странно было бы вообще, если бы ученое учреждение вместо того, 
чтобы показывать, как говорят, решалось указывать, как надо говорить” (Šachmatov 
1899:33). Gorbačevič (1978b:86) also quotes Ušakov, who when asked in 1927 if there 
were rules for correct stressing, answered that “установленных правил ударения нет”. 

2.4.4.2 The situation after 1917 
It is generally agreed that the beginning of the strict normativisation process can be traced 
to the 1920s. Following the revolution linguistic democratisation started as a consequence 
of (a) the literacy campaign; and (b) migration, through which the make-up of the urban 
population and of standard language speakers changed. This democratisation worked in 
two directions (Stone 1973:176). On the one hand larger groups of people approached lit-
eracy and the standard language (Kunert 1984:383ff., Stone 1973:176), on the other hand 
the standard was influenced by the speech of the masses (Stone 1973:176). For instance, 
the norms of pronunciation and stress changed through migration (Gorbačevič 1971:40). 
 Gorbačevič writes that this period marks the end of a cultural revolution and as a result, 
a new intelligentsia takes shape: “На конец 30-х годов падает окончание важного этапа 
культурной революции. К этому времени складывается новая по социальному соста- 
ву интеллигенция” (1971:40). According to Panov the consequence of this change of 
standard language speakers was that  

Литературность речи пошла вширь, но не вглубь. Повселюдно распространился 
среднекультурный, сероватый уровень литературной речи. Таким оказалось в конце 30-х годов и 
произношение, на этом уровне оно и застыло. (Panov 1990:16) 

Actually, it appears that strict normativisation can be dated more exactly to 1934 and the 
first All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers. It is after this congress that the “fight for the 
purity” of the Russian language becomes more intensive:  

После I съезда писателей усиливается борьба за чистоту русского языка, начинается упорядочение 
общественной речевой практики, известная стабилизация языковых норм. (Gorbačevič 1971:40) 

This period is marked by a harsh political climate in general, which was reflected in 
culture politics141 and in language policy (“упорядочение”, “борьба за чистоту”). 
 It was in this period (1935–1940) that the first normative dictionary of the Russian lan-
guage in the Soviet period, Ušakov–1935–1940, instigated by Lenin, was published (So-
rokoletov 1978:30, Širjaev 1995b:7). 

–––––––––––––––– 
139 According to Cejtlin (1961:176 f.) questions concerning “correct stress” in Russian have been discussed 
in linguistic literature at least since the first half of the 19th century. Examples: náhat' for nahát', zvónit 
for zvonít.  
140 See also Sorokoletov (1998:331). 
141 The congress set the standard for literature and culture for decades to come: it “witnessed the institution 
of socialist realism as the sole correct method in literature. It remained the official doctrine and only 
sanctioned method of Soviet art and literature for the next fifty years” (Terras 1991:506). 
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2.4.4.3 The implications of the strict norm 
One of the consequences of this strict language policy was that from the 1930s on a 
“monolithic normativity” ruled in Russia (Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade 1999:18) and, as 
Kostomarov says: “к 50-м годам мы пришли с весьма закостеневшей и строго насаж- 
давшейся литературной нормой, вполне отвечающей социально-политической ситу- 
ации тоталитарного государства” (1999:6). He sees obvious parallels between the politi-
cal system and the language policies; it was a deliberate proletarian language policy (Kos-
tomarov 1999:6). 
 Stone (1973:180) attributes the low tolerance towards non-standard varieties to the 
above-mentioned campaign of the 1920s to abolish illiteracy, as during that “nonstandard 
speech and illiteracy were always closely associated, and the campaign to abolish illiteracy 
was seen as a campaign to eliminate ‘incorrect’ speech as well”. 
 Naturally, this concentration on the elimination of the incorrect influenced the view on 
language norms. Panov, cited in Zemskaja (1996a:12), says that norm from the 1930s to 
the 1960s implied placing a ban on incorrect forms, while this view has now changed and 
norm currently represents a choice.142 The view that norm implies a prohibition is also 
found in Red'kin (1971:83): “норма избирает одни из существующих в употреблении 
ударений и запрещает все прочие”. 
 While deideologisation of the social sciences and linguistics has taken place in Russia 
on the whole, the link between politics in general and language policy or cultivation of 
speech is by no means restricted to Soviet propaganda of the 1920s–1950s. This link is 
also to be discerned in some recent writings, for instance in Skvorcov (1995). According to 
Skvorcov a high culture of speech is considered necessary for political reasons: “Без этого 
невозможно наведение порядка в нашем доме, возрождение великой России, укреп- 
ление права ее народов играть, как и прежде, заметную роль в современном изменя- 
ющемся мире” (1995:13). He sees what he calls an ecological aspect to this matter. Sur-
roundings, including on the linguistic and spiritual levels, should be sound and purified: 
“Каждый из нас в ответе за здоровье языковой среды, которую мы должны сохра- 
нить для новых поколений в чистоте и свежести” (Skvorcov 1995:12). Similar ideas, 
although more subtly expressed, can be found in “Федеральная целевая программа 
‘Русский язык’” (“O Federal'noj ...” 1997 and “Federal focused programme ‘Russian Lan-
guage’”). The name of the government council created in 2000, “Council for the preserva-
tion of the purity of the Russian language” (see below), also testifies to a certain ecological 
approach. The purification ideology of the 1930s thus remains to a certain extent. 

2.4.4.4 Recent language policy activities 
The past few years have seen an activation and actualisation of the issue “the state of the 
Russian language”. It started with a conference in Moscow in 1991 (see e.g. Karaulov 
1991, Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade 1999:308–309). Then followed the launching of the 
journal Русистика сегодня (‘Russian Studies Today’) by the Russian Academy of 
Sciences in 1994. Its tasks are ‘theoretification’, ‘slavonification’ and ‘lexicographication’ 
(Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade 1999:336). 

–––––––––––––––– 
142 Cf. Voroncova (1959:118), where she sees doublets as “extremely undesirable” (the choice between them 
should be made through a study of the historical development) with her article from 1996, in which no such 
opinions appear. 
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 A presidential decree “О совете по русскому языку при Президенте Российской 
Федерации” (‘On the Russian Language Council attached to the President of the Russian 
Federation’) was issued on 7 December 1995.143 A Russian Language Council was created 
as a direct result. Following the decree of 7 December 1995 came the “Federal focused 
programme ‘Russian Language’” (Федеральная целевая программа ‘Русский язык’). 
This programme was adopted in July 1996 (Henry 1996) and it is reported in the journal 
Русская речь (“O Federal'noj celevoj programme ‘Russkij jazyk’” …).144 The goals of this 
portentous programme, to be implemented in the years 1996–2000, were among others: a 
spiritual renewal of Russia, with a strengthening of the position of the Russian language 
both within and outside Russia; a renewal of the language policy, including the creation of 
laws on language; research on language and speech culture; raising the level of speech cul-
ture among the population through the editing of dictionaries and handbooks, through ra-
dio- and TV-programmes about language and through improved teaching in schools and 
higher educational establishments. A particularly important role is played by mass media. 
Language in media will be studied and analysed, and recommendations on language usage 
will be given to journalists and other media workers. While there seems to be a genuine 
concern for culture and language, strategic interests and geopolitics seem to be at the bot-
tom of the programme: the measures proposed will “promote the solution of the geopoliti-
cal missions of Russia” (“способствовать решению геополитических задач России”) as 
the strengthening of the position of the Russian language “meets the strategical interests of 
Russia” (“отвечает стратегическим интересам России”).145 However, on 9 July 1997, 
the decree that was the basis for the programme was annulled by another presidential 
decree.146 The federal programme seems not to have had any repercussions. 

–––––––––––––––– 

 Then, by the end of 1998 a new law on the Russian language (“Закон о русском 
языке”) was waiting to be submitted to the State Duma (Blundy, Times 1998).147 Yet an-
other council was created in January 2000: a Council for the preservation of the purity of 
the Russian language (Совет по сохранению чистоты русского языка), attached to the 
Government of the Russian Federation.148 

143 “O sovete po russkomu jazyku pri Prezidente Rossijskoj Federacii” (“О совете по русскому языку при 
Президенте Российской Федерации”) (Указ от 07.12 1995 N 1221). Ministerstvo nauki i technologij 
Rossijskoj Federacii, 1999-08-30. http://www.minstp.ru/docs/  
144 For information about the full programme see “Federal focused programme ‘Russian Language’” (Феде- 
ральная целевая программа ‘Русский язык’), 1999-08-09. 
http://www.lgg.ru/~slovo/Fed_Prog.htm 
See also Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade (1999:336–338). They do not, however, in their book edited in 1999 
take into account the fact that the decree that was the basis for the programme was annulled in 1997. 
145 For the realisation of this programme a sum of 825 140 million roubles (1996) was assigned 
(approximately 150 million USD according to the official rates of the Central Bank of Russia in October 
1996). 
146 “O priznanii utrativšimi silu nekotorych aktov prezidenta RF v svjazi s uporjadočeniem sistemy 
soveščatel'nych i konsul'tativnych organov pri prezidente RF” (“О признании утратившими силу 
некоторых актов президента РФ в связи с упорядочением системы совещательных и консультативных 
органов при президенте РФ”) (Указ от 09.07 1997 N 711). Ministerstvo nauki i technologij Rossijskoj 
Federacii, 1999-08-09. http://www.minstp.ru/docs/uri/97/71_709.htm 
147 Apparently it has so far not been adopted. Cf. Coalson (1996), where it is reported that in the summer of 
1996 the Russian presidential commission on the Russian language issued recommendations for a new law 
on the Russian language. 
148 “Council for the preservation of the purity of the Russian language” (“Совет по сохранению чистоты 
русского языка”), 2000-01-22. http://lenta.ru/internet/2000/01/21/russian/ 
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2.4.4.5 Subjectivism and purism 
Ideology and emotions prevail in many writings on norm, normativisation and cultivation 
of speech, and ideology and emotion pave the way for purism and subjectivism. The 
former term is explained as follows by Thomas (1991:12):  

Purism is the manifestation of a desire on the part of a speech community (or some section of it) to pre-
serve a language from, or rid it of, putative foreign elements or other elements held to be undesirable (in-
cluding those originating in dialects, sociolects and styles of the same language). It may be directed at all 
linguistic levels but primarily the lexicon. Above all, purism is an aspect of the codification, cultivation 
and planning of standard languages. 

Gorbačevič (1971:28) asserts that “в нашем обществе нет почвы для идеологического 
пуризма”, but he claims that there is a fruitless or useless purism linked to taste and the 
subjective aesthetic reception of the language. There is also, according to Gorbačevič 
(quoting Vinokur), another type of purism, that is even harmful, viz. “scientific purism” 
(“ученый пуризм”), which has existed and exists in, for instance, various handbooks 
(1971:29–30). Still, Gorbačevič feels that he has to say that there are also positive sides of 
purism, e.g. the struggle for national culture and against loan-words (1971:31).  
 Purism is sometimes criticised for being opposed to a scientific approach: “Descriptive 
lexicographers and etymologists, however, become scientific (by the standards of their dis-
ciplines) precisely by overcoming this purism” (Suber 1989).  
 There is also criticism of emotion and subjectivism, but in this very criticism there is of-
ten an element of emotion and subjectivism. A typical utterance is that of Panov 
(1968a:37–39) criticising dilettantes – often writers – who on emotional grounds present 
their own subjective “often bad linguistic tastes” as the objective truth when they criticise 
linguistic innovations. 

2.4.4.6 The role of dictionaries  
Kiparsky (1962:13) asserts that prescriptive works elsewhere tend to follow usage, 
whereas in the USSR they sometimes anticipate usage, leading usage into quite definitive 
paths, as one “can easily see from the gradual disappearance of the so-called ‘fluid 
areas’”.149 I agree with Nicholson (1968) who sees this judgement as political rather than 
linguistic and who claims that Kiparsky “may erroneously be taking the statements of 
normativizing dictionaries as proof of tendencies in the living language” due to the fact 
that authors and compilers have had “different and progressively more restrictive attitudes 
towards normative requirements” (1968:16–17). 
 Graudina (1980:8) claims that lexicographers are often the last to take on innovations 
and that this is precisely the role of normalising “research”. It must be kept in mind, how-
ever, that not all dictionaries are always normative: 

Вообще, следует отметить, что в истории русской лексикографии наблюдалась постоянная борьба 
двух противоположных принципов – принципа нормативности и ненормативности толковых 
словарей. (Sorokoletov 1978:31)  

Sorokoletov (1978:31) disagrees with Obnorskij who considers all academic dictionaries – 
e.g. BAS (17 vols.) – as normative. Sorokoletov argues that earlier the academic dictionar-
ies were not normative, in fact they were on principle non-normative, but that for the 
Soviet dictionaries the normative tasks are very important as they are both an instrument 
for and a product of cultivation of speech. They are in fact the legislator (законодатель), a 
normative act (Sorokoletov 1978:32). 
–––––––––––––––– 
149 Nicholson’s translation. 
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 This can be compared to the situation in English-speaking countries and also in 
German-speaking countries, where the dictionaries (Oxford, Webster; Duden) are seen as 
norm-giving. (Cf. Vikør 1994:121 and Wardhaugh 1992:32.) Still, what differs in Russian 
is that there is no regularly updated edition of one standard dictionary (BAS appeared in 
1950–1965 and a new edition started appearing in 1991, but only a handful of volumes 
have been edited). There is rather a plethora of handbooks made by individual compilers, 
which often treat quite limited areas of the language (only pronunciation, only orthography 
or only new or foreign words, etc.). 
 Furthermore, there is not an official body (like L’Académie française) whose writings, 
editions and sayings are seen as official. Thus in a country like Russia, where norms and 
normativisation are emphasised to such a degree there is in fact no official body or single 
standard dictionary. Panov (1990:17) draws the conclusion that “[н]ет общественно 
признанного, общезначимого авторитета в области культуры произношения.”150 Park 
(1991:13) agrees: ”Der sowjetischen Lexikographie fehlt aber – ungeachtet der Forderung 
F.P. Filins vor 27 Jahren – nach wie vor ein normatives Wörterbuch der modernen 
russischen Standardsprache.” 

2.4.5 Normativisation and cultivation of speech – can and should 
language be planned? 
One century ago Šachmatov asserted that what has once disappeared from the language 
cannot be forced back into the language, and that “fighting” what is conventionally called 
“incorrect” is just as fruitless (1899:32).  
 Since then views on this matter have changed radically in Russia. Skvorcov, for 
instance, claims that it is possible to regulate speech: 

В основе взглядов советских языковедов лежит признание принципиальной возможности 
регулировать социальную речевую деятельность, решать теоретические и практические вопросы 
культуры речи и языковой политики. (Skvorcov 1969:51) 

Širjaev also believes in the possibility of regulating language. He suggests that norma-
tivisation should be dealt with by the creation of a “service of observation for linguistic in-
novations” which should give examples of innovations to be evaluated to an expert 
commission.151 The results of this evaluation could then be made obligatory for radio, 
television etc. (Širjaev 1992b:40–41). 
 It has been suggested that the belief in the omnipotence of linguistic normativisation is 
linked to the political system that reigned in Russia for the major part of the 20th century. 
However, the fact that a firm belief in the possibility of planning and regulating language 
can be found in countries other than those having embraced a communist ideology 
suggests that this is just one of the explanations. Still, language planning is reminiscent of 
the planned economy in its construction, according to Gregersen (1991:63), and Comrie et 

–––––––––––––––– 
150 Cf. Panov (1990:17): such a role had previously been played by the theatre, while television or radio 
could never assume that role. 
151 “служба слежения за языковыми новациями и экспертная комиссия по оценке этих новаций”. The 
commission should consist of standard language speakers categorised by their different attitudes to the norm 
(in each group there should be at least five persons): conservatives, neutrals, democrats, and specialists (the 
same answer from persons from different categories can be weighted differently depending on the persons’ 
classification into a group). This model appears to have too many flaws to be of any interest, and even if it 
was theoretically convincing it would not be feasible in practice. 
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al. (1996:5) suggest that “standardization would be greater and more rigid in non-
democratic societies”. Stone (1973:179) puts it this way: 

The assumption that society is able to shape its own linguistic destiny and to direct the course of linguistic 
history is consistent with the prevalent ideology in the Soviet Union. LP is regarded as an essential feature 
of a planned society. The question of the ability of society consciously and deliberately to influence 
language change has therefore engrossed Soviet linguists more than it would otherwise have done. 

He does, however, qualify Russian language planning as “pragmatic”, i.e. although the 
possibility of predicting and controlling language change exists, Russian language planners 
do not seem to exploit this in practice (Stone 1973:183). Jachnow also discusses the belief 
in planning. He writes that Soviet sociolinguistics has or had not only a descriptive, but 
also an evaluative (“оценочная”) function, so that research findings should mainly be used 
in language planning and language politics (1984b:807). 
 Examples of such views can be found in, for instance, Gorbačevič (1971:26), who ac-
cuses linguists like Saussure152 and Coseriu of standing for “normalising agnosticism” 
(“[н]ормализаторский агностицизм”) as they believe that conscious, deliberate interven-
tion is not possible. Gorbačevič himself wants, instead of looking at the present situation, 
to make extrapolations from the past to predict future linguistic development. He believes, 
rather contradictorily, that linguistic prognoses are on the one hand impossible and 
unscientific and on the other necessary for “correct normative judgement” (“правильная 
нормативная оценка”; Gorbačevič 1971:26–27). However, from the point of view of lan-
guage policy he covers himself fully as he does not enter into a discussion about how to 
approach and judge different linguistic phenomena (1971:263–264). 
 It has also been suggested that there are negative sides to language planning. Firstly, 
there is a belief that too rigid language planning can cause, and has caused, a low level of 
linguistic competence: 

There is general agreement that the low state of ‘speech culture’ can be traced to ideological pressures 
which for decades during the Soviet period prevented speakers and writers from exploiting the full po-
tential of the Russian language. (Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade 1999:311, with reference to Karaulov.) 

Secondly, prescription is in itself seen as opposed to linguistic professionalism: “the 
strength and social function of prescriptive ideologies militate against an objective and 
professional approach to language” (Milroy & Milroy 1991:156, cf. 1991:11).153 
 The shortcomings of codification are also discussed by Ickovič (1970). He believes that 
when not showing variants there is a risk of an external rigour, where the orientation to-
wards the old norm has the consequence that codification lags behind the contemporary 
norm (1970:28–29). There is also a risk of an internal rigour. This is represented by the 
very fact that codification exists and that an authoritative source often sets the standard for 
the subsequent dictionaries and handbooks, thus consolidating for many years the norm of 
the time when the original source was created. 
  

–––––––––––––––– 
152 Called a “French linguist” (“французский языковед”) by Gorbačevič (1971:26). 
153 Milroy & Milroy (1991:22) claim that it is easier to standardise the writing system and that “absolute 
standardisation of a spoken language is never achieved (the only fully standardised language is a dead 
language)”. 
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It should not be forgotten, however, that the role that in reality is played by the speakers is 
essential in the norm creation process. As shown in the following model for language 
planning, planning and implementation are directed towards the language community and 
there is an evaluation on the part of the language community that is the feedback to the 
language planners. 

↓ ← Evaluation ← ↑ 
↓    ↑ 

Planning → Implementation → The Language Community 
 
Figure 2–1. The language planning process. From Vikør (1994:98). 

 

2.5 Conclusion: norm and normativisation  
The overall purpose of this chapter has been to explore the concepts norm and norma-
tivisation, particularly in the Russian language. To sum up so far, three points will be 
listed: 
• Norm in theory. The fact that researchers have different views on norm is not that re-

markable, but what constitutes a serious problem for Russian language normativisation 
is that the norm is neither defined operationally, nor linguistically, nor socially, but is a 
subjective construction. 

• Norm in practice (codification). There is a norm which exists both in its explicit and 
implicit form. One problem here is the existence of preconceived ideas of an objectively 
existing norm. In fact, language norms are created through an interplay as shown in 
Figure 2–1 above, and are not to that high a degree created and regulated through codi-
fication. Even so, there is no single dictionary that is seen as the codex of linguistic con-
duct. Furthermore, the recommendations given in dictionaries and handbooks are not 
unanimous. “However, even within one approach, not all normative grammarians would 
agree, and in practice recommendations sometimes differ from one handbook to an-
other” (Comrie et al. 1996:21). This will be further investigated and commented upon 
in Chapters 3 and 6. 

• The different approach of language users and linguists towards the language norm 
and questions regarding linguistic correctness. On the one hand the layman is more 
often convinced than the linguist that what is correct and incorrect in language is a 
clear-cut decision and that innovations or deviations are signs of decay. Linguists 
usually – although not always – see innovations or deviations as signs of development 
and they believe that change is inherent to language and that many variants are possible. 
(Cf. Milroy & Milroy 1991:11.) On the other hand there is the gap between codification 
and actual norms already mentioned in this chapter. These different views cause prob-
lems: in order to make the interplay illustrated in the figure above work, normalisators 
must have the same outlook as the language users. This is in fact a prerequisite for a 
successful “cultivation of speech”. Language policies cannot be applied to recalcitrant 
speakers, regardless of whether these policies are more lax or more strict than the 
speakers’ views.154 Therefore norm focus should be shifted to the user, the speaker.155 

–––––––––––––––– 
154 See Josephson (1999) for a survey containing a comparison between the attitudes of Swedish language 
users (“ordinary people”) and linguists towards language, language change, normativism etc. The 
investigation showed that while 61 per cent of the language users believe that the language is deteriorating, 
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Normativisation or cultivation of speech is necessary, but it is for the language users’ 
needs that they exist and the speakers should be the point of departure in any discussion 
of linguistic norms. 

only 8 per cent of the linguists are of the same opinion. This result is comparable to that from an opinion poll 
of people’s language attitudes in France made by SOFRES in 1988 (Ager 1990:224–226), which showed 
that 60 per cent of the people consider that the language is deteriorating. (Linguists were not investigated as 
a particular group in the French poll.) 
155 See Karaulov (1991:3–4, 31), who claims that linguistic criticism is a new discipline. It does not imply 
“criticism” meaning “listing and complaining about low culture of speech and language errors”. Karaulov 
wants to put the individual in the centre and focus on the ordinary native speaker when discussing the “state 
of the language”. 



3 Orthoepic dictionaries and the codified norm 
 
 
 
 
 
In this chapter the sources for the study are presented. First a short background to the con-
temporary reference works will be given, after which the two main sources will be intro-
duced and submitted to a general comparison. A more detailed comparison of the variation 
in verbal stress in these two dictionaries will then follow in Chapter 4. 

3.1 Orthoepic dictionaries in general – a short background 
The history of normalisation/normativisation and cultivation of speech from the end of the 
19th century on was traced briefly in the previous chapter. Vvedenskaja & Červinskij 
(1997:154) characterise the general development of and attitudes towards the norm in the 
Russian language in the 20th century as follows:156 in the 1920s–1930s low colloquial 
(prostorečie), dialectal and professional traits enter the standard language. The 1930s–
1940s witness the creation and stabilisation of new norms157 and the 1950s–1960s the 
codification of the strict norm. In the 1960s–1970s there is “professionalisation” of the 
language, active development of neologisms and foreign loan words, and in the 1970s–
1980s there is democratisation of the standard norm with a “scale of admissibility”, 
functional differentiation and stylistical development of the standard language. 

3.1.1 The first modern orthoepic dictionaries and their successors 
The 1950s were above characterised as the period of codification of the strict standard 
norm, and it is to this period that the origin of the first orthoepic dictionaries of the kind 
used for the present study can be traced.158 The point when the questions of “broad normali-
sation” of the standard speech arose is suggested by Graudina (1994:56) to be contempora-
neous with the creation in 1952 of the sector of cultivation of speech at Institut ja-
zykoznanija on the initiative of Ožegov.159 
 The first Russian lexicographic work of the orthologic or orthoepic type was Русское 
литературное произношение и ударение: опыт словаря-справочника by Avanesov and 
Ožegov (A&O–1955). It was re-edited and re-cast under the title Русское литературное 
ударение и произношение: словарь-справочник in 1959 and then in 1960 (A&O–1959–
1960).  
–––––––––––––––– 
156 Cf. Skvorcov (1970:77–78). 
157 The first modern dictionary fixing the accentological norms of the 20th century was Ušakov–1935–1940 
(Voroncova 1979:7). It was also the first dictionary in which orthoepical and accentological norms were given 
fully and consistently (Nen'ko 1984a:24). Still, it is an explanatory dictionary, not a handbook of stress and 
pronunciation. Then Ožegov’s dictionary was created “на базе Словаря Ушакова (1949 г.) и был задуман 
как сокращенный его вариант” and many of the normative recommendations of that dictionary follow 
Ušakov’s (Nen'ko 1984a:24). The next stage in the normativisation process after Ušakov was A&O–1959 
(Voroncova 1979:7). 
158 For an account of similar types of dictionaries of the Russian language before the 1950s see Graudina 
(1994). 
159 Širjaev (1992b:38) mentions the creation of the sector at the Institut russkogo jazyka in 1964. 
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 On the basis of A&O–1959 Орфоэпический словарь русского языка (OS–1983) was 
created (“... создан в результате коренной переработки ...”; OS–1983 foreword). For this 
dictionary or handbook the approach towards normalisation underwent an essential change: 
variation is seen as a regular feature of the standard language and a scale of normativity that 
is uniform for all types of variants (pronunciation, accentology, morphology) is used (Ėn-
ciklopedija “Russkij jazyk” 1997:305–307).  
 OS has since been re-edited in 1985, 1987 and 1988. In 1989 (5th ed.) it was revised and 
a new printing appeared in 1997 (6th ed.). And OS–1983 has in its turn “inspired” other 
orthoepic dictionaries. Es'kova–1994 (Краткий словарь трудностей русского языка) is 
written by one of the authors of OS–1983 and its content is in much the same, although 
somewhat narrower. OS has also influenced Русское произношение и правописание 
(RPP–1996). In the foreword of RPP the authors state that they have leant mainly on OS 
(“на который мы опирались в основном в своей работе”; 1996:3). Consequently, a line 
can be traced from 1955, when A&O appeared, to the most recent works (OS–1997, 
Es'kova–1994 and RPP–1996).160 

3.1.2 The orthoepic heritage 
However, the perfunctorily edited or merely reprinted “new” editions of dictionaries create 
the risk of perpetuating norms prevailing several decades ago: 

Простое непереработанное переиздание словаря современного языка или переиздание его с 
незначительными поправками и улучшениями, как правило, не оправдывает себя, ибо второе 
издание в этих случаях уже не отражает состояние языка данного времени, особенно в эпоху, 
отличающуюся быстрым темпом языковой эволюции. (Sorokoletov 1974:31) 

Однако жизнь идет вперед. Все то, что казалось неизмененным и стабильным в 50-е годы, в 90-е – 
подвергается сомнению, а иногда и опровержению. С этой точки зрения, не все лингвисты могут 
согласиться с отдельными рекомендациями словаря в его издании 1983 г. (Graudina 1994:57) 

It should also be noted that there is an indication that the lexicographical and/or normative 
heritage of the contemporary sources goes back even further than to A&O 1955–1959. In a 
review of A&O–1955 Obnorskij points out that the influence of Ušakov–1935–1940 can be 
detected and that A&O–1955 is 99 per cent based on its predecessor (1956:106). Obnorskij 
also states that the proposed orthoepy in the dictionary reviewed (A&O–1955) gives the 
impression of a subjective orthoepy:161 

Очень много замечаний вызывает рекомендуемое ударение. Объясняется это тем, что автор этой 
части словаря руководствовался субъективным ощущением от слова. Между тем современный 
словарь связан с прошлым, на 99 % вытекает из него, и нельзя судить о словаре, не исходя из его 
прошлого. (Obnorskij 1956:106) 

Evidently there was criticism already of the “ancestor” of today’s orthoepic dictionaries, 
which indicates that there is a problem ab ovo. What further aggravates the situation is that 
as time has worn on language has changed, but this change might not have been taken into 
account as the sources apparently build on each other to such a degree. This is the point at 
which we stand when we now go on to study the sources used in the present investigation. 

–––––––––––––––– 
160 It is no accident that Graudina says about A&O–1955/1959/1960: “В истории жанра ортологических 
словарей он занимает особое место” (1994:56). 
161 Apparently Obnorskij qualifies as “subjective” recommendations that he himself (subjectively) does not 
agree with. He says for instance that he would in some cases list the two “equal” stresses (there is a ranking 
where the preferred variant is put in the first place) in reverted order. 
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3.2 Main sources for the study 
As the point of departure for the investigation, viz. as a source for which variants there are 
in the contemporary Russian language and how they are labelled on a stylistic and/or nor-
mative scale, two modern orthoepic dictionaries with extensive information on stress vari-
ants were used. To a limited extent additional material – other reference works, an exercise 
book and an article on non-normative speech on TV – was used. 
 The two main sources are Орфоэпический словарь русского языка (henceforth OS–
1997) and Русское произношение и правописание (RPP–1996). The reason why these 
were chosen is that they are the only recent162 dictionaries of that size163 that contain 
extensive stylistic and/or normative notations on variants, thus giving a fuller, although by 
no means complete, picture of the variation existing in contemporary Russian.164 Besides, 
OS is seen as the most authoritative orthoepic manual: “[н]аиболее авторитетное 
руководство по современной орфоэпии” (Protčenko 1995:21–22). 
 Most other dictionaries or handbooks give only one standard variant or very little infor-
mation on variants, and “negative linguistic material” is usually not given (Gorbačevič 
1978а:51–52). For instance MAS–1981–1984 and MTS–1990 generally list variants only if 
these are equal to the norm or colloquial, Ož&Šv–1995 and BTS–1998 give stress variants 
with labels to a certain extent, although much less extensively than OS and RPP, and A&Z–
1993 and A&Z–2000 hardly ever give variants and, if they do, generally in the form of 
warnings against their use. 
 There are also other works of the same type as OS–1997 and RPP–1996. Gorbačevič–
1973 (Трудности словоупотребления и варианты норм русского литературного 
языка) gives extensive information about variants, including normative/stylistic labels for 
these. But as it appeared more than a quarter of a century ago it will not be included as a 
main source, although there is on the whole no reason to assume that its recommendations 
are more antiquated than those of more recent handbooks. (See Appendices 17–19.) 
 One recent handbook with extensive information regarding variants in stress and 
morphology is Es'kova–1994. But as it is modelled on OS165 and the notation of the variants 
– both the system of labels and the assessment of each variant – is exactly the same as in 
OS it will not be included either as a main or as an additional source. The only difference is 
that it is smaller than OS (12,000 entries as compared to 65,000) and that a small number of 
variants which are not included in OS–1997 have entered Es'kova–1994.166 Otherwise this 
handbook can be taken as yet another example of the strong connection to preceding 
sources and the perpetuation of norms.  
 The main sources chosen for the study differ in several respects. Firstly, they have a dif-
ferent scope and approach. RPP is more concerned with style, while OS, on the other hand, 
looks at linguistic facts from a normative standpoint and comments on the “error gravity”, 
explicitly stating that its normative notation is not stylistic (1997:4).  

–––––––––––––––– 
162 Edited within the last 10 years. 
163 OS–1997 has 65,000 entries on 688 pages and the 1983–1988 editions have 63,500 entries and 702 pages. 
RPP–1996 does not give an exact number of entries, but it has a total of 607 pages. 
164 See Ogienko (1914:228–237) for 19th-century references. 
165 Es'kova is the main author of OS according to Krongauz (1996:347). Cf. OS (1997:3) where it says that the 
normative recommendations regarding stress in OS were made by Es'kova and Voroncova. 
166 zaklühitþ, isklühitþ, iskrivitþ/sæ/, kaznitþ, krivitþ/sæ/, otlihitþ, skrivitþsæ. 

 79



 Secondly, they are edited with a time interval of 7 years:167 in 1989 (as the 1997 ed. is a 
reprint of the 1989 ed.) and 1996, respectively. In this connection it should be noted that in 
the area studied – verbal stress – there are no changes in stress notation between the 1983 
(1st) – 1988 (4th) editions of OS and the 1989 (5th) – 1997 (6th) editions. There are only a 
few corrections, so in fact the “difference in age” could be said to be 13 years.168  
 Thirdly, OS and RPP show several instances of different notation, a fact that will be il-
lustrated in Table 3–2 and Table 3–3. This will also be commented upon further in Chapter 
4 and in Chapter 6. 

3.2.1 Orfoėpičeskij slovar' russkogo jazyka (OS) 
The 1989 edition of OS was used for this study until the appearance of OS–1997. These 
editions are basically the same, the only differences between the 5th and 6th editions being 
a few minor corrections. In the foreword of OS (1997:3) it says:  

Первое издание словаря вышло в 1983 г. Второе, третье и четвертое стереотипные издания – в 1985, 
1987 и 1988 гг. В настоящее издание внесен ряд дополнений и уточнений. Пополнен словник (в 
значительной степени за счет слов, появившихся в последние годы). Уточнены некоторые нор- 
мативные рекомендации (при этом учитывались замечания, высказанные в печатных рецензиях и 
устных выступлениях при обсуждении словаря). 

3.2.1.1 General principles 
The principles for compiling an orthoepic dictionary are discussed in Es'kova (1972), where 
reference is made to the work being carried out at the time under Avanesov at the institute 
of Russian language of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR.169 As this work later 
resulted in OS–1983 it could be justifiable to relate Es'kova’s discussion and principles at 
length in order to understand the structure of and the ideas behind OS and also to what 
extent it continues and/or breaks with traditions. 

–––––––––––––––– 

 Es'kova deals mainly with three questions: (1) the amount of material to be included; (2) 
the composition of an orthoepic dictionary; (3) the norm of the standard language and its 
reflection in the dictionary. 
 Regarding the amount of material and the composition of such a dictionary Es'kova be-
lieves that only words and forms with “particularities” (“особенност[и]”) have to be in-
cluded (1972:126). She proposes that dictionaries such as A&O–1955 and A&O–1959 and 
the revision envisaged by her and her colleagues should be called orthoepic as they deal not 
solely with stress and pronunciation, but with correctness of speech as a whole. However, 
this designation is not wholly precise as these dictionaries give a broader range of informa-
tion than purely orthoepic such (1972:124).170  
 As regards the norm and its reflection in the dictionary, including the labels used, 
Es'kova explains and justifies her own principles through a comparison with those of her 
predecessors. In A&O–1955 and A&O–1959 she sees a tendency towards what she calls 

167 RPP (1996:3) claims that ten years have passed since OS was edited and that for the continually changing 
norm this time span is more than enough. However, RPP was edited in 1996 and OS in 1983–1988 (1st–4th 
ed.) and in 1989/1997 (5th–6th ed.) so it is not clear how the authors of RPP have reached the conclusion that 
the time span is 10 years.  
168 Cf. what Nicholson says about the time span between the first and the last volume of BAS: “In a fairly 
rapidly changing field, such as that of stress, seventeen years is a considerable period” (1968:25). 
169 Avanesov was one of the editors of A&O–1959/1960 and the editor of OS.  
170 Whether dictionary (словарь) is the correct term is also discussed by Es'kova (1972:124). 
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“the normalisator’s prejudice” (“которую хочется назвать нормализаторским пред- 
рассудком”; 1972:130) and concludes from this that the ideal of the normalisation in A&O 
is a total liquidation of variation.171 
 Es'kova, on the contrary, is of the opinion that variation has to be “legalised” and that 
dictionaries should reflect the variants existing and functioning in the standard language 
(1972:131). Variation is seen as inherent in an ever-changing language and the authors of 
OS want to reflect the existing norms and variation (OS–1997:3).172 The application of this 
dynamic theory of norm is the most important change that has taken place between A&O–
1959 and OS–1983 (Comrie et al. 1996:20).173 
 Es'kova sees norm as the realisation of a choice between alternatives, where the compil-
ers of a normative dictionary are interested in an average norm – a totality of norms ac-
cepted by a group of speakers qualified as “standard language speakers”. She admits that 
this is not an easy task as criteria for who can be considered a “standard language speaker” 
have not yet been elaborated, and without such criteria it is not possible to define the norm 
through mass statistical tests. Therefore, she claims, the researcher so far has been confined 
to subjective methods, applying his “feeling for language” (“языковое чутье”) to the sys-
tematic relations and the direction of language development. Es'kova justifies this view by 
stating that “[с]убъективное представление квалифицированного исследователя в той 
или иной степени приближается к объективному положению вещей” (1972:129). 
 She also enters a discussion about the labels used for characterising the variants and 
comments upon the many transition variants that exist, i.e. that are somewhere between 
norm and non-norm. She suggests the following labels: (1) a “zero-variant” = и; used to 
indicate that two variants are recognised to be equally normative (“‘нулевая’ норма- 
тивная помета, означающая признание двух вариантов в равной степени соответ- 
ствующими литературной норме”); (2) the label доп. (допустимо), which shows that a 
variant labelled in that way corresponds to the norm to a lesser degree than the variants 
labelled и; and (3) the label доп. устар. (допустимо устаревающее), which indicates 
that the variant in question is disappearing from the language (Es'kova 1972:132). The 
system in A&O–1959 with the labels доп. (допустимо), устар. (устарелое) and разг. 
(разговорное) is considered asymmetric by Es'kova. 
 Among the stress variants which are considered non-normative, i.e. are labelled не in 
A&O–1959/1960, Es'kova suggests that a distinction has to be made between two types: (1) 
variants which signal a non-sufficient command of the standard language (e.g. xo-
data´jstvovatþ, ponǽl, ostalo´sþ, poslala´, predlo´<itþ); and (2) variants which do not 
correspond to the norm but are nevertheless found in the speech of people who on the 
whole have a command of the standard norm (e.g. zvo´nit). For the first type of errors 
Es'kova suggests that the label неправильное or нелитературное be used, and for the sec-

–––––––––––––––– 
171 It should be noted that there is variation in A&O–1960: between equal standard variants, between unequal 
standard variants and between standard and non-standard variants (Švarckopf 1970a:392–393, A&O–1960:6–
8). 
172 “Настоящий словарь стремится отразить столько вариантов нормы, сколько их реально существует 
в языке на данной стадии его развития, по возможности точнее их квалифицировав” (OS 1997:3). 
173 It is observed by Lehfeldt (1985:74) that there are more variants in OS than in its predecessor. 
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ond не рекомендуется (1972:132–133). However, these intentions were not realised in 
this way in OS.174  
 It is not clear what Es'kova bases her assumptions and her distinction between types of 
variants on. As stated above, Es'kova claims that norm could be equated with the qualified 
researcher’s subjective view and that this view is close to the “objective state of affairs”. 
She furthermore presupposes the existence of a group with command of the standard norm, 
without having defined this “objective state of affairs” either in linguistic or in social terms. 
Hence the point of departure for the assessment of variants is indefinite and unspecified. 
This way of departing from some “objectively existing norm” without defining how – in 
linguistic or social terms – this norm is defined and then presupposing that this norm exists 
“objectively” is also continued in OS–1997. On the cover of OS–1997 it says that the dic-
tionary contains the norms of Russian pronunciation and stress and that it is “an authorita-
tive dictionary corresponding to [my italics, EMS] the contemporary norms of the Russian 
language”.175 

3.2.1.2 Norm in OS 
For variants that are part of the norm the following labels are used in OS: 
• и (= and) is written between equal variants and the order between them does not play a 

role;176  
• доп.177 (допустимо = admissible) stands for a less desirable variant of the norm; 
• доп. устар. (допустимо устаревающее = admissible, obsolescent) is used for a less 

desirable variant of the norm which is obsolescent and often represents the old norm. 

3.2.1.3 Non-norm in OS 
For non-normative variants OS uses the following labels: 
• не рек. (не рекомендуется = not recommended) is used for facts corresponding to gen-

eral linguistic development, which cannot be excluded as future norms and may eventu-
ally receive the stamp of approval; 

• неправ. (неправильно = incorrect);178 
• грубо неправ. (грубо неправильно = grossly incorrect); 
• не рек. устар. (не рекомендуется устаревающее = not recommended, obsolescent).  

–––––––––––––––– 
174 The stress variants given as examples are not all assessed in the same way in OS: xodata´jstvovatþ and 
ponǽl are marked as grubo neprav., poslala´ is marked neprav., and the variants ostalósþ and predlo´<itþ are 
not included at all. 
175 “Нормы русского произношения и ударения”, “Авторитетный словарь, отвечающий современным 
нормам русского языка”. 
176 Compare e.g. Ožegov (1972:14) in which in the first place the preferred of two stress variants of “equal” 
normativity is given. (“Apparently, some variants are more equal than others.” Comrie et al. 1996:72.) See 
also RPP (1996:7), A&O (1960:7) and Gorbačevič (1973:8), which all give the preferred of two equivalent 
forms (marked и) in the first place. 
177 In OS the abbreviation for this label was доп. The one used in Es'kova–1994 – допуст. – is clearer, giving 
rise to fewer misunderstandings. See for instance Comrie et al. (1996:92), who believe it stands for 
дополнительно, not допустимо. 
178 Cf. the system conceived for Новый Академический словарь (Skljarevskaja 1994), where all 
“accentological confusions” (“акцентологические смешения”) are marked Неправ., both those that in OS 
are marked неправ. (ágent) and those that are marked не рек. (kata´log), this notwithstanding that Skljarevskaja 
uses both these labels. The label Не реком. is used for other types of “errors” than accentological ones 
(Skljarevskaja 1994:43). 
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For a more detailed characterisation of these labels we turn to Es'kova (1994), where the 
same labels are used and explained. The “mildest” of the labels used for characterising 
variants outside the norm is “not recommended” (не рек.). It is used for variants which, 
according to Es'kova, do not compromise the speaker as much as the variants with 
“stronger” labels. They are, however, not recommended for people striving towards an 
“exemplary language”. Then there is the label “not recommended, obsolescent” (не рек. 
устар.) used for variants that were once normative, but are now outside the boundaries of 
the norm. The label “incorrect” (неправ.) is used for a variant “резко противоречащий 
литературной норме”. The strongest label is “very incorrect” (грубо неправильно), used 
for variants that to an even higher degree compromise the language of those who use them 
(e.g. za´nætþ, za´nætþsæ, prínætþ, pri´nætþsæ, na´hatþ, na´hatþsæ; 1994:10). 
 The wide range of labels is considered by Krongauz to be positive, but he agrees that it 
also creates problems: “[к]онечно, реальное отсутствие точных критериев оценки и 
индивидуальность каждого отдельного варианта создают предпосылки для беско- 
нечной дискуссии” (Krongauz 1996:349). Nevertheless, Es'kova–1994 and OS are said to 
have lexicographic boldness, and according to Krongauz (1996:350) Es'kova–1994 reflects 
the living standard language. 

3.2.2 Russkoe proiznošenie i pravopisanie (RPP) 

3.2.2.1 General principles 
Turning now to the other of the two main sources, it claims to be based on OS, although it 
is less complete (“менее полон”; RPP 1996:3–4). It has fewer “equal” variants than OS 179 
(RPP 1996:7). One criterion for the inclusion of words and word forms is the presence of 
variants (1996:4). However, a quick glance suffices to tell that this is not the truth as there 
are several entries for which no variants are given. 
 RPP boasts a typographically clear layout as it writes all forms out in full (which OS 
does not), lists the word forms and variants under each other, and gives the non-normative 
forms in italics. 
 It is evident that RPP has been compiled with less consistency than OS. For example, it 
often leaves out reflexive verbs when the corresponding non-reflexive verb has been listed, 
although conclusions about stress in the reflexive form, particularly in the preterite, cannot 
been drawn directly from the stress of the non-reflexive form.180 It also leaves out quite a 
large number of frequent verbs with stress variants181 and is less consistent regarding the 
stress notation within a present/future stem in cases when it might be assumed that the 
stress is quite uniform for all verbs containing the same stem.182 
 The authors point out that the ideal situation would be if handbooks of this kind ap-
peared at ten-year intervals to reflect the changing standard norm (RPP 1996:3). It is stated 
–––––––––––––––– 
179 OS has 233 forms out of 2,260 marked with an i, while RPP has 158 out of 2,331. The percentages of 
“равноправные варианты” of the total number of variants listed are approximately 10.3 % and 6.8 % re-
spectively, so it is a true claim that the number of equal variants is smaller in RPP. 
180 One example is nabratþ and nabratþsæ: stem stress nabra´lo is normative and end stress nabraló is labelled 
ne rek. in OS and prostoreh. in RPP. Cf. the reflexive verb in which end stress nabralósþ is the codified norm 
and stem stress nabra´losþ is labelled dop. in OS and is not listed at all in RPP. 
181 mutit', skoblit', morit' to mention a few. 
182 E.g. verbs on -poit' (see Chapter 4.3.3). Of course this could be due to actual differences in stress, but it 
seems more likely that it stems from inconsistency in the notation. 
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that the Russian language “переживает в настоящий момент новое нормативное 
состояние” (RPP 1996:3) and that orthoepic dictionaries will be more in demand as society 
becomes more civilised (RPP 1996:7). 
 Three “spheres of usage” are distinguished: (1) the neutral or commonly used standard 
(литературные общеупотребительные); (2) the colloquial language (second level 
norm), which is part of the standard language and normative like the neutral sphere of us-
age, although it is used more in a free communication style and less in official situations; 
(3) просторечие, a variety which is outside the standard, has its own norm and is not lim-
ited to particular spheres (territorial, professional, age etc.), and a person who wants to ap-
pear cultivated and educated should avoid it (RPP 1996:5–18). 
 The authors claim that they are orientated towards contemporary usage,183 although 
whose usage is the point of reference for the normative recommendations is not spelled out: 

В своей работе над словарем мы как авторы более обращались к условиям, формам и сферам со- 
временного речевого узуса, нежели следовали вслед за словарной традицией, традицией сло- 
жившихся интерпретаций и описаний. (RPP 1996:15) 

Below follows a presentation of the labels used in RPP for characterising the variants. A 
major flaw, however, is that the authors do not systematically discuss or explain all the la-
bels used.  

3.2.2.2 Norm in RPP 
For the neutral or commonly used standard variants no characteristics or labels are given, 
neither in RPP (1996:6), nor in other similar sources. For the other normative variants the 
following labels are used (see also table in RPP 1996:21): 
• и (= and) is used for variants that are “equal” to the norm, and in RPP the variant listed 

first is the preferred one (1996:7);184 
• разг. (разговорное = colloquial) is used for variants that are normative and do not imply 

a breaking of the standard norm (“не предполагает нарушения литературной нормы”; 
1996:9), although they are used in less formal contexts; 

• возв. (возвышенное = elevated) is a label used for variants often found in classical po-
etry (1996:19); 

• книжн. (книжное = bookish) is also used for variants belonging to the contemporary 
standard norm, but which are not neutral (1996:18); 

• устар. (устаревшее = obsolete) is also used for variants that belong to the norm, but 
which are marked on a temporal scale (1996:18).  

In addition to this there are labels that combine the element “obsolete” with another ele-
ment, thus creating a whole array of labels for various senescent variants: 
• устар. и поэт. (устаревшее и поэтическое = obsolete and poetic); 
• устар. и возв. (устаревшее и возвышенное = obsolete and elevated); 
• устар. и книжн. (устаревшее и книжное = obsolete and bookish); 
• устар. возм. (устаревшее возможное = obsolete, possible). 
Any distinct difference between these, particularly the first three, is difficult to discern and 
the authors give little information on this matter. 

–––––––––––––––– 
183 This is not consistent with the claims above where the authors state that they have leant mainly upon OS. 
184 As already mentioned the order between variants labelled и does not play a role in OS (1997:5), although 
the opposite is suggested by the authors of RPP (1996:7).  
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3.2.2.3 Non-norm in RPP 
There are three labels that are used in RPP for the variants outside the boundaries of the 
standard norm (1996:21): 
• простореч. (просторечное = vulgar speech or low colloquial) is used for variants in 

the contemporary language that are seen as “incorrect” (1996:13–16);185 
• грубо простореч. (грубо просторечное = flagrantly vulgar or low colloquial speech) 

is used for “то, что наверняка уже в язык не войдет” (1996:17). The distinction be-
tween грубо простореч. and простореч. is thus drawn between forms that are potential 
norms, i.e. what can enter the language and what cannot, where doku´ment is an example 
of the latter category, i.e. грубо простореч. (1996:15–18);186 

• устар. простонар. (устаревшее простонародное = obsolete, vulgar) is an old form 
of просторечие (1996:20).187 

3.2.3 Comparison of the set of labels used  
Obviously, there is a plethora of normative and stylistical labels and, as is apparent from 
the above, the normative and stylistic labels create a motley system, albeit with some com-
mon points. 
 The common points are (a) that the characteristics of variants given in dictionaries can 
generally be assigned to three different groups: chronological, sociolinguistical (regional, 
social, functional/stylistical) and normative (Tornow 1984:75–77, see also Chapter 2); and 
(b) that some of the labels are recurring. 
 Yet a closer look at the labels gives a picture that is confused and confusing. One exam-
ple is that the labels are used somewhat differently in different sources. Even the seemingly 
uncomplicated label и (= and) is ambivalent as it stands for both “totally equal variants” 
and for “equal variants, but the variant given first is preferred”. 
 Also, for the variants that are further from the standard norm two different labels are 
used: dopustimo and razgovornoe. As can be seen from Table 3–2 and Table 3–3 below, 
there is a certain parallel between the labels of the dictionaries, where dop. (admissible) in 
OS generally corresponds to razg. (colloquial) in RPP. However, some other sources, e.g. 
Gorbačevič–1973, use both these labels: dop. is a normative label (“применяется к тем 
новообразованиям, которые вошли в современную речевую практику”) and razg. is 
stylistic (“придает речи непринужденный характер”; 1973:8–9).188 Cf. the seemingly 
quite arbitrary notation in Gorbačevič–1973 of such stresses as do´<il i razg. do<íl;  
za´lil i dopustimo zalíl. However, Gorbačevič later criticised the use of the label razg. for 
accentological variants, as the claims that characterisation should be made mainly on a 
chronological scale (1978а:121). The term разговорное is not used in OS. Voroncova 

–––––––––––––––– 
185 The authors explain that they have not included the label neprav. which is used in many other sources, as it 
is unclear as a notation and as variants labelled простореч. are also incorrect (RPP 1996:12–13). 
186 Cf. the notation in OS where the border between potential and not potential norms is drawn between 
variants labelled ne rek. and variants labelled neprav. (1997:6). 
187 The only two stress variants that have this label (ustar. prostonar.) are podklǘet and podkúet (normative: 
podklüët and podkuët). 
188 In the journal Русская речь (1971:4–6, 1972:1–6) there is a “Slovar' proiznošenija i udarenija” and the 
labels used are не, устар., проф. and both доп. and разг. (1971, no 4, p. 151). Kolesov (1967:114) concludes 
that A&O–1959 uses доп. for “разговорная речь”. In Skljarevskaja et al. (1998) both the labels razg. and 
dop. (= dopolnenie, not = dopustimoe) are used for stress variants (in nouns, as there are no stress variants 
given for the verbs included in the dictionary). E.g. márketing i razg. markéting and znáxarka i dop. znaxa´rka.  
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(1991:32–33) claims that the reason for this is the normative vagueness and ambiguity of 
the term.  
 For non-normative variants, which in A&O–1959/1960 were labelled ne, two labels are 
used in OS–1983–1997: ne rek. and neprav. In RPP only one label – prostoreh. – is used. 
This label is on a different axis from ne rek. and neprav. as it is stylistical rather than nor-
mative.189  
 These different systems of labels lead to complications. Cf. Park (1991:107):  

Daher ist es schwierig, genau zu entscheiden, ob Differenzen zwischen verschiedenen Wörterbüchern 
aufgrund einer Veränderung im Sprachgebrauch oder aufgrund einer Veränderung des Prinzips der 
Normbewertung entstanden sind. 

3.3 Other sources  
Hitherto only the two main sources have been discussed. In this study reference will be 
made to additional sources in the cases where OS and RPP do not agree in their normative 
notation.190 These other sources will also be referred to when the results of the survey are 
not in line with the codification of the main sources.191 
 Gorbačevič–1973 (Трудности словоупотребления и варианты норм русского 
литературного языка) has both normative (i, dopustimo, ne, nepravilþno) and stylistic 
(vysokoe, razgovornoe, prostorehnoe, ustareloe, ustarevaåqee) notation. This handbook 
does not have a particularly purist approach and is representative of the more dynamic 
theory of norm (cf. Kunert 1984:381). It has a functional approach, giving chronological 
relations, and according to Nen'ko (1984a:29) it takes into account “real facts” of contem-
porary speech (“с учетом реальных фактов современной речи”).  

Gorbačevič sees questionnaires as a source for normativity:  
Для выявления норм разговорной речи в Словаре частично использованы записи устной речи, 
имеющиеся в фонотеке Института русского языка АН СССР, a также результаты анкетного опроса, 
проведенные в некоторых вузах. (Gorbačevič 1973:7) 

Furthermore, he is of the opinion that accentological variants are marked mainly on a tem-
poral scale, and that stylistic differentiation is neither consequent, nor contrastive (Gorba-
čevič 1978а:121). He claims that the choice of labels is a normative and lexicographical 
problem still waiting to be solved. Gorbačevič further believes that the labels used in some 
handbooks (kni<n., vysok., razg., prost.) do not reflect the actual relationships of accen-
tological variants and suggests that the contrast between new and old should be used for 
categorising variants: ustareloe, ustarevaåqee, dopustimoe, novoe.192 
 MAS–1981–1984 (Словарь русского языка) claims that “В отдельных случаях в 
русском литературном языке допустимы два ударения. В этих случаях в Словаре на 
первом месте дается рекомендуемое ударение, а на втором – допустимое” (MAS–
–––––––––––––––– 
189 The expediency of using stylistical labels for accentological variants is questioned both by Nen'ko 
(1984a:66) and Gorbačevič (1978a:121), with Nen'ko considering these labels as “unsubstantiated” and 
Gorbačevič seeing them as lacking regularity and contrast. 
190 BAS–1991–1994 (BAS–2 or Словарь современного русского литературного языка, the successor of 
BAS–1950–1965) could not be used systematically in the study as only six volumes out of a planned 20 are 
available. 
191 Obviously, the more numerous the sources the more variation there is, and the divergences between the 
sources would have been even wider had more than two main sources been employed.  
192 This last label is not used by Gorbačevič in his handbook. On the other hand he uses the label разг. which 
he has later rejected. 
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1981–1984:12). Thus, the labels i and dop. are used more or less synonymously as the label 
i is said to be used for dopustimye (= admissible) variants (e.g. vobralo´sþ i vobra´losþ). 
Other labels are not generally used for stress variants. 
 MTS–1990 (Малый толковый словарь русского языка) uses the label разг. 
(разговорное)193 – “при лексических единицах, употребляющихся в живой, непри- 
нужденной, преимущественно устной речи” (MTS–1990:8). It also uses the label и, al-
though it does not comment upon this label. 
 A&Z–1993 (Словарь ударений русского языка) is a reworked edition of A&Z 
(Словарь ударений для работников радио и телевидения), edited six times during the 
period 1960–1984. For this new edition the accentological and other recommendations 
were revised.194 The handbook almost excludes variant stresses and explains its principles 
as follows (A&Z–1993:4): “почти не включает в свой состав варианты норм (как в 
плане стилевом – книжные и разговорные, так и хронологическом – устаревшие и 
самые новые)”, “[п]ри этом в качестве рекомендуемого избирался наиболее упот- 
ребительный вариант в пределах литературной нормы.”195 It always makes a choice 
when there are variants and the criterion for this choice is “наибольшая упот- 
ребительность и соответствие системе русского языка разговорной практике наших 
дней, традиционность” (Ageenko 1990:78). Therefore in the choice between 
r<a´vet' and r<ave´t' the variant r<ave´t' is recommended: “то есть налицо победа более 
разговорных вариантов” (Ageenko 1990:78), “[в]ыбор варианта делается в пользу 
наиболее употребительного в пределах нормы” (Ageenko 1996:30). 
 A new edition of A&Z appeared just before this study was printed: A&Z–2000. Ac-
cording to the authors of A&Z, over 2,000 recommendations have been changed since the 
1993 edition.196 An Internet poll with nine thousand informants was carried out, mainly in 
the cases when the views of the authors and the editor differed. Not only the results of the 
Internet poll were taken into account for the recommendations, but also many years of ob-
servations of pronunciation in the media. The recommendations were generally in favour of 
the most used variant within the standard (A&Z–2000:3).197 Like previous editions, A&Z–
2000 recommends only one of the variants and explains this by the fact that it is intended 
mainly for radio and television workers (2000:3).  
 Both the 1993 and 2000 editions will be included in the discussions in the present study. 

–––––––––––––––– 
193 In the dictionary given as и (разг.). 
194 One example is the acceptance of the stress glúwiwþ, which in the 1993 edition is given as the only 
normative form. In A&Z–1984 the norm was gluwi´wþ. 
195 Two of the authors of OS, Borunova and Voroncova, were among the four reviewers (рецензенты) of 
A&Z–1984 (but not of A&Z–1993 and A&Z–2000) and they might have approved of stresses they did not list 
as the first norm in their own dictionary. The stresses obosnu´å, pereperhi´tþ, zasloni´t, zar<ave´tþ,  
bultyxnu´tþsä, doli´lo, zali´lo, nali´l, otpíl, obnä́lsä, rodi´lsä were listed as normative by A&Z–1984 (I list 
here only the verbs that can be found in the tables in Appendices 18–19), and thus may be approved of by 
Voroncova and Borunova, although it is possible that their influence as reviewers was slight and that their 
views were not taken into account. In “their own” OS, both the first edition and the latest one, the stresses 
zar<ave´tþ, rodi´lsä, zasloni´t, doli´lo, otpi´l, obnä́lsä were labelled i, i.e. practically equal to the “first norm”, 
although still mentioned in second place, and the stresses obosnu´å, pereperhi´tþ, bultyxnu´tþsä, zali´lo, nali´l 
were labelled dop. 
196 For instance gluwíwþ has again become the norm, as it was in the 1984 edition. Cf. footnote above. 
197 “В большинстве случаев предпочтение отдавалось наиболее употребительным вариантам из числа 
равноправных литературных” (A&Z–2000:3). 
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 Ož&Šv–1995 (Толковый словарь русского языка) usually gives only one stress vari-
ant. When two variants are given one of them is marked i, i (razg.) or ustar.  
 BTS–1998 (Большой толковый словарь русского языка) is a recent and extensive 
dictionary of the explanatory kind (like MAS–1981–1984, MTS–1990 and Ož&Šv–1995). 
For stress variants this dictionary gives only equal variants, separated by an i, sometimes 
with the addition разг. 
 Bilingual dictionaries have not been included in the study, but the stress notation of 
such dictionaries is a subject definitely worthy of a study of its own. It can be concluded 
that they generally list only one stress variant as normative, although The Oxford Russian 
Dictionary (1997) recognises dual norms in some cases. For instance, it gives both prefix-
stressed and stem-stressed variants to some past tense verbs and these are presented in a 
clear and economical way, like the entry nal|ítþ, for which two possible stresses are given 
in this form: ~́íl. Dual norms can also be found in Rysk-svensk ordbok (1976), but in this 
source they are not as visually clear, as stress information for paradigms is given in an ap-
pendix with tables (Zaliznjak’s system), although there are exceptions when dual norms are 
marked in the entries, e.g. bultýxnu´tþsä.198 However, it seems that both the dictionaries 
edited in Russia and outside the country are on the whole at least as conservative and idio-
syncratic as the monolingual dictionaries or stress handbooks: Rysk-svensk ordbok (1976), 
Russian-English Dictionary (1990), The Oxford Russian Dictionary (1997) all give only the 
stress r<a´vetþ, to take one example.199 

3.4 Stress notation in the sources 
For the present study all verbal stresses with variation in OS and RPP were extracted and a 
card-index was made. Based upon this a database was subsequently established in Excel. 
The database contained fields for infinitive form, codified stress, variant stress in OS, label 
in OS, variant stress in RPP, label in RPP and variation group. The purpose of organising 
the material in fields in a database was to facilitate searches and calculations throughout the 
study. 

3.4.1 Categories of verbs and verb forms with stress variation 
As could be seen in Chapter 1.4.3. there are recurrent verbs or forms and recurrent patterns 
in the discussions about variation. In order to make a more systematic study of verbal stress 
variation and in order to facilitate and clarify the investigation all the variants found in the 
orthoepic dictionaries RPP–1996 and OS–1997 were categorised. 
 The division into different categories or groups was based on (1) in which forms there is 
variation; (2a) the infinitive ending (for verbs with variation in the infinitive and the whole 
paradigm, and in the present-future tense); (2b) whether they are prefixed and/or reflexive 
or not and also whether they contain an originally mono- or disyllabic stem (for verbs with 
variation in the preterite).  

–––––––––––––––– 
198 This notation is used in Rysk-svensk ordbok (1976) in spite of the fact that the two variants are not equal in 
the authors’ source A&O–1959, where stress on -nú- is labelled dop. Cf. later sources: bultyxnu´tþsæ is the 
norm in A&Z–1993, A&Z–2000, Ož&Šv–1995 and BTS–1998. 
199 Cf. Ož&Šv–1988, which gives r<a´vetþ only, and Ož&Šv–1995, which gives both r<a´vetþ and r<ave´tþ. 
The results in Chapter 4, and the observations of Gorbačevič (1978b:127–128) and Nen'ko (1984a:103–104), 
among others, show that r<ave´t' is more common in poetry and in current usage. 
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 The number of verbs or verb forms in each group is given below in brackets. For verbs 
with variation in the non-preterite forms an unprefixed verb and a prefixed verb that are 
otherwise the same count as two different entries, while a reflexive verb and a non-
reflexive verb that are otherwise the same count as one entry; bombardirova´tþ with the 
variant bombardírovatþ counted as one, zanælsǽ with the variants zanǽlsæ and za´nælsæ  
counted as two, etc. 

Table 3–1. Number of verbs or verb forms with stress variation in the main sources and in the informant survey. 

 Total number 
 of verbs or forms 

with variation 

Number of verbs  
or forms in the survey 

(number of these appear-
ing in both parts) 

Verbs with variation in the infinitive, present/future 
and preterite forms: 

  

Infinitive on -ать  42 9 (1) 
Infinitive on -еть  19 5 (1) 
Infinitive on -ировать  21 8 (4) 
Infinitive on -ить  121 11 (5) 
Infinitive on -нуть  34 3 (0) 
Infinitive on -овать  13 3 (2) 
Infinitive on -ять  5 1 (0) 
Total 255  
   
Verbs with variation in the present/future forms:   
Infinitive on -ать  15 1(0) 
Infinitive on -еть  17 0 (0) 
Infinitive on -ить200  848 60 (21) 
Infinitive on -ичь  1 1 (0) 
Infinitive on -нуть  34 5 (2) 
Infinitive on -овать  15 3 (2) 
Infinitive on -оть  1 0 (0) 
Infinitive on -очь  2 1 (1) 
Infinitive on -сться  2 1 (0) 
Total 935  
   
Verbs with variation in the infinitive form:  5 8 (4) 
Verbs with variation in the imperative:  1 0 (0) 
   
Forms with variation in the preterite:   
Unprefixed non-reflexive originally monosyllabic verbs  35 7 (4) 
Unprefixed non-reflexive originally disyllabic verbs  32 5 (2) 
Prefixed non-reflexive originally monosyllabic verbs  665 80 (26) 
Prefixed non-reflexive originally disyllabic verbs  261 9 (3) 
Unprefixed reflexive originally monosyllabic verbs  30 3 (1) 
Unprefixed reflexive originally disyllabic verbs  29 6 (3) 
Prefixed reflexive originally monosyllabic verbs  464 47 (12) 
Prefixed reflexive originally disyllabic verbs  270 12 (7) 
Total 1,786  
Total: 2,982 289 (101) 

 

–––––––––––––––– 
200 There are thus two types of variation in stress with verbs with an infinitive on -ить: vacillation between 
end stress and stress on the stem concerning the infinitive and the whole paradigm, and vacillation between 
end stress and stem stress in the present tense. These will be studied as two separate groups.  
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This order of presentation and this division into categories has been kept for the results 
section (4.2–4.5) with one exception: for the verbs with variation in the preterite the varia-
tion is presented according to gender/number and whether the verb is reflexive or not:201  
Masculine non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Feminine non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Neuter non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Plural non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Masculine reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Feminine reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Neuter reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Plural reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 

3.4.2 Comparison of notation in the sources 
We will now proceed to compare the labels and the notation in the main sources. The tables 
below show a comparison of the notations for all the variants listed in the two sources. The 
first column shows the label in OS, the second the label in RPP, and the third column gives 
the number of times such a combination of labels occurs. Example: the first row shows that 
in 17 cases a stress variant given as norm in OS–1997 is described as a colloquial (разг.) 
variant in RPP–1996. 
 These tables show the degree of agreement and disagreement that exists. A ‘–’ indicates 
either that the verb (or form) is listed in the dictionary, although no variants are given, or 
that the verb (or form) is not mentioned at all in the dictionary. Cases where a normative 
stress is given in one dictionary, but not in the other have not been included in the tables. In 
the first table the combinations are sorted by the labels used in OS, in the second table ac-
cording to the labels used in RPP. 

–––––––––––––––– 
201 The distinction between verbs with originally mono- and disyllabic stems is relevant in so far as – as can 
be seen above – variation is more current in verbs with originally monosyllabic stems (see also Chapter 
4.5.1.1), but this has not been taken account of in the presentation. 
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Table 3–2. Correspondence of normative/stylistic labels in the two main sources. 

 
OS–1997 RPP–1996 Frequency of this 

combination 
норма разг. 17 
норма книжн. 4 
норма и 4 
норма устар. 2 
норма простореч. 2 
   
и и 120 
и разг. 22 
и норма  17 
и устар. 1 
и книжн.  1 
и устар. и книжн. 1 
и – 71 
   
доп. разг. 267 
доп. и  19 
доп. простореч. 10 
доп. норма 7 
доп.  – 175 
   
не рек. простореч.  298 
не рек. разг. 26 
не рек. норма 1 
не рек.  – 67 
   
неправ. простореч. 586 
неправ.  разг. 11 
неправ.  – 205 
   
грубо неправ.  простореч. 7 
грубо неправ.  грубо простореч. 4 
грубо неправ.  – 9 
   
доп. устар.  устар. 156 
доп. устар.  устар. и книжн.  4 
доп. устар.  и 3 
доп. устар.  – 120 
   
не рек. устар.  устар. 17 
не рек. устар.  простореч. 2 
не рек. устар.  –  4 

 
 
 
 

  

 91



Table 3–3. Correspondence of normative/stylistic labels in the two main sources. 
 
OS–1997 RPP–1996 Frequency of this 

combination 
и норма 17 
доп.  норма 7 
не рек.  норма 1 
–  норма 4 
   
и и 120 
доп.  и 19 
норма  и 4 
доп. устар.  и 3 
–  и 12 
    
доп.   разг. 267 
не рек.  разг. 26 
и  разг. 22 
норма  разг. 17 
неправ.  разг. 11 
–  разг. 38 
   
неправ.  простореч. 586 
не рек.  простореч. 298 
доп. простореч. 10 
грубо неправ. простореч. 7 
не рек. устар.  простореч. 2 
норма  простореч. 2 
–  простореч. 286 
   
грубо неправ.  грубо простореч. 4 
   
доп. устар.  устар. 156 
не рек. устар.  устар. 17 
норма  устар. 2 
и  устар. 1 
–  устар. 363 
   
доп. устар. устар. и книжн. 4 
и  устар. и книжн. 1 
–  устар. и книжн. 9 
   
норма  книжн. 4 
и  книжн. 1 
–  книжн. 1 
   
– устар. и возв. 3 
– устар. и поэт. 2 
–  устар. и простонар. 2 
–  устар. возм. 1 
 возв. 1 

 
 
Although the two sources make use of different labels there seems to be a certain parallel 
between the systems of labels in that, for instance, dop. in OS most often corresponds to 
razg. in RPP, etc. If we admit that this parallel exists,202 agreement between the notation of 
the two main sources is found in about half the cases – 48.9 per cent – and in 46.0 per cent 
of the cases one source lists a variant that is not listed in the other. For 5.0 per cent of the 
stress variants the two sources have different notation. These differences can be small or 
large: one stress variant can be listed as normative in OS and at the same time be labelled 
razg. in RPP, or one stress variant that is labelled dop. ustar. in OS can in RPP be labelled i. 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
202 These cases are marked in bold in the table. 
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Table 3–4. Agreement in normative notation and listing of stress variants in verbs. 

Agreement in notation (in bold) 1,459 (48.9 %)
No corresponding form (–) 1,373 (46.0 %)
Differences in notation 150 (5.0 %)
Total number of variants203 2,982

3.5 Conclusion regarding the normative notation 
Firstly, it appears that the compilers of stress handbooks do not have a defined norm con-
cept, but see norm rather as an opportunity to have one’s subjective pick from predeces-
sors’ recommendations. (See Chapter 2.) 
 Secondly, there seem to be too many labels for characterising variants, and these labels 
are not always clearly defined. Several of them are very rare204 and appear to be very 
similar to each other.205 

–––––––––––––––– 

 Thirdly, some labels recur, but are used differently in different sources, e.g. и (= and). 
 Fourthly, some labels comprise large groups of variants that in another source have at 
least two different labels. An example is простореч. in RPP, which as a rule encompasses 
both the variants that are labelled не рек. and those that are labelled неправ. in OS. 
 Fifthly, there is agreement in notation between the two main sources in only half the 
cases. In the rest either only one source lists the variant or the sources have different nota-
tion. It should be underlined that this is when only two sources are used; if there were a 
larger number of sources it is likely that there would be even more disagreement (cf. Ap-
pendices 17–19). 
 By way of conclusion I will argue that there is a lack of unanimity in prescriptions 
stemming from an unfortunate mix of idiosyncrasies and of over-reliance upon old 
sources.206 This is obviously a problem both from a theoretical and from a practical point of 
view. Cf. Nen'ko (1984a:127): “О наличии нормы можно говорить в том случае, если 
показания большинства источников совпадают.” 
 This will be further demonstrated in Chapter 6. 

203 Verbs or verb forms. See Table 3–1. 
204 Cf. such labels as the following (the number of variants labelled accordingly is given in brackets): устар. 
и книжн. (14), книжн. (6), устар. и поэт. (2), устар. и возв. (3), устар. и простонар. (2), устар. возм. 
(1), возв. (1). 
205 What is, for instance, the difference between устар. и поэт. and устар. и возв.? 
206 See Nen'ko (1984a:17): “пестрот[а] и неоднородность акцентных рекомендаций в словарях, 
вышедших почти в одно время” and Comrie et al. (1996:310). 



4 Variation in verbal stress in written sources 
and in the survey results 

 
 
 
 
Chapter 4 is devoted to the variation in verbal stress in the sources and in the survey re-
sults. Section 4.1 contains a presentation of the method used for the survey. Then follows, 
in sections 4.2–4.5, a relation of the variation in verbal stress in contemporary Russian as 
presented in the two dictionaries that served as main sources. The highly varying length of 
commentaries and of references to other research is due to the fact that the various groups 
of verbs have been more or less interesting to scholars. These sections also present and dis-
cuss the results of both the written and the oral part of the informant survey. Section 4.6 
shows the inferences from the inclusion of several instances of one form in the written 
questionnaire and section 4.7 is a comparison of the results of the written and the oral parts 
of the survey.  

4.1 Method used for the survey 
The aims of the present thesis were defined in Chapter 1, and an investigation of the con-
cept norm and of Russian language policy, cultivation of speech and linguistic 
normativisation was made in Chapter 2. A study of the orthoepic dictionaries in general 
and the two main sources in particular, including an investigation whether there is a 
unanimous codified norm was dealt with in Chapter 3.207 
 The other aims were to investigate: 
(a) what the actual norm is in the language society and what the actual usage is; 
(b) how actual norm and actual usage, which are often – but not necessarily – the same, 

relate to the codified norms, i.e. an investigation of whether implicit and explicit 
norms coincide; 

(c) how actual usage relates to reported usage; 
(d) whether the sources’ listings reflect the variation that exists in speech and, conversely, 

if the variation as listed in the sources is justified by the variants’ position among the 
language users; 

(e) what groups of informants are closest to the codified norm (as it is given generally in 
the dictionaries) and whether the so-called standard language speakers are the ones 
who most often adhere to the codified norm; 

(f) what relation there is between the labels given in the sources and the language users’ 
assessment of the stresses assigned to the labels in question. 

In order to reach these aims an informant survey was designed. Section 4.1 is concerned 
with the method used for the survey. 

–––––––––––––––– 
207 A detailed presentation of the variation as presented in the dictionaries will be given in Chapters 4.2–4.5. 
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4.1.1 Methodological considerations 
The above-mentioned aims call for a survey containing several dimensions, as one single 
dimension or method (e.g. informants marking stresses in a written text or reading a word 
list) would not give sufficient or reliable enough data. 

4.1.1.1 Actual norm 
The actual norm, or implicit norm, as it was called in Chapter 2, is found by asking what 
the language users believe is correct, what they report that they use, and also by studying 
their actual usage. Thus, the investigation would have to comprise: (1) the informants’ at-
titudes concerning correctness; (2) their reported usage;208 and (3) their actual usage. Cf. 
Greenbaum & Quirk (1970:1), who talk on the one hand about use (potential or habitual) 
and on the other about attitude. According to them attitude reflects (A) belief about own 
use; (B) recognition of a precept; and (C) willingness to tolerate. 
 The informants’ attitudes (attitudes concerning correctness – point 1 above or point B 
and C according to Greenbaum & Quirk – and their reported usage – point 2 above or point 
A according to Greenbaum & Quirk) were to be measured in a written survey, while actual 
usage (point 3) was to be measured in an oral survey.  
 The reported usage of stress variants and the informants’ attitudes concerning correct-
ness is at least as important as actual usage. Such answers show their norm, what they 
strive towards, what their linguistic ideal is, factors which are essential for the formation of 
language habits and norms. 
 In this context it is important to distinguish carefully between reported and actual usage, 
a distinction which is not always observed in other research. Frequently the concepts 
“reported usage” and “usage” are employed synonymously: when talking about survey re-
sults the author uses the words “pronounces” or “uses” for what is – or appears to be – re-
ported usage.209 
 Another reason why both reported and actual usage were to be investigated is that a 
certain scepticism has been expressed as to whether these actually coincide and whether 
reported usage really reflects actual usage. Ickovič, for instance, claims that the norm is 
usually not formulated in the conscience of the speakers and exists only as an experience 
or a skill. If asked how they speak, informants do not always give the answer that reflects 
how they really speak, but rather their belief as to how one should speak and these two 
may not always coincide (Ickovič 1970:13). 
 The reason for choosing a speaker-report test of the kind where the informants have to 
assess given stresses and not one where they should write out the stress they use (a method 
used in RJaSO, among others) is that self-monitoring is difficult for informants who are 
not linguists. 
 Finally, it was also judged necessary to collect information about the informants’ educa-
tion, geographical background etc. in order to establish whether they could be defined as 
standard language speakers according to the commonly used definition. This information 

–––––––––––––––– 
208 The importance of studying both actual speech habits and linguistic attitudes is also noticed by Stone 
(1973:170). 
209 This can be seen in Voroncova (1959), Kolesov (1967), Pirogova (1967), RJaSO (Krysin 1974), but not in 
Agrell (1917), Strom (1988) and Ukiah (1996). 
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was also to be used when comparing the adherence to the codified norm for different 
speaker subgroups.210 

4.1.1.2 Actual usage 
In the matter of the investigation of actual usage the methodological considerations are 
particularly complicated. It is generally agreed that the optimal object of study is “natural 
language”, as opposed to the language used in a formal questioning and recording 
situation. Although the concept “natural speech” or “vernacular” is probably an abstraction 
(cf. Milroy 1987:59–60) it is nevertheless considered worth striving for:  

But if the objective is to examine the processes and mechanisms of linguistic change, or the structural 
characteristics of a particular variety, the best data base is a speech style as close as possible to a speaker’s 
spontaneous, everyday speech. (Milroy 1987:57) 

But here we are confronted with the problem that is called the observer’s paradox (term 
coined by William Labov). When the aim is to investigate how people speak in a natural 
situation, viz. when not subject to systematic observation, and the only method through 
which data are available is through systematic observation, there is an obvious risk – or 
rather it is almost inevitable – that the investigator will influence the situation through his 
presence as a researcher and a stranger and through the presence of technical appliances 
like cassette-recorders. The informants change their behaviour and also their language. 
This is the observer’s paradox. 
 In order to avoid this problem, material could be collected through passive observation 
only. However, a drawback of this approach is that it would be extremely time-consuming, 
if not impossible, to get data of the quality and amount required to investigate the linguistic 
variable of interest: to gather, for instance, approximately 100 instances of the verb form 
podkradetsæ from 100 different informants, together with their biographical data, let alone 
instances of an additional almost 300 verb forms from these same 100 informants. (Cf. 
Panov 1968a:44, Krysin 1974:28–29, Graudina 1980:77.)  
 A directed method, therefore, is usually the only possible way of collecting material for 
this type of investigation. As it was decided that actual usage as well as reported usage and 
users’ norm should be investigated, it was judged necessary – for the reasons of quality 
and amount of data touched upon above – to elicit usage in the form of making the 
informants read ready-made sentences aloud. These sentences would include at least one 
verb form with at least two possible different stresses. But reading from a list usually 
means that much attention is paid to linguistic form and this entails a high degree of 
formality. In an attempt to avoid distortion and to somehow cover the precise object of 
study, focus would be drawn away from word stress. This was effected through the 
inclusion of words with possible morphological variants, where the endings indicating the 
choice of morphological variant were omitted. This would make the informants focus on 
filling in the gaps and rather than focusing on stress they would stress more or less as 
naturally as in a conversation. Thus, a less monitored variety, at least concerning the 
particular variable to be tested – verbal stress – was accessed and, in parallel, the required 
amount of clean data was collected in a fairly short time. 

–––––––––––––––– 
210 In this context it should be emphasised that most important for this study is the group of informants as a 
whole, not the subgroups, as the aim was not to make a correlational study and answer questions like “How 
do young men from northern Russia stress verbs with an infinitive on -ировать?” 
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 The fact that the precise object of investigation remained undisclosed to the subjects 
could give rise to ethical concerns. However, the fact that the precise aim was to investi-
gate verbal stress is probably quite irrelevant to the informants and hardly influences their 
decision to participate. On the other hand, disclosing the precise object of investigation 
would harm the quality of the data considerably. The most reliable method of systemati-
cally getting high-quality data concerning the variable to be investigated is through this 
kind of individual audio-recording, where a less-monitored speech style is elicited. 
 Similar methods of “distraction” have been successfully employed by others, e.g. Le-
vine and Crockett, who investigated the post-vocalic (r) in English (Levine and Crockett 
1967:92–93, Dittmar 1976:194) and Strom (1988:30–31). 
 Further advocacy for similar methods of distraction is found in Comrie et al. (1996:19): 

Particularly interesting from this viewpoint are pronunciation tests where the informant is asked to read a 
passage, so that he or she is not aware of the particular points of pronunciation that are being tested 
(though the informant may, of course, modify his or her normal pronunciation, simply given the general 
conditions of a test recording).  

and in Quirk & Svartvik (1966:13): 
In most of our own tentative sorties in this field over the past few years, however, we have taken it as 
axiomatic that direct questioning is the least reliable technique, and that the informant’s focus of attention 
should be systematically shifted away from the investigator’s problem, as a necessary condition of 
achieving a controlled and natural (if not naive) reaction.  

A “lame” form of distraction was used in the questionnaire on accentology in Krysin 
(1974). The informant was to mark stress in all words, not only those which were the ob-
ject of investigation (“так что подлинная цель задания оставалась для него не вполне 
ясной”), and this, according to Krysin, gave more objective results (1974:31).211 
 There is also another, although related, methodological problem besides the one regard-
ing quality of data and ethics. This other conflict can be illustrated by the different ap-
proaches used in two surveys:  
 Русский язык и советское общество (Krysin 1974) had a large number of informants 
(over 4,000), although this was only about a fourth of the total number of questionnaires 
that were originally distributed (Graudina 1970:358, 1980:93). On the other hand, the 
number of stress variants investigated was very small. Only 19 verbs, including participles, 
and 11 nouns were included (1974:229). The method used was self-reporting, which is 
perhaps the only feasible method with such a large number of informants, but it also in-
creases the risk of inaccuracy. (See Chapter 1.3.4.) 
 Ukiah (1996) made a survey of usage using a small number of informants (21 speakers), 
but investigating the stress of a large number of forms (verbs, nouns etc.). He had 1,457 
short sentences, typically consisting of a pronoun + a verb + a pronoun (subject + predicate 
+ object).212 This design undoubtedly lead to an awareness of stress in a majority of cases 
(Ukiah 1996:234–235). He used recordings and not written questionnaires because of the 
risk of incorrect self-reporting (1998:304).213 (See Chapter 1.3.4.) 
 For the present study it was decided that neither the number of forms to be investigated, 
nor the number of informants should be too small. At the same time it was quite obvious 
that for practical reasons it was not possible to include all verb forms with variation in 
–––––––––––––––– 
211 Nevertheless, focus in the RJaSO survey was doubtless upon stress and the test was of the self-reporting 
kind, not a test of actual usage. 
212 E.g. Они обняли ее; Она поняла (Ukiah 1996:839). 
213 He did, though, also use self reporting from a slightly larger number of informants.  
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stress (perhaps in itself an almost infinite category) or, obviously, all speakers. Anyway, it 
was decided that the number of forms to be investigated should be significantly larger than 
in RJaSO (Русский язык и советское общество, Krysin 1974). It was also decided that 
the number of informants should be larger than in, for instance, Ukiah’s survey. 
 These examples and this discussion show the inevitability of a compromise between (1) 
the method and its reliability, (2) ethics, (3) the number of forms or words to be investi-
gated and (4) the number of informants. It also shows the considerations which are the 
grounds for the choice of method for this study.  

4.1.2 The test material and test design 
The test material for the investigation was chosen from among the total of 2,982 verbs or 
verb forms that, according to the sources OS–1997 and RPP–1996, have stress variants and 
which were included in the database (see Chapter 3). Attention was paid to representing all 
groups (see Chapter 3.4.1 on the division into groups) – with the exception of a few with a 
very small number of verbs or forms, often only one or two. 
 The variant stresses were carefully selected on the basis of mainly (1) the size of the 
group, larger groups being represented by a larger number of verbs; (2) the “typicality” or 
frequency of words, stems and stress patterns, frequent verbs and recurring stress patterns 
and variations being represented by a larger number of verbs; and (3) the extent to which 
the sources differ in the normative/stylistical labelling of stresses, verbs with different no-
tation often being included.  
 Ultimately, the material to be included in the written questionnaire, which also was the 
basis for the oral survey, amounted to 289 verb forms, making up about 10 per cent of the 
total number of verbs or verb forms with stress variants according to the sources used. A 
small number of the stress variants included were not listed in the sources but could be as-
sumed to have variation as they were found in an article on speech and speech errors in 
mass media (Lapteva 1990b:359–361, 386–387)214 or in an exercise book in Russian for 
students preparing for university application (Rozental' 1994:196).215 These two supple-
mentary sources were included in order to study whether there is stress variation that is not 
listed in the dictionaries and handbooks but is current and should perhaps be included in 
these sources. One stress variant (ope´rlasþ), which was found in Kolesov’s study (1967)216 
but not in the main sources, was also included. 

4.1.2.1 Pilot study 
Before the test received its final design a small-scale pilot study was undertaken. For the 
written part of the study seven native Russian speakers (aged 25 to 60) living in Sweden, 
Moscow and St Petersburg were used. These subjects filled in a questionnaire – almost 
identical in construction to the one finally used – containing 10 verb forms.  
 The pilot study of the oral part of the study consisted of 24 of the sentences that were 
later included in the large-scale study. Three of the subjects that completed the written part 
of the pilot study also read these test sentences.  

–––––––––––––––– 
214 pródatþ (ne norma), ne´ byla (uverena) (ne norma), isklü´him (ne norma), protivorehi´t (ne norma), 
razdeli´t (ne norma). 
215 prinuditþ (stress not marked in the text, but the codified norm is prinu´ditþ), gruppirova´tþ (norma). 
216 Used by 7.6 per cent of the informants. 
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 The pilot study showed that altogether the design of the two parts was functional: the 
informants seemed to understand the task, those who read the sentences seemed not to fo-
cus upon verbal stress, but on the missing endings, which could be taken as a sign of an 
unmonitored or “natural” style. The only change that was made for the full-scale study, ex-
cept for the increased amount of material included, was that the size of the cells in the real 
questionnaire were made smaller to fit in 292217 experimental units on a reasonable number 
of pages. When the final versions of the questionnaires were ready they were checked by 
two people for intelligibility and approximate time requirements.  
 At this stage of the pilot study, a system for coding the replies of the personal informa-
tion sheet and the oral and written questionnaires was designed, and frames were prepared 
so that the spreadsheet programme was ready for coding the material collected. 

4.1.2.2 Written judgement test (attitude) 
The written test concerning attitude (cf. Greenbaum & Quirk 1970:1 above) – i.e. reported 
usage and opinions regarding normativity – consisted of the 289 forms chosen in the 
procedure described above plus three control words, included in order to check both the 
person’s perception of and ability to read stresses and his/her seriousness and accuracy. 
The first assumption is that if someone reports usage of the more or less “impossible” 
stresses hítaet (<urnal) or sa´dil (derev'æ) then caution should be observed regarding this 
informant’s replies. The second assumption is that if someone does not report usage of the 
stress skaza´l (pravdu) – for which it is difficult to imagine anyone stressing in another way, 
even in low standard or dialectal speech, then caution should be observed regarding this 
informant’s replies.218 Thus there was a total of 292 verbs with stresses written out 
(Appendix 2).  
 The informants’ attitude was studied through their marking in a table (a) whether they 
use this stress or not (first row in the part of the table below), and (b) whether they believe 
the stress is right or wrong and how sure they are about that (second row in the table be-
low). 
 

 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 
 i znaü,  

hto øto pravilþno 
i dumaü,  
hto øto pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno li øto 

no znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

i ne znaü, prav- 
ilþno li øto 

i dumaü,  
hto øto nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

perepe´rhitþ etc.   

 
Both stresses that are normative and non-normative according to the sources were 
included, and in several cases both the normative and the non-normative stress variant for 
one verb or verb form were included. In this case they were usually presented on different 
pages of the questionnaire. In some cases the same stress occurs more than once. It was 
also the aim to mix the types of stresses, so that not all verb forms of one type would be 
placed together. Generally the stress variants were not given in context, except for in some 
cases where the pilot study had shown that disambiguating was necessary or when 
semantical differences in different contexts were to be checked.219 

–––––––––––––––– 
217 289 + 3 control words. See 4.1.2.2. 
218 See Panov (1968a:45) on control questions. 
219 This was usually made through the addition of an object in the form of a noun in brackets: 
ótsnæli (plenku), but there were other ways as well (cf. Appendix 2). 
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4.1.2.3 Oral performance test (usage) 
The material for the oral performance test (Appendix 1) studying actual usage contained 
approximately one fourth of the verbs or verbs forms contained in the written part. These 
were embedded in 98 sentences, of which a few were taken from The Uppsala Corpus220 
(often in a slightly shortened or modified version) or from dictionaries. Parts of some 
phrases were also taken from other surveys (RJaSO, Kolesov). However, as it was almost 
impossible to find sentences containing both the verb to be investigated and a second word 
that could have morphological variants, it was necessary to construct sentences.  
 As already mentioned, the aim was to draw the informants’ attention away from the ob-
ject of investigation (verbal stress) with the intention of playing down the artificiality that 
almost every test situation implies. In order to offset the disadvantages of a test situation I 
was ostensibly asking for noun endings, the endings omitted being of four types:  
(1) masculine singular, for the most part a choice between genitive on -а or -у, sometimes 

between genitive, partitive genitive or accusative (-а-, -у- or -Ø-ending); 
(2) masculine plural nominative (or nom. = acc.) (-ы-/-и- or -а-/-я-ending); 
(3) masculine plural genitive (-ов- or -Ø-ending); 
(4) masculine singular locative (-е- or -у-ending). 
Example: Ty pokupaewþ vse podræd, bez razbor__, prosto soriwþ denþgami. The informants 
were told to fill in the blanks with the ending they thought appropriate (here presumably 
with either razbora or razboru), while I was surreptitiously obtaining material on verbal 
stress: did the informants stress so´riwþ or soríwþ? Naturally, word stress was not marked 
in the text.  
 The order of the test sentences was determined by the nature of the endings that should 
be filled in (all sentences containing an omitted genitive plural ending were grouped to-
gether, etc.). The verbal stress variants did not influence the order of the sentences. 

4.1.3 The informants 

4.1.3.1 Target population 
The target population was identified as university and college students and employees in 
Moscow aged approximately 17–60.  
 The lower age boundary was set at the age for leaving school as this is an age by which 
speech habits have usually already been formed. The upper boundary was set at the official 
retirement age for the male population as too old a population would reflect the norm and 
usage of the past, rather than the norm and usage of the present and the future. 
 The generations of linguistic interest are, according to Ager, defined as follows: 

For many purposes in the social sciences two types of generations can be distinguished: the long (thirty 
years) and the short (fifteen). Linguistically, however, the three generations of interest are probably best 
defined as the period of schooling; the period of economic activity; and the period of retirement, roughly 
definable as three unequal groups of people aged up to 19, from 20 to 59, and those over 60, although 
there are obviously no clear-cut divisions at such ages. (Ager 1990:113) 

–––––––––––––––– 
220 The Uppsala Russian Corpus (Electronic corpus consisting of one million running words (word tokens). 
See References for URL etc. For the present investigation the corpus was first consulted in the printed 
version available at the library of the Department of Slavic Languages at Uppsala University. 
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Considering the Russian demographic situation with an estimated life expectancy at birth 
in 1997 of 64.81 years for the whole population, and 58.39 years for the male population221 
(CIA. The World Factbook 1998) a division like the one proposed by Ager is not applica-
ble. Therefore the age boundaries as specified above were used and for any calculations the 
informants were divided into three equally broad age categories. 
 The reason for choosing Moscow as the place of investigation is that on the whole Mos-
cow speech is seen as the norm, and the word-stress of Muscovites is the model for the 
Russian standard language (Bulachovskij 1952:19, Krysin 1974:23).222 Not all informants 
were natives or residents of Moscow – and this was not a criterion during the sampling. 
Nevertheless, almost all the informants (83 out of 106) had spent their childhood in Mos-
cow and an even larger number (90 out of 106) had spent most of their life in Moscow city 
or oblast', and as a consequence mostly Moscow speech is reflected. 

4.1.3.2 Sampling 
For sampling informants judgement sampling was used. The quality of the material col-
lected, including good data on the informants’ geographical, educational, etc. background, 
was considered more important than full random sampling. (Cf. Wardhaugh 1992:153 f., 
Sankoff 1987–88:901–902.) 
 The types of speakers to be studied, i.e. the target population, was identified as above. 
No quotas were set for the characteristics of the informants. It was, however, decided that  
(a) a majority of the informants should be in the lower age range as these informants’ 

speech is likely to represent the speech of not only today but tomorrow; 
(b) both men and women should be represented and as the female population in Russia 

outnumbers the male population223 it would not be seen as problematic if there were 
more female than male informants; 

(c) when choosing units for selecting informants there should be colleges or universities 
and work-places with different profiles,224 as it might be assumed that linguistic aware-
ness differs between, for instance, language students and technology students. 

Many studies of this kind have used only language students as informants.225 I attempted to 
broaden the perspective somewhat and also used informants who were not students.  
 The informants came from the following places: The Academy of National Economy un-
der the Government of the Russian Federation226 (Академия Народного Xозяйства при 
правительстве Российской Федерации), The Moscow State Linguistic University 

–––––––––––––––– 
221 Female population 71.56 years. 
222 Cf. with Voroncova who sees Moscow, Moscow oblast' and St Petersburg as one “accentological zone” 
(1979:281). 
223 Ratio 0.94 according to CIA, The World Factbook (1998), ratio 0.88 according to Dagens Nyheter (1997). 
224 A student’s guide listing all higher educational institutions in Moscow was consulted: Vysšie učebnye 
zavedenija Moskvy i Moskovskoj oblasti (Высшие учебные заведения Москвы и Московской области 
1997).  
225 Voroncova 1956 (1959:132), Kolesov 1964 (1967:96), Pirogova 1967 (1967:18), and, probably, although 
not clearly, Gorbačevič 1974 (1978a). 
226 The translations into English of the names of the educational establishments have been taken from the 
guide Vysšie učebnye zavedenija Moskvy i Moskovskoj oblasti (Высшие учебные заведения Москвы и 
Московской области) 1997. The exception is Академия Народного Xозяйства при правительстве 
Российской Федерации, which is not found in the guide. The translation used is the one found in documents 
of the Academy. 
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(Московский Государственный Лингвистический Университет),227 The Moscow State 
University of Civil Engineering (Московский Государственный Строительный 
Университет), The Moscow Technical University of Communication and Informatics 
(Московский Технический Университет Связи и Информатики), a private medical 
clinic, a building materials outlet. There was also a group of people that could not be as-
signed to any of the above groups, and they thus constituted a control group. 
 The composition of each group was to some extent arbitrary as participation depended 
on which teacher or manager was willing to let students or personnel spend time on the 
survey, and in each group the subjects were selected on a first-come basis. No one was 
forced to participate but a few needed some explanation as to procedure, time required, etc. 
 Questions regarding certain characteristics pertaining to the informant were included in 
the questionnaire (Appendix 3). The following information was asked for, and for the fol-
lowing reasons: 
• Native language (Russian or not) 
• Type of place where the informant has spent the largest part of his/her life (town or 

countryside) 
• Educational level  
are all factors which are assumed to be important in assessing whether an informant is a 
standard language speaker (носитель литературного языка; cf. Chapter 2). Information 
about the informants’ native language, educational level and the type of place where he/she 
had spent the largest part of his/her life (town or countryside) was not collected before-
hand. Neither was the information used as a criterion for including an informant. No one 
was directly disqualified from taking part in the investigation based on the personal 
characteristics given.228 This information was collected in connection with linguistic 
material to be used for further study. 
• Age 
• Geographical origin: where childhood was spent  
• Geographical origin: the place of longest residence  
are all factors which have proved relevant for differences in stress in RJaSO (Krysin 
1974:21–23, 236–237, 350). 
• Sex 
is a factor which has never been studied before in this type of survey, not in Krysin (1974) 
for instance. Besides, it is suitable to include since it is easily coded and there are only two, 
distinct, possible alternatives (as compared to, for instance, socio-economic groups which 
are much more complicated). 

4.1.3.3 Number of informants 
In linguistic research sample size is usually defined by practical considerations rather than 
strict statistical ones. However, this does not necessarily imply a problem. Cf. Milroy 
(1987:27): 

–––––––––––––––– 
227 The former First Moscow State Pedagogical Institute of Foreign Languages (“InJaz”), where, for instance 
Voroncova carried out an investigation in 1956 (Voroncova 1959). 
228 Cf. Panov (1968a:46) who chose informants for a reading task using the following criteria: they should be 
(1) good at reading aloud and (2) have standard pronunciation (according to Panov this is found in 
representatives of the intelligentsia, white-collar workers and students who are Muscovites, i.e. are born in 
Moscow or who have lived there for most of their lives). 
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First, the samples used in linguistic surveys are in general demonstrably not technically representative, and 
to claim that they are leaves a researcher open to quite proper academic criticism. Second, relatively small 
samples (too small to be considered technically representative) appear to be sufficient for useful accounts 
of language variation in large cities. 

This is according to the Labovian tradition in which language is seen as more homogenous 
than other types of behaviour: Cf. what Nordberg says: 

Unlike “ordinary” social characteristics and attitudes (such as income, health care consumption, or 
political sympathies), linguistic behaviour is not a property residing in one person alone. Language is 
shaped in interaction and co-operation with an interlocutor and is also dependent on the social context as a 
whole. (Nordberg 1987–88:869) 

Nevertheless, this traditional view does not escape criticism. Romaine, for instance, sees 
small samples and the argument of the homogeneity of linguistic behaviour as “a conven-
ient post hoc justification for the limitations of time, money and manpower which affect 
most sociolinguistic research” (1980:172). 
 At any rate it seems plausible that the size of the sample should be dependent on the 
goal of the investigation. (Cf. Graudina 1970:352–355.) As in the present survey variation 
between groups of speakers was not the major objective and the group as a whole was 
most important, a relatively limited sample was considered sufficient.  
 A sample size of 100 subjects has, according to Sankoff (1987–88:901), become stan-
dard practice, and the sample size should, according to Graudina (1980:89), preferably be 
1,000 or at least 100; if smaller, caution is to be observed. 
 It was decided that for this investigation the number of informants should be at least 
100. Of these a majority should be students or in the same age group as most of the stu-
dents. Of the total number of informants about one fourth to one third should participate in 
both the oral and the written part of the survey, while the rest of the informants should 
complete only the written part. Among these, too, the youngest age group should be in the 
majority. The reason why the number of people tested orally was to be smaller than that for 
people tested only in writing was mainly practical as the informants could only be recorded 
one at a time and recording a large number of informants would be very time consuming. 
 In the event the total number of informants amounted to 106.229 The number of infor-
mants from each place and for each part of the survey was as follows: 
 

Table 4.1-1. Number of informants from each place where the investigation was conducted 

 Oral and 
written 
survey 

Written 
survey 
only  

Total 

The Academy of National Economy under the Government of the Russian Federation 
(mature students studying government administration, one teacher) 

4 6 10 

The Moscow State Linguistic University (students in different programmes and at 
different levels, one teacher) 

8 29 37 

The Moscow State University of Civil Engineering  
(students in different programmes and at different levels) 

6 6 12 

A private medical clinic (personnel, mostly administrative) 8 12 20 
A building materials outlet (personnel in administration and sales) 4 1 5 
The Moscow Technical University of Communication and Informatics  
(students in different programmes and at different levels) 

0 13 13 

Control group230 1 8 9 
Total 31 75 106 

–––––––––––––––– 
229 Two of the people asked refused to participate (a male student and an elderly woman). Cf. 4.1.1.2.  
230 Informants who cannot be assigned to one of the above-mentioned groups. 
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4.1.3.4 Characteristics of the informants231 

Table 4.1-2. The informants’ age (in 1997). 

17–31 76 (71.7 %) 
32–46 11 (10.4 %) 
47–61 13 (12.3 %) 
No age given232  6 (5.7 %) 
Total 106 (100.0 %) 

In the questionnaire the informants were asked to give their year of birth. The reason why 
this information was asked for instead of age is that this is less “sensitive material”, and 
also usable for a longer period of time. The replies obtained ranged from 1936 to 1980 so 
the informants were between 17 and 61 years old at the time of the investigation. A major-
ity of the informants could be assigned to the youngest age group, which was the goal of 
the sampling. 
 

Table 4.1-3. The informants’ sex. 

Female 70 (66.0 %) 
Male 36 (34.0 %) 
Total 106 (100.0 %) 

A majority of the informants were female, which is a reflection of the demographic situa-
tion in Russia, although the male/female ratio (0.51) is lower here than in the society as a 
whole.233 If this affects the results at all then it can be supposed that the results reflect 
speech that is closer to the codified norm (see Chapter 5). 
 

Table 4.1-4. The informants’ sex/age. 

Sex/age  17–31  32–46 47–61 No age given234 Total 
Female 50 (65.8 %) 7 (63.6 %) 9 (69.2 %) 4 (66.7 %) 70 (66.0 %) 
Male 26 (34.2 %) 4 (36.4 %) 4 (30.8 %) 2 (33.3 %) 36 (34.0 %) 
Total 76 (100.0 %) 11 (100.0 %) 13 (100.0 %) 6 (100.0 %) 106 (100.0 %) 

The distribution between the sexes was similar in all age groups with approximately two 
thirds female and one third male informants. 
 

Table 4.1-5. The informants’ native language. 

Russian  100 (94.3 %) 
Other235 6 (5.7 %) 
Total  106 (100.0 %) 

–––––––––––––––– 
231 The numbers show absolute figures with percentages given in parentheses.  
232 Six informants did not give their age, but of these three were sampled in colleges/universities, so it could 
be assumed that these respondents were probably not older than 25. 
233 The sources mentioned above in the section on sampling give the ratios 0.94 and 0.88. 
234 See footnote above regarding the informants’ age. 
235 Ukrainian 2, Yakut 1, unspecified 3. It was not necessary to specify language, those who did so did it on 
their own initiative. Two of the informants with an unspecified other native language had spent their 
childhood and the larger part of their life in Moscow or Moscow oblast', so a large Russian influence is 
probable. The third of these is the informant who probably gave invalid answers in this questionnaire (see 
coding below). One informant stated that he was bilingual, which has been counted as if the native language 
was Russian. 
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Almost all informants were native speakers of Russian. The informant’s own definition of 
native language is used as it is considered sufficient in this context. It should be added that 
the definition of native speaker is not as obvious as might be assumed, as it can be linked 
to both knowledge (psychological view) and identity (sociological view; cf. Davies 
1994:2724).236 
 

Table 4.1-6. The informants’ geographical origin: where the major part of the first fifteen years was spent. 

Moscow 67 (63.2 %)
Moscow oblast' 16 (15.1 %)
Central Russia/Siberia/Russian Far East 9 (8.5 %)
Other republics of the former USSR 8237 (7.6 %)
Northern Russia 2 (1.9 %)
Outside the former USSR 2 (1.9 %)
Southern Russia 2 (1.9 %)
Total 106 (100.0 %)

Table 4.1-7. The informants’ geographical origin: the place of longest residence. 

Moscow 73 (68.9 %) 
Moscow oblast' 17 (16.0 %)
Central Russia/Siberia/Russian Far East 8 (7.6 %)
Other republics of the former USSR 3 (2.8 %)
Northern Russia 2 (1.9 %)
Outside the former USSR 2238 (1.9 %)
Southern Russia 1 (0.9 %)
Total 106 (100.0 %)

It was assumed that most informants would come from Moscow and Moscow oblast' and 
that few informants would belong to other territorial groups, based on where they had 
spent their childhood and which was their place of longest residence. The division into 
reply categories was not very detailed, therefore, but mainly used to distinguish those from 
the Moscow area from the others, with the division being made with reference to what 
might be linguistically relevant as far as differences in stress are concerned, or what is 
easily distinguishable (northern/southern/central Russia, other places of ex-USSR and 
outside ex-USSR).  
 

Table 4.1-8. The informants’ principal residence type. 

Town 101 (95.3 %) 
Countryside 5239 (4.7 %) 
Total  106 (100.0 %) 

Most informants were of urban origin. Thus these subjects fulfilled one of the criteria for 
being qualified as a standard language speaker. 
 
 
 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
236 For an account of native speaker see Davies (1994:2719–2725). 
237 One of these answers could be invalid. 
238 One of these answers could be invalid. 
239 One of these answers could be invalid. 
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Table 4.1-9. The informants’ educational level (highest level completed). 

8–9 years  1 (0.9 %)
Secondary education 10–11 years, currently in higher education  59 (55.7 %)
Secondary education 10–11 years 10 (9.4 %)
Secondary specialised education 10–11 years 9 (8.5 %)
Higher education 27 (25.5 %)
Total 106 (100.0 %)

Of the informants 99 per cent had completed secondary or higher education. This percent-
age is higher than that for the population as a whole: “in 1987 about 90 per cent of the ur-
ban population in the over-10 age group had higher or secondary education, and the per-
centage for the rural population rose to 80” according to Comrie et al. (1996:9), quoting 
Soviet statistics.  
 One of the criteria conventionally used for defining standard language speakers is that 
the person is educated to at least secondary level. All but one of the informants in the pres-
ent survey fulfil this requirement. However, education has proved not to be too significant 
for stress variation compared to other factors, although the RJaSO survey has showed that 
people with secondary education are somewhat more inclined to use “new” accentological 
variants than people with higher education.  

4.1.4 The test situation and procedure 

4.1.4.1 Preparations and instructions 
The survey was conducted in Moscow between 13–30 September 1997. Arrangements 
were made beforehand and then by phone upon my arrival to Moscow, so that a contact 
person at each place knew that the investigation was to take place, and that time and, if 
possible, space, was to be provided. The contact persons were in most cases teachers or 
office managers. 
 The procedure was in general the following: I introduced myself and informed the infor-
mants that I was conducting a survey on “norms and variants in the Russian language”. 
The reason for giving this less specified information was that I did not want to focus the 
informants’ attention on stress in general and on verbal stress in particular, especially 
before their reading the sentences (see the discussion above about the observer’s paradox). 
Their attention was nevertheless focused on verbal stress in the attitude questionnaire, but 
at this point the informants could believe that this was just one part of the problem to be 
studied, and not the one and only issue. 
 Each informant was assigned a three-figure identification number, the first figure of 
which indicated at which place the material was collected. The number of each informant 
was also read before he/she started the reading so that it would be recorded on the cassette. 
This number was written on the cassette, on the reply form on which each informant’s 
reading was coded afterwards, on the written judgement questionnaire and on the personal 
information sheet. 
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4.1.4.2 Oral performance test (usage) 
The oral test took place in almost all cases before the written one so as not to risk revealing 
the object of the investigation – disclosed in the written but not in the oral part of the 
test.240 It was, though, perhaps not necessary to do the experiments in this order as 
apparently no one seemed to discern a link between the two parts of the investigation. 
 In the first part of the investigation – the oral performance or usage test – the informants 
were asked to read the 98 sentences on the sheet aloud at their own pace and fill in the 
missing endings of the words. This was presented to the informants as the main task and 
verbal stress was not mentioned. These instructions were given both orally and in writing 
on page one of the sheet (Appendix 1). The subjects read the sentences in my presence and 
it usually took about 10–15 minutes depending on the informants’ individual reading style 
and speed. The reading was recorded on cassettes and all the informants were of course 
fully aware of the recording: permission had been obtained beforehand and the cassette 
player was visible. They were also aware that the recordings were confidential.  

4.1.4.3 Written judgement test (attitude) 
After completing the reading task the informants were given the written judgement test. 
Here they were asked to put a cross in the appropriate box, depending on whether or not 
they use the stress presented to them and if they believed this stress to be correct or not. 
Most of the questionnaires were filled in with me present. However, as this was more time-
consuming (the approximate time requirement was 30–45 minutes), some of the informants 
were given the questionnaires to fill in during the day in their classroom or at their place of 
work while I recorded other informants at the same place. In a few cases the questionnaires 
were handed out overnight. There is no reason to believe that this circumstance has af-
fected the test results. For instance, not one of these informants answered 100 per cent (or 
even close to that number) in accordance with what most dictionaries or handbooks would 
recommend. Besides, the number of answers in accordance with most normative recom-
mendations are evenly distributed over the whole scale for these informants. 

4.1.4.4 Information pertaining to the informant 
Finally, the informants were asked to give information concerning their year of birth, sex, 
level of education, etc. (see Appendix 3). 

4.1.4.5 Test conditions 
It was the aim to provide all informants with the same test conditions.241 While the test 
material was the same, external facilities varied. In general, no calm space was provided 
for the test procedure, which took place in offices, class-rooms, corridors or cafeterias. 
While this did not facilitate data collection, it probably did not affect the outcome.  

–––––––––––––––– 
240 There were a few exceptions to this for practical reasons. However, it did not seem to affect the result that 
some people started filling in the written questionnaire before starting the recording. There was apparently no 
particular focus on stress or any comments which could indicate that the purpose of the investigation was 
known. 
241 The informants were not paid for their participation, but they were allowed to keep the folder in which the 
questionnaire was presented and the pen which was provided for filling in the questionnaire. 
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4.1.4.6 Coding and principles for working with the data 
Oral part of the survey: When all the material had been collected the recordings were 
played and stress was noted down on a copy of the same questionnaire from which the in-
formants had read the sentences. These results were later entered into the spreadsheet pro-
gramme Excel. Excel was used for simple calculation, filter and pivot table functions. 
Some functions in Excel were adapted to the needs of this study. 
• If the informant misread the sentence and used the wrong verb form of the word to be 

checked, used a totally different verb or the wrong tense (e.g. opredelil instead of 
opredelit), this was counted as an invalid answer. If he/she first used the right form or 
tense and then changed into another (opredelit > opredelil) then the first was counted 
as a valid answer. Small misreadings in words other than those investigated (the verbs 
with stress variants and the nouns with the omitted endings) were not disqualifying. 

• In some cases the reader instantly corrected him/herself when reading the noun with 
morphological variants or the verb with stress variants. In these cases the second answer 
was taken as valid.  

• It happened 16 times242 that informants corrected their stressing of a word immediately 
while reading. Most of these changes were towards the codified norm (underlined here). 
However, this was not always the case. For instance all the stress corrections 
concerning verbs on -klåhitþ go in the other direction, towards the stem-stressed 
variant not codified as norm, and this further points to the strong position for stem stress 
in these verbs: so´riwþ > (was corrected into) soríwþ, poít > po´it243 (twice244), 
vklåhíwþ > vklǻhiwþ (twice), zaklåhím > zaklǻhim, sta<iro´vatþsä > sta<irova´tþsä, 
pere<íl > pe´re<il, proklä́l > pro´kläl, nahalo´ > na´halo, otmerlí > o´tmerli (twice), 
za<íli > za´<ili, rasprodáli > raspro´dali (twice), po´dnäli > podnälí. 

Written part of the survey: The replies in the written judgement test were coded into nu-
meral values (conditional figures were assigned to each column) and these were entered 
into Excel. 
• If an informant gave two answers for one verbal stress variant through marking two 

boxes on the same line or did not give an answer at all, this was coded as an invalid an-
swer for that stress variant. 

Personal information sheet: The answers on the form asking for information about the in-
formants did not generally cause any problem in coding. These answers were entered into 
Excel for further processing as well. 
• Two informants ticked two boxes when indicating where they had spent the largest part 

of their childhood. In the analysis only the alternative that was the same as the place 
where these persons had spent the largest part of their life was counted.245 

• There was one informant whose replies in the personal information sheet may not be 
reliable. His answers in the personal information questionnaire have not been taken into 
account except for what could be observed: male and student and without doubt be-
longing to the youngest age group. The claims that he has a native language other than 
Russian and spent his childhood outside Russia but within the borders of the former 

–––––––––––––––– 
242 Out of a total of 31x103 = 3,193 instances. 
243 In OS the end-stressed form is labelled i and in RPP it is considered obsolete and bookish.  
244 Some of the changes occurred more than once. 
245 For both of these two informants it coincided with one of the alternatives where they had spent the largest 
part of their childhood. 
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USSR and most of his life in the countryside outside the former USSR have not been 
used in the analysis.246 This called for particular attention to this informant’s answers in 
the written judgement questionnaire, particularly regarding the control questions. How-
ever, this check did not show anything that would disqualify this informant’s replies and 
they are therefore only excluded where they are related to social factors, as in Chapter 
5.  

• One male informant ticked the box for “female”. This is most likely a lapsus linked to 
the fact that in enumerations or in questionnaires the alternative “male” is usually listed 
first, while here the alternative “female” was listed first. The answer has been coded as 
“male” in the processing. There was no reason to believe that this informant had an-
swered “incorrectly” in this or other questionnaires. 

4.1.5 Evaluation of and conclusions regarding the method 

4.1.5.1 Relevance, validity and reliability 
The purpose of the study was to investigate the actual norms and actual usage in 
contemporary Russian. The target population was identified as university and college 
students and employees in Moscow aged approximately 17–60. These were also the groups 
that were investigated.  
 The construction of the oral part of the survey seems to have worked.247 The same ap-
plies to the construction of the written questionnaire.248 Only one informant partly misun-
derstood the concept, as he did not use the last three columns at all and noted all instances 
of non-acceptance of forms in column 4. As a consequence all his answers in column four 
have been coded as invalid, as they can stand for both an answer in column 4 or an answer 
in columns 5–7. A few informants responded to the stresses proposed in the written ques-
tionnaire by commenting orally or in writing that their stressing depended on what object 
follows the verb: zanätþ denþgi or zanätþ mesto, otdal prikaz or otdal denþgi, while others 
said that this was not the case, and that they always stressed, for instance, otda´l prikaz. 
 On the other hand, the informants’ individual interpretation of the proposed answers has 
played a role in that some informants never used columns 1 and 7, but used only 2 and 6, 
others used only columns 1 and 7. This is most likely due to the psychology of the individ-
ual. Some people are more inclined to be categorical, while others either cover themselves 
with a more middle-of-the-road answer or are insecure. However, this only pertains to the 
degree of certainty about correctness and not to the main question regarding reported usage 
or non-usage. 
 A larger pilot test might have indicated that an eighth column representing the reply al-
ternative “I do not say it like that myself but I know that it is correct” – which would have 
filled a logical gap – could have been added to the written questionnaire as two informants 

–––––––––––––––– 
246 This informant’s answers are therefore not counted into the group that are not standard language speakers. 
247 There were two misprints in the sentences used for the oral part of the study: sentence number 81 
vidno (vindo) and sentence number 86 vozmo<no (vosmo<no). The stress of the form nahal in sentence 14 and 
ne bylo (figuring in sentences 20, 23, 25 and 73) could also have been included in the results. But as these 
forms were not sampled from the outset and as these answers actually contain no more than adherence to the 
codified norm this was not done.  
248 There was one minor misprint in the instructions for the written judgement test, where the form глаголов 
remained, although the actual figure was changed, thus requiring the form глагола. 
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expressed the feeling that it was needed for their replies for perepe´rhitþ (see results sec-
tion).  
 The first part of the survey measures actual usage in a less-monitored speech style, ob-
tained through the deviation technique where the informants’ attention was drawn away 
from the object of study, i.e. verbal stress.249 The second part of the survey measures 
whether the informants use a form or not and whether they believe it is correct or not 
(these two do coincide most often). It is at least as important to study reported speech as 
actual usage, as it serves as an indication of what norms the speakers strive towards and is 
therefore important for the study of implicit language norms. 
 The inclusion of two instances of the same verb form and the answers to these could 
also be assumed to function as a control instance that the informants have answered 
“correctly”. However, the present investigation has shown that this is not a reliable means 
for checking the seriousness or accuracy of the informants, as two variants are not always 
in complementary distribution: the speakers do not always choose between two forms and 
do not always have only one norm. For the same reason a comparison of the results ob-
tained in the oral and written part of the investigation, which do after all comply more of-
ten than not, cannot be taken as an indication of validity and reliability, as it was proved 
that several norms can coexist in one individual and in one speech community. (See the 
following sections and Chapter 4.7.) 
 In the small number of cases where the informants did the written judgement test first, 
this does not seem to have influenced the results. In fact, the informants did not, even when 
the whole procedure was completed, appear to see a connection between the two parts of 
the study, that they do in fact investigate the same aspect of the language. No one seemed 
know that stress placement was the issue (cf. the same conclusions for Strom 1988).250 
 The investigation has been compared to the results of previous studies from the period 
1956–1994, although the purpose of these comparisons was not of a methodological char-
acter. There was also a complementary micro-study in newsgroups.251 

–––––––––––––––– 
249 Stress variation other than in verbs was also found in the recordings. I will not count the morphological 
variants dogovóry (from dogovór) and dogovora´ (from dógovor) here, although these are related to stress. The 
following variants were elicited, but the normative stresses (given in brackets here) were used by a majority: 
na fro´ntax – ne rek. ustar./ustar. (na fronta´x), so vsemi posta´vqikami (variant not included in the sources) 
(so vsemi postavqika´mi), k dveri´ – ne rek./prostoreh. (k dve´ri), stenu´´ (variant not included in the sources) 
(ste´nu), nu´<ny denþgi – dop. ustar./_ (nu<ný denþgi), torgovcý (variant not included in the sources) 
(torgóvcy). The noun gamburger was included to check if there is variation in this word. I have heard all 
stresses ga´mbu´rge´r, but no variation is recorded in dictionaries. This lexeme is not included at all in OS–1997 
and the dictionaries RPP–1996, Ož&Šv–1995, Skljarevskaja–1998 and BTS–1998 give the 
stress ga´mburger as normative. Thirty informants stressed ga´mburger and one gambu´rger. This suggests that 
there is variation, although 31 informants is too small a sample to provide material for any far-reaching 
conclusions. 
250 “Throughout all of the interviews no speaker ever indicated any recognition that stress placement, in 
particular words or generally, was of interest in the investigation, or even paid any particularly attention to 
stress placement. The data collected, then, furnish reasonably detailed profiles of individual speaker’s 
ordinary stress placements for the verbs in question” (Strom 1988:33). 
251 In June 1999 a list of 20 verbs or verb forms (осведомиться, баловаться, ржаветь, черпать, 
включишь, поселишь, глушишь, кровоточит, морит, памятует, поместятся, налил, долило, отпил, 
родился, обнялся, заперся, начался, воспринялся, не дало) was posted to the newsgroups relcom.talk, 
k12.lang.russian, sci.lang and alt.uu.lang.russian.misc. The respondents were supposed to say which out of 
two or three stress variants they used. Thirteen replies, some containing commentaries, were received. In 
some cases two variants were reported to be used. In spite of the small number of answers and the, from a 
scientific point of view, dubious sampling the results are similar to those of the survey; the distribution of 
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Certain facts about the informants’ background are known as the personal information 
sheet was used to gather information about the informants, especially factors that could be 
linguistically relevant. 
 The study was carried out using a comparatively large number of informants (106) with 
adequate types and quantities of language (289). Three control words were included in or-
der to ascertain a control of the informants’ accuracy and seriousness. There were six in-
formants whose answers to the control questions called for a more detailed study of their 
answers. After this check not enough evidence was found to exclude these informants’ an-
swers from the analysis, although some caution should be observed with six of the infor-
mants from MGSU (The Moscow State University of Civil Engineering). 
 Finally, reliability was aimed at through considering  
• congruence: the same material and similar experiment situations were used for all infor-

mants; 
• precision: the coding and processing of replies was thorough, although the “human fac-

tor” might play a role when thousands of items are to be processed. On some infor-
mants’ part there was a certain lack of precision in the reading with a number of mis-
readings. However the principles for tackling these in coding are given above (the gen-
eral principle being that when a misreading affects the relevant material and the results 
it is coded as invalid); 

• objectivity: only one person worked with the analysis of the material and did this ac-
cording to the same principles which had been planned and tested beforehand;  

• consistency: language use, especially pronunciation, in an individual is not as volatile as 
other individual characteristics and points of view, so it is plausible that the results 
would not change radically over a couple of years. 

4.1.5.2 Standard language speakers 
The commonly applied definition of a speaker of standard Russian is based on non-lin-
guistic criteria, questions on which had been included in the personal information sheet (cf. 
Chapter 2, Krysin 1974:17, Comrie et al. 1996:14–15): 
• native language – he/she should be a native speaker of Russian; 
• educational level – he/she should have completed higher or secondary education;  
• principal residence type – he/she should have been an urban resident for the larger part 

of his/her life. 
It was decided that this information should not be collected before the test procedures and 
that the replies of all informants should be used, regardless of whether they were – accord-
ing to the common definition – standard language speakers. The reason for this is that if 
so-called non-standard speakers – by this definition – were sampled, it would be seen as a 
valuable source for comparison. If questions on these features were included it enabled 
subsequent checks to establish whether these informants actually deviate more from the 
codified norm than the so-called standard language speakers. 
 Almost all informants (92 per cent) could be defined as standard language speakers, due 
account being made for the three factors mentioned above. In all there are nine informants 
who fail to fulfil one criterion, or a maximum of two. No one fails to fulfil all three. 

–––––––––––––––– 
reported usage between the variant stresses is in fact in most cases strikingly similar, the only exception being 
the form morit for which the distribution between the variant stresses was more even than it was in the large 
survey, where the preferred stress was mórit. 
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• Four people have a native language other than Russian but have at least secondary 
education and have spent the larger part of their life in a town (two in other parts of the 
ex-USSR than the Russian Federation, the other two in Moscow and Moscow oblast'). 

• One informant has not completed secondary education. 
• Three people have spent most of their life in the countryside but they are native Russian 

speakers and have at least secondary education. 
• One person has a native language other than Russian and has spent most of his/her life 

in the countryside.252 
These informants’ answers have been included in the results reporting for three reasons: 
(1) their number (nine) is known so their answers can easily be abstracted from the 
answers if one is of the opinion that these informants have no raison d´être in the analysis. 
For instance, if 94 out of 106 informants claim to use a stress that is not codified as 
normative form and believe it is right – as in the case of osvedomi´tþsæ (ne rek./prostoreh.) – 
this cannot be ascribed to the inclusion of non-standard speakers as they number only 9 
and maybe not even all of them are among the 94; (2) their number is quite small and they 
probably do not therefore influence the results on the whole (see next point); (3) the aver-
age figure for correspondence to the codified norm for all informants is 165.0 out of 289 
answers (57.1 per cent). If these nine informants are removed the figure is 166.5 (57.6 per 
cent). Thus, the average figure of adherence to the codified norm does not change more 
than marginally without these nine informants, which shows that the informants which do 
not fulfil one or two of the three criteria generally used to define standard language speak-
ers do not, as a group, change the results on the whole. Besides, of these nine four have a 
score above average for the whole group of informants (165.0) and five have a score below 
average. 

4.1.6 Principles for the presentation of dictionary data and survey results 
The following sections (4.2–4.5) present the variation and the results. Here a few 
principles for and clarifications of the presentation will be given. 
 In the listing of dictionary data all verbal stress variation is listed, while, of course, in 
the survey results only the verbs or forms included in the surveys are mentioned. It should 
again be emphasised that the sample of the verbs is not representative stricto sensu, for the 
obvious reason of lack of criteria for such representativeness. 
 The listing of variation as presented in the sources is divided into sections according to 
the type of variation. The dictionary data generally also apply to the cases where there is a 
prefix, unless stated otherwise. In the presentation of the variants, a presentation like 
-byla´ – -by´la means that this variation only occurs in prefixed verbs, while the 
presentation brala´´ – bra´la means that this variation occurs either only in the unprefixed 
verb or with prefixation. 
 The labels for the variant stresses are presented in the same manner throughout. The 
first label shows the notation in OS and the second the notation in RPP: dop./razg., for in-
stance, means that the label in OS is dop. and that the label in RPP is razg., and 
_/ustar. means that the variant is not listed in OS and that it in RPP is considered ustar.  

–––––––––––––––– 
252 It should be noted that the only informant who fails to fulfil two of the three criteria for defining a 
standard language speaker has a much higher figure for correspondence to the general codified norm (181) 
than the average (165). 
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 When the two dictionaries do not have parallel labels like dop. and razg. for one variant 
(see Chapter 3) then the variant will be grouped according to the label given in OS. When 
a variant is listed only in RPP and labelled prostoreh.253 it will generally be listed in the 
presentation of dictionary data together with the variants under the heading 
neprav./prostoreh. and not under ne rek./prostoreh. While this classification is essentially 
arbitrary, it is made for the sake of consistency.  
 The results of the written part of the survey are presented as percentages, the total num-
ber of observations always being 106. The results for columns 1–3 and 5–7, respectively, 
have generally been added in the discussion following the results tables in order to present 
to what degree the informants claim allegiance or not to a certain stress. “Reported usage” 
will in the text thus represent both reported usage and belief about correctness. Such an ad-
dition is possible as the informants’ reported usage coincides with their own beliefs about 
what is correct or not to a large extent – actually much larger than expected. What is more, 
this addition of the columns was made in order to facilitate comparison of the results from 
this part of the investigation with those of the oral part and with results from other surveys 
of usage and reported usage. The results of the oral survey are given in connection with the 
results of the self-reporting survey. 
 Throughout the presentation and discussion of results comparison will be made – where 
available – with results of other surveys of usage and reported usage of Russian verbal 
stress. These other surveys are the following:254 
Survey reference (place of investigation in brackets)  Results published in (see References) 
Voroncova 1956 (Moscow)  Voroncova (1959) 
RJaSO 1963 (Soviet Union) Krysin (1974) 
Kolesov 1964 (Leningrad) Kolesov (1967) 
Pirogova 1967 (Moscow) Pirogova (1967) 
Gorbačevič 1974 (Leningrad) Gorbačevič (1978a) 
Ukiah 1994 (Moscow) Ukiah (1996) 
 
The references to other surveys will be made using the investigator’s name, except for 
RJaSO (Krysin 1974), where an abbreviation of the name of the survey will be used as it 
was made by a large team. The year mentioned in connection with the surveys is the year 
when the survey was conducted.255 As the results of these surveys were in many cases re-
ported in the form of absolute figures these have been converted to percentages of the total 
number of answers given. Information regarding informants, sampling, etc. was generally 
scarce. Further information about the surveys is given in the introduction (Chapter 1). It 
should be underlined that the methods of the surveys vary (written/oral, reported us-
age/actual usage, number of informants from 21 to 4,300, choice between variants or not), 
and this should be kept in mind when comparing the results, although this variation is not 
necessarily a drawback. 
 The reason that the results of these other surveys are included in the presentation and 
discussion of the survey results is that they provide useful material from five decades, and 
it seems more reasonable to compare with and perhaps corroborate with previous research 

–––––––––––––––– 
253 In the tables the label prostoreh. will be further abbreviated to pro. 
254 See Key to abbreviations. 
255 This is more relevant than the year of publication of the results when comparing survey results, 
particularly as there are such cases as the RJaSO survey, carried out in 1963, but for which the results where 
published 11 years later (Krysin 1974). In the case of Pirogova no year for the investigation is specified, 
therefore the year of publication of the results (1967) is given. 
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instead of operating in a vacuum and from there ask for future corroboration of the results. 
Compare what Ukiah says: 

Of course, the results of a small-scale survey such as that described here are by no means statistically 
representative of the whole mass of speakers of standard Russian. However, it is hoped that they will be of 
some interest in themselves, indicating – as they appear to do – certain trends amongst a small group of 
speakers of the standard language. Furthermore, if corroborated by similar indications from other studies, 
they would provide evidence for recommended pronunciations such as those tentatively suggested here. 
(Ukiah 1998:288) 

4.2 Verbs with variation in the infinitive, present/future and 
preterite forms  
Among the verbs with stress variation and vacillation in the whole paradigm – here repre-
sented by the infinitive form – there are two opposed stress development tendencies (Gor-
bačevič 1978а:92): 
(1) progressive with stress moving from the root or stem to the thematic vowel: r<a´vetþ > 

r<ave´tþ; 
(2) regressive with stress moving from the suffix to the root or stem: kleítþ > kle´itþ. 
The former is prevailing according to Nen'ko (1984a:199). 

4.2.1 Verbs with infinitive on -ать  

4.2.1.1 Dictionary data256 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: bræca´tþ – brǽcatþ, ozorniha´tþ – ozorni´hatþ,  
pleska´tþ – plëskatþ. 
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: perxa´tþ – pe´rxatþ. 
 Stem stress is i/i: ryka´tþ – ry´katþ, -herka´tþ – -hërkatþ (also with prefixes). 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is _/prostoreh. (variation listed only in RPP): ko´mkatþ – komka´tþ, otxa´rkatþ –
 otxarka´tþ, peredërgatþ – perederga´tþ, perepoǽsatþ – perepoæsa´tþ. 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: -qëlkatþ – -qelka´tþ,257 -he´rpatþ – -herpa´tþ. Regarding 
this second stem two remarks must be made. Firstly, two verbs with this stem are assessed 
differently in the sources: the variants isherpa´tþ/sæ/ and sherpa´tþ are in RPP labelled razg., 
thus considered “more acceptable” in this dictionary than for instance herpa´tþ (prostoreh.). 
Secondly, in RPP, the verbs dohe´rpatþ and nahe´rpatþ also have variants with stress on 
ë (dohërpatþ, nahërpatþ), marked prostoreh. 
 End stress is i/razg. zapy´xatþsæ – zapyxa´tþsæ. 
  
Other stress variation, i.e. not stem-stressed codified norm with an end-stressed variant, or 
vice versa, is found in a small number of verbs which all have in common that they consist 
of at least four syllables: 

–––––––––––––––– 
256 Norms and variation given in OS–1997/RPP–1996. 
257 otqelka´tþ is labelled dop. in OS 
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(a) codified normative stress on the first syllable out of four and variant stress on the sec-
ond syllable out of four (progressive tendency): ska´rednihatþ –
skare´dnihatþ (_/prostoreh.), ga´ernihatþ – gaërnihatþ (_/prostoreh.), su´mernihatþ – 
sume´rnihatþ (ne rek./prostoreh.). 

(b) codified normative stress on the third/fourth syllable out of four/five and variant stress 
on the second/third syllable out of four/five (regressive tendency): (po)domovníhatþ –
 (po)domo´vnihatþ (ne rek./prostoreh.). 

(c) codified normative stress on the second out of five syllables and variant stress on the 
third out of five (progressive tendency): -ku´porivatþ with the variant stress,  

 -kupo´rivatþ considered neprav./prostoreh. (appears with the prefixes za-, ot-, ras-, u-). 

4.2.1.2 Results  

Table 4.2-1. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 
Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

dohe´rpatþ norma 9.4 8.5 3.8 0.9 20.8 31.1 24.5 0.9
doherpátþ ne rek./pro. 30.2 35.9 9.4 2.8 5.7 10.4 4.7 0.9
dohërpatþ  _/pro. 4.7 3.8 0.9 1.9 13.2 30.2 40.6 4.7
herpátþ ne rek./pro. 31.1 34.0 7.6 1.9 4.7 11.3 7.6 1.9
herkátþ norma 34.0 37.7 11.3 0.0 2.8 4.7 6.6 2.8
hërkatþ i/i 11.3 12.3 0.9 0.0 13.2 29.3 28.3 4.7
zaqelkátþ ne rek./pro. 1.9 3.8 4.7 0.9 8.5 26.4 50.0 3.8
otqelkátþ dop./pro. 4.7 3.8 6.6 1.9 8.5 41.5 32.1 0.9
podomovníhatþ norma 3.8 6.6 0.9 1.9 18.9 30.2 36.8 0.9

 
The results of the survey show that there is discrepancy between implicit and explicit norm 
in some cases. No general tendency towards, for instance, end stress can be discerned. The 
stress norm seems not to be motivated by any particular rules, but depends on the individ-
ual verb form. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm.  
The codified norm herka´tþ is used by a large majority – 83.0 per cent of the informants and 
the “equal” variant hërkatþ is used by 24.5 per cent, which shows that the implicit norm is 
identical with the explicit.  
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
There also appears to be correspondence between implicit and explicit norm for verbs on 
-qelkatþ. The informants do not claim usage to a high degree for either of the stresses 
zaqelka´tþ (ne rek./prostoreh.): 10.4 per cent, or otqelka´tþ (dop./prostoreh.): 15.1 per cent, 
suggesting that the codified norm (-qëlkatþ) is adhered to. The results also indicate that the 
different assessment for these stresses in OS might have a correspondence in the 
informants’ answers: a larger percentage – 50.0 – claim they know zaqelka´tþ (labelled 
ne rek.) is “incorrect” as compared to 32.1 per cent who claim they know otqelka´tþ (more “
mildly” labelled dop.) is “incorrect”. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
Nen'ko (1984a:94) professes that for verbs with the stem -herpatþ the stress -herpa´tþ is  
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quite widespread and that her material from poetry confirms her idea that codification 
lags behind actual contemporary usage to a certain degree. This is confirmed by the results 
of the present investigation: the codified norm dohe´rpatþ is claimed to be used by 21.7 per 
cent of the informants, while the stresses doherpa´tþ and herpa´tþ (labelled ne rek./ 
prostoreh.) are reported to be used by 75.5 and 72.7 per cent respectively. The fact that 
both the prefixed and unprefixed forms have such high figures for reported usage and that 
these figures are almost equal shows that the language users’ norm is quite distinct. The 
results of the actual usage survey give additional corroborative material: more informants – 
64.5 per cent – used the variant stress herpa´tþ, than the codified norm he´rpatþ (35.5 per 
cent). The stress dohërpatþ has less than 10 per cent reported usage, and is thus not 
perceived as a norm and poses no serious threat either to the explicit (codified) norm or to 
the implicit norm. The fact that the codified norm is used by a minority and that only a 
minority of the language users believe it is correct, while they claim to use – and in fact do 
use – a stress that is not recommended in the sources, suggests that there is a new norm, 
herpa´tþ, not yet codified. 
Table 4.2-2. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

hérpatþ herpa´tþ 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

35.5% (11) 64.5% (20) 
 
Other types of stress variation where explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The stress podomovníhatþ, given as the norm in the sources, was rejected by 85.9 per cent 
of the informants, and only 11.3 per cent claim to use it. Thus, there is no correspondence 
between the norm as codified in the main sources RPP–1996 and OS–1997 and the actual 
norm, assumedly podomo´vnihatþ, in these sources labelled ne rek./prostoreh. As a matter of 
fact, this implicit norm domo´vnihatþ is codified as the only norm in BTS–1998 and A&Z–
2000.258 Considering the general unwillingness of authors to reconsider recommendations it 
is not unlikely that forthcoming editions of, for instance, OS will continue to recommend a 
stress that is not the actual norm and which has been abandoned by at least two recent 
lexicographic sources. 

4.2.2 Verbs with infinitive on -еть 

4.2.2.1 Dictionary data 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: lilove´tþ – lilo´vetþ, -herstve´tþ – -hërstvetþ (with the 
prefixes o-, po-259) (_/prostoreh.). 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is _/prostoreh. (listed only in RPP): oǽlovetþ – oælove´tþ (_/prostoreh.). 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: obezu´metþ – obezume´tþ. As far as the verbs ple´snevetþ –
plesneve´tþ, prople´snevetþ – proplesneve´tþ, zaple´snevetþ – zaplesneve´tþ are concerned the 

–––––––––––––––– 
258 In Ož&Šv–1995 it is labelled razg., indicating a larger tolerance for this stress than in the main sources. 
259 No variation is recorded in the sources for the simplex verb. 
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two sources do not agree: the variants are marked ne rek. in OS and razg. in RPP, i.e. they 
are more accepted in RPP.260 
  End stress is dop./razg.: suro´vetþ – surove´tþ, zaple´snetþ – zaplesne´tþ, índevetþ –
indeve´tþ (also with the prefixes za-, ob-261). 
 End stress is i/i: r<a´vetþ – r<ave´tþ (simplex verb and with the prefixes 
za-, pere-, po-, pro-). 

4.2.2.2 Results 

Table 4.2-3. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 
Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know that 

it is cor-
rect 

and I 
believe that 
it is correct

but I do not 
know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe that 

it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

oherstve´tþ norma 47.2 43.4 3.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.9 0.9
polilo´vetþ neprav./pro. 8.5 16.0 8.5 1.9 27.4 21.7 15.1 0.9
zar<ave´tþ i/_ 53.8 30.2 4.7 0.9 0.0 3.8 2.8 3.8
zar<ávetþ norma 9.4 2.8 2.8 0.9 10.4 29.3 43.4 0.9
zaíndevetþ norma 3.8 6.6 2.8 0.9 16.0 33.0 35.9 0.9

 
According to Nen'ko (1984a:102) the formal analogy is weaker in this group than in verbs 
with infinitive on -ить. However, judging from the small material at hand (this group is in 
itself small) there appears to be a progressive tendency with the stress moving from the 
stem or root to the thematic vowel. For the verb forms examined in this group, stress on 
-e´tþ is widely used (according to reported usage or actual behaviour) both when it is the 
explicit norm and when it is a variant to the norm, while the variants stressed one or two 
syllables further to the left have much smaller usage, regardless of whether they are by 
normative works given as normative or incorrect variants. (Compare verbs with infinitive 
on -ить, where there appears to be little formal analogy.) 
 
-e´tþ-stressed:   oherstve´tþ  94.3 norma 
   zar<ave´tþ  88.7 i/_   
stem-stressed:   polilóvetþ  33.1 neprav./prostoreh. 
   zar<a´vetþ  15.1 norma 
   zai´ndevetþ  13.2 norma 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The informants seem to agree with stress on the ending -еть where it is normative: 
oherstve´tþ has a total reported usage of 94.4 per cent. And as the stress polilo´vetþ (neprav.
/prostoreh.) has a reported usage of 33.0 per cent, it can be assumed from this that the 
codified norm polilove´tþ is also the actual norm. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The stresses r<a´vetþ and r<ave´tþ (simplex verbs and with the prefixes za-, pere-, po-, pro-) 
are considered equal by both dictionaries,262 and r<a´vetþ is mentioned first.263 The reported 

–––––––––––––––– 
260 Dimitrova (1994:35) claims that verbs with the suffix -e- motivated by nouns bear stress on the suffix in 
the infinitive and that “в современном языке употребляется plesneve´tþ”. Cf. above where it is not 
recommended. 
261 But obyndeve´tþ is labelled i in RPP. 
262 The prefixed verbs are not included in RPP. 
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usage for the “first norm” zar<a´vetþ is 15.0 per cent and for the “second norm” 
zar<ave´tþ 88.7 per cent. The answers for the oral part of the investigation are even more 
uniform. All informants used the end-stressed zar<ave´tþ and no one zar<a´vetþ. Thus the 
stress zar<a´vetþ seems to be obsolescent, i.e. has reached stage 4 in Ickovič’s model 
(1968:48) or stage 3 in the model used by Vvedenskaja & Červinskij (1997:178) (see 
Chapter 2). It has earlier been observed that r<ave´t' is more common in poetry and in 
current usage (Nen'ko 1984a:102–103, Gorbačevič 1978b:127–128) and one can reasona-
bly assume that the (only) actual norm is (za)r<ave´tþ.264  

Table 4.2-4. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
zar<a´vetþ zar<avétþ 

norma i/(i) 
0.0% (0) 100.0% (31) 

 
Another codified normative stress with little support among the language users is 
-índevetþ (variant stress -indeve´tþ is labelled dop./razg.).265 In the present survey only 13.2 
per cent of the informants reported usage for the codified traditional norm zaíndevetþ. The 
likely actual norm is (za)indeve´tþ. Gorbačevič (1978a:96) also shows from poetry and from 
a survey that indeve´tþ is more widespread. Nen'ko (1984a:104) does not agree: she claims 
that the stress índevetþ is not normative in dictionaries (which it in fact is, and was in 1984, 
too), and that it is preferred in poetry and in modern usage (which it probably is not).266  

4.2.3 Verbs with infinitive on -ировать 
The verbs with an infinitive in -ировать is a comparatively recent category, which 
appeared in the Russian language in the Petrine epoch when German verbs on -ieren were 
adapted to the Russian language by means of the suffix -овать (Voroncova 1967:82, Gor-
bačevič 1971:52267). This suffix later became productive and is now used for many neolo-
gisms and loan words.  
 The small group of verbs on -овать first adapted stresswise to the large old group of 
Russian verbs on -овать.268 Verbs that came into Russian early often have final stress 
(-irova´t'), while more recent words often have pre-final stress (-írovat'), and neologisms 
of the late 20th century almost exclusively have pre-final stress without going through any 
stages of variation (Voroncova 1967:82–83 and 1979:242, Gorbačevič 1978a:98).269  

–––––––––––––––– 
263 The order of “equal” variants plays a role in RPP. It is said not to play a role in OS, although the 
traditional forms are generally given as number one, perhaps indicating that there might be a covert grading. 
264 The fact that it has been listed under this heading does not mean that it is suggested that there is a total 
non-correspondence between explicit norm and implicit norm – one of the explicit norms is also the implicit 
norm. It means that one of the explicit norms (stem stress) is not functioning as an actual norm. 
265 In RPP the stress obyndeve´tþ is labelled i. 
266 This could be a misprint from the part of Nen'ko, having marked stress by hand. However, the examples 
given by her are contradictory, which is then a double misprint, indicating a sloppiness in stress assignment. 
267 However both Gorbačevič (1978а:99) and Voroncova (1979:237–238) point out that the influence came 
not only from German. 
268 As these words often entered Russian through Polish, Polish verbs in -ować could give such doublets as 
organizirovat' – organizovat' (Voroncova 1979:237–238). Voroncova (1967:83) does not see a link 
between source language and the stressing of the particular verb in Russian, but suggests that Polish stress 
might have played a role. 
269 Cf. the results for the verb dotirovat' below, which confirm this. 

 118 



 For verbs that are not neologisms there have been two parallel processes: (1) a stabilisa-
tion of stress on -irova´t' and (2) a stabilisation of stress on -írovat' (Voroncova 1967:83). 
This second process leads to vacillation in verbs which originally had stress on 
-irova´t' and continued in the second half of the 19th century: verbs that had vacillated 
most often got the codified stress -írovat' (nivelirovat') and verbs that had formerly had 
only final stress started to show vacillation: gofrirova´t' – gofrírovat' (Voroncova 
1967:84). A study of dictionaries from different periods gives a picture of the general de-
velopment among these verbs, where an increasing number of verbs go from final stress 
(-irova´t') to pre-final (-írovat') (Gorbačevič 1971:53, Nen'ko 1984a:98–99, Voroncova 
1979:237–248).270 Below is an example of a typical pattern of stress change – illustrated by 
the recommendations from Slovar'–1847 up to today:271 

Table 4.2-5.Normative notation for the stresses buksi´rova´tþ in sources from the 1840s to the 1990s. 

 buksirovátþ buksírovatþ 
Slovar'–1847 norma ––– 
Dolopčev–1886 norma not norm 
Ogienko–1914272 i i 
Ušakov–1935–1940 ––– norma 
BAS–1950–1965 i i 
A&O–1960 ne norma 
A&Z–1970 ––– norma 
Gorbačevič –1973 ustareloe norma 
A&Z–1984 ––– norma 
Ož&Šv–1995 ––– norma 
RPP–1996 ––– ––– 
OS–1997 ––– norma 

 

This illustrates that the stress buksirova´tþ was the only norm up until the end of the 19th 
century when the variant stress buksírovatþ appeared in dictionaries, first as a non-nor-
mative variant, later as an equal variant. It remained so until around 1950 when the first 
volume of the first edition of BAS was edited. In subsequent dictionaries buksírovatþ has 
been the only norm, and buksirova´tþ is not even listed in contemporary sources as an ob-
solescent or obsolete variant. It has been suggested that stress changes in this group are to a 
high degree of the same type (“однотипны”; Voroncova 1979:237–248; see also Gorbače-
vič 1978а:98). However, there are exceptions from the general line of development. One is 
sta<irovat', which in the 1930s appeared in dictionaries with stress on -írovat', although 
it is actually used with end stress (sta<irova´t'; Voroncova 1979:247–248).273 Other 
examples of this quite rare change in the opposite direction are markirova´tþ, trenirova´tþ 
(Nen'ko 1984a:100).  
 The number of verbs on -ировать varies according to the sources, but there is agree-
ment that stress on -írovat' prevails and that vacillation is frequent. According to Gorba-
čevič (1971:52) there are in contemporary274 Russian approximately 500 verbs on 
-irovat'. Bogatyrev (1985:165) claims that there are about 1,000 verbs with the ending 
–––––––––––––––– 
270 Gorbačevič (1971:53) concludes that the “attempts of certain purists” (“попытки некоторых пуристов”) 
to stop the process of stress change in many verbs on -ировать have been unsuccessful. As an example he 
takes Dolopčev’s 1909 qualification of bloki´rovat' as incorrect. 
271 The examples are partly from Gorbačevič (1971:53). For listings of the stress development in this group in 
earlier dictionaries (from the 18th century onwards) see Kiparsky (1962:296–298). 
272 Černyšëv (1912:38) claims that Ogienko is not always reliable.  
273 In contemporary dictionaries the variant stresses are marked as equal, but the speakers prefer the end stress 
(see results below). 
274 His source is from 1958. 
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-ировать and that for more than 90 per cent of these verbs the norm is pre-final stress and 
among those that do not have this stress as a norm, several have vacillation. Voroncova 
mentions the figure 800 verbs on -ировать. Of these approximately 40 have final stress 
and some have vacillation (1979:246; cf. Voroncova 1967:85, where she says that in 
contemporary language, of the verbs used in the period spanning the late 18th–early 20th 
centuries, only 22 remain that still have the stress -irova´t' ). 

4.2.3.1 Dictionary data 
Final stress is the codified norm 
 Pre-final stress is i/i: blindirova´tþ – blindírovatþ, gazirova´tþ – gazírovatþ,  
dekatirova´tþ – dekatírovatþ, distillirova´tþ – distillírovatþ, krokirova´tþ –
krokírovatþ, pereplanirova´tþ – pereplani´rovatþ, planirova´tþ – planírovatþ,275  
rasplanirova´tþ – rasplanírovatþ, sta<irova´tþ/sä/ – sta<írovatþ/sä/, tatuirova´tþ/sæ/ –
tatuírovatþ/sæ/. 
 Pre-final stress is dop./_ (not listed in RPP): normirova´tþ – normírovatþ. 
 Pre-final stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: gofrirova´tþ – gofrírovatþ (and na-), kostü-
mirova´tþ – kostümírovatþ, premirova´tþ – premi´rovatþ, økipirova´tþ/sæ/ – økipírovatþ/sæ/. 
 Pre-final stress is neprav./prostoreh.: plombirova´tþ – plombírovatþ (also with the 
prefixes o-, za-276), bombardirova´tþ – bombardírovatþ, grimirova´tþ – grimi´rovatþ. 

4.2.3.2 Results 

Table 4.2-6. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 
Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

bombardirovátþ norma 29.3 17.0 9.4 0.0 7.6 18.9 17.0 0.9
gruppirovátþ norma 50.9 36.8 6.6 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.9 0.9
premirovátþ norma 19.8 24.5 7.6 0.0 14.2 19.8 13.2 0.9
zaplombirovátþ norma 21.7 26.4 7.6 2.8 12.3 13.2 14.2 1.9
normirovátþ norma 11.3 12.3 5.7 0.9 14.2 29.3 25.5 0.9
tatuírovatþsæ i/i 4.7 8.5 2.8 0.0 19.8 32.1 31.1 0.9
sta<írovatþsä i/i 1.9 3.8 1.9 0.9 12.3 22.6 55.7 0.9
dotírovatþ norma 34.0 34.9 5.7 0.0 8.5 7.6 1.9 7.5

 
With one exception, the informants as a group prefer the codified norm and reject the vari-
ants. There seem to be no general tendencies or explanations for stress placement in these 
verbs:  
 Firstly, there does not in the limited material available seem to be an overall tendency 
towards stress on -írovatþ. There are several words for which the explicit norm is -irova´tþ 
and this is also the implicit norm. 
 Secondly, the number of syllables does not seem to be decisive for stress placement. 
There is a theory that the number of syllables plays a role in determining on which of the 
two suffix syllables the stress falls: if there are four or five syllables the stress is final and if 
there are six or more stress is usually pre-final, although Voroncova agrees that the number 
of syllables is not always determining (1967:82, 1979:242–243). The informants stress on  

–––––––––––––––– 
275 In the meaning ‘lay out’. 
276 The variant zaplombi´rovatþ is marked razg. in RPP. 
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the fifth syllable out of five (not counting -sæ): bombardirova´tþ, zaplombi-rova´tþ, 
tatuirova´tþsæ*,277 the fourth syllable out of four: gruppirova´tþ, premirova´tþ,  
sta<irova´tþsä* and the second syllable out of four: normírovatþ*, doti´rovatþ.278  

Thirdly, there does not seem to be a universal pragmatical explanation of the type of 
stress for these verbs. Such an explanation is put forward by Bogatyrev (1985). He claims 
that verbs with the prefix вы- have stress on the first syllable, those with the prefix де- have 
pre-final stress, other ones are stressed like their unprefixed counterparts, unprefixed re-
flexive verbs have stress like the corresponding non-reflexive ones, and for non-reflexive 
verbs there is final stress in marwirova´tþ and rokirova´tþ (Bogatyrev 1985:169–171).279 For 
the rest there is a tendency towards final stress for verbs that contain the fragment 
“длительное воздействие на объект с целью придания ему некоторого признака или 
качества” under the condition that this quality or characteristic is customary for the 
speaker (1985:167–169). According to Bogatyrev’s theory there are verbs that should, with 
their meaning taken into consideration, have end stress. For the verbs included in the 
present survey and listed by Bogatyrev this theory does apply: the verbs 
zaplombirova´tþ, gruppirova´tþ, tatuirova´tþ(sæ) are apparently end stressed both in 
codification and in reported usage/actual usage. There are also, according to Bogatyrev, 
verbs that should not have end stress when the meaning of the verbs is taken into 
consideration. The results of the survey carried out for this monograph indicate that this is 
true for normírovatþ (which is the implicit norm, but not the explicit norm; that is 
normirova´tþ), but it is not true for premirova´tþ (which is both the explicit and implicit 
norm). Obviously, Bogatyrev’s theory cannot account for all stress placements either in 
codification or in actual usage, but there appears to be a point in his general conclusions. 
 Seemingly, the partition of verbs on -irovatþ into two classes with different stress is, as 
expressed by Comrie et al., “essentially arbitrary” (1996:96). 
 
Final stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
For all but one of the checked final stresses that are codified as normative, reported usage 
and/or actual usage was above 50 per cent, indicating a correspondence between explicit 
and implicit norm. 
 The explicit norm (s)gruppirova´tþ (no variants listed in the sources) was the reported 
usage of 94.3 per cent of the informants and the actual usage of all of them. 

Table 4.2-7. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

(s)gruppirova´t' (s)gruppi´rovat' 
norma _/_ (not included) 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
277 For the verbs marked * the assumption is made that if the informants do not claim that they are in favour 
of the stress mentioned in the survey, they use the alternative stress given in the source(s). 
278 For new words it is plausible that the stress -i´rovatþ is the only possible one, i.e. that it is productive. This 
would support the theory that there is no universal tendency for stress placement in this group. Thus, 
-i´rovatþ is the productive stress, but for words already existing in the language the usage is quite traditional. 
279 Bogatyrev includes in his investigation only those verbs that fit the model F(ирова(ть)), where F is the 
formant stem (“производящая основа”). This means that he does not include verbs on -изировать, verbs 
with a stem on -ир (бомбардировать from бомбардир) or verbs with word-formation stems with no more 
than two syllables related to nouns on -ёр (стажироваться, гримировать) (1985:166). 
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For the verb bombardirovatþ there was also a prevalence for the explicit norm 
bombardirova´tþ both in reported usage (55.7 per cent) and actual usage (58.1 per cent, 
bombardiru´üt), but the insecurity here is larger. As many as 41.9 per cent of the informants 
used the variant stress bombardíruüt, a variant not even listed in OS. 

Table 4.2-8. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

bombardiru´üt bombardi´ruüt 
norma _/prostoreh. 

58.1% (18) 41.9% (13) 
 
The explicit norm zaplombirova´tþ, for which the reported usage was 55.7 per cent, is ap-
parently also the implicit norm, although a certain hesitation regarding the stressing of this 
form can also be read into the results. Considering the small majority that pronounced 
themselves in favour of this stress it is not unlikely that the stress 
zaplombi´rovatþ (neprav./razg.) is quite widespread and believed by many to be correct. 
 Hesitation was also found regarding the explicit norm premirova´tþ. Approximately half 
the informants – 51.9 per cent – reported usage of this stress, while in speech, a majority – 
71.0 per cent – chose this stress, and 29.0 per cent stressed premírovali. It has been sug-
gested (Voroncova 1967:84) that vacillation is particularly common in 
premirovatþ (alongside with normirovatþ) and that use of the incorrect stress 
(premírovat') is widespread (Gorbačevič 1971:54). However, Gorbačevič’s own survey 
results showed that 68.1 per cent used the normative stress premirova´tþ and only 31.9 per 
cent the stress premírovatþ. 
 Concluding from Gorbačevič’s results and those obtained from the present investigation, 
it would seem that vacillation in premirovatþ is not as significant as suggested and, at least, 
not as notable as in normirovatþ (see below). Evidently, there is correspondence between 
explicit and implicit norm, although, as already pointed out, there is some uncertainty 
among the speakers regarding the stress of this verb. 

Table 4.2-9. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

premirova´li premi´rovali 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

71.0% (22) 29.0% (9) 
 
The i/i-labelled variant stress sta<írovatþsä was the reported usage of only 7.6 per cent of 
the informants and only one of the informants used this stress in actual speech. The rest 
stressed according to the codified norm sta<irova´tþsä, which can then be concluded to be 
the implicit norm as well. 
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Table 4.2-10. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sta<irova´tþsä sta<i´rovatþsä Invalid
norma i/i  

93.5% (29) 3.2% (1) 3.2% (1)
 
Neither does the other i/i-labelled variant tatuírovatþsæ seem to be spread among the 
speakers. Only 16.0 per cent of the respondents reported usage of this stress variant, which 
leads to the assumption that the explicit and implicit norms comply for this verb. 
 
Final stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
By some kind of orthoepical irony, the reported usage for the normative normirova´tþ (‘to 
normalise’) is a mere 29.3 per cent, and as large a percentage as 69.0 claim not to use this 
stress and believe it is incorrect. Similar results were obtained by Gorbačevič (1974), where 
22 per cent used the normative stress normirova´tþ and 78 per cent the dop.-labelled stress 
normírovatþ.  
 
Pre-final stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The neologism doti´rovatþ,280 not listed in dictionaries, except for Skljarevskaja et al. 1998 
(Толковый словарь русского языка конца XX в. Языковые изменения)281, was the 
reported usage of 74.6 per cent of the informants (7.5 per cent invalid replies). This could 
suggest, as mentioned above, that there is little hesitation in placing the stress of new words 
on -irovatþ.  

4.2.4 Verbs with infinitive on -ить 
According to Gorbačevič (1978а:93), 61 per cent of the verbs with an infinitive on -ить 
have stress on the last syllable and 39 per cent have stress on other syllables. Among these 
verbs there are two stress change tendencies (Gorbačevič 1978а:92): 
(1) a general progressive tendency moving the stress from the root to the suffix/the the-

matic vowel by formal analogy: umálit' > umalít'; 
(2) a general regressive tendency moving the stress from the suffix to the root or to the 

vowel of the suffix that is closer to the root: kleít' > kle´it'. 
Gorbačevič (1978а:92) advances three explanations for the two-way change. Firstly, there 
is an accentological heterogeneity even within a verbal class and different relations be-
tween the components used in word formation. Secondly, there is stress instability in cer-
tain forms and, thirdly, the words are of different lengths and the tendency towards stress 
on one of the central syllables is stronger for polysyllabic words. Apart from these general 
explanations territorial and other dialects are also said to play a role. One example of this is 
kleit', where a general tendency to stress the root (often linked to a noun; here kléj) could 
be accompanied by a dialect influence. In dictionaries from the 18th and 19th centu-
ries (e.g. Dal') only the stress kleít' was given and the stress kle´itþ, first given in a dic-
tionary in 1910, was in Černyšëv (1912:44) said to be typical of southern Russian dialects. 
–––––––––––––––– 
280 Source: Ferm (1994:88–89). 
281 This stress is given as normative stress and the word is marked as “относительно новое слово 
(значение); словарные фиксации в пределах описываемого периода” (1998:32). This period refers to 
1985–1997 (Skljarevskaja et al. 1998:5). 
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4.2.4.1 Dictionary data 
The data given below apply to both the simplex verb and, if nothing else is mentioned in 
the footnotes, also to reflexive and prefixed verbs. All variation is between end stress and 
stem stress, with one exception: the stress -ku´poritþ is the codified norm and the stress 
variant -kupo´ritþ282 is labelled neprav./prostoreh. 
Stem stress is the codified norm: 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: opo´wlitþ/sæ/ – opowlítþ/sæ/, predvosxítitþ –
predvosxitítþ,283 zlo´bitþ – zlobi´tþ, obrewe´titþ – obrewetítþ, priwpílitþ –
priwpilítþ, vzßerepe´nitþsæ – vzßerepenítþsæ, malǽritþ – malærítþ, pomo´rqitþ –
pomorqítþ, ra´znitþsæ – razni´tþsæ, uxu´dwitþ – uxudwítþ. 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: osve´domitþ – osvedomítþ, uve´domitþ –  uvedomi´tþ,  
vþǘ<itþ – vþü<ítþ, prigu´bitþ – prigubítþ,284 pristrúnitþ – pristrunítþ, rasklëwitþ –
rasklewítþ. 
 End stress is dop./razg.: pe´rhitþ – perhi´tþ,285 sa´dnitþ – sadni´tþ, so´vestitþ – soves-
títþ, obra´mitþ – obramítþ, sto´poritþ – stoporítþ, udo´britþ – udobrítþ, podrewe´titþ –
podrewetítþ. 
 End stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: ume´nþwitþ – umenþwítþ286 (pre-, pri-),  
uspoko´itþ – uspokoítþ. 
 End stress is ne rek. ustar./ustar.: kle´itþ – kleítþ (including prefixed verbs287). 
 
End stress is the codified norm:  
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: bodrítþ/sæ/ – bo´dritþ/sæ/, vopítþ –
vo´pitþ, vperítþ/sæ/ – vpe´ritþ/sæ/, zaxlami´tþ – zaxla´mitþ, kihítþsæ – kíhitþsæ,  
kopowítþsæ – kopo´witþsæ, obleghítþ/sæ/ – oble´ghitþ/sæ/, odol<ítþ/sæ/ – odo´l<itþ/sæ/,  
-ostrítþ – -o´stritþ,288 otgrani´tþ – otgra´nitþ, oherstvítþ – ohërstvitþ, oægnítþsæ –  
oǽgnitþsæ, peregrafi´tþ – peregra´fitþ, perekislítþ – perekíslitþ, pereporuhi´tþ –
pereporu´hitþ, petuwítþsæ – petu´witþsæ, plodonosi´tþ – plodono´sitþ, pozlítþ – po´zlitþ,  
-polowítþ – -polo´witþ,289 -porowítþ – -poro´witþ,290 tu<ítþ – tu´<itþ, ubystrítþ/sæ/ –  
uby´stritþ/sæ/, uglubi´tþ/sæ/ – uglu´bitþ/sæ/, ulestítþ – ule´stitþ, umalítþ – uma´litþ. 
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: razdvoítþ/sæ/ – razdvo´itþ/sæ/,291 ryxlítþ –
ry´xlitþ, stroítþ – stro´itþ,292 torohítþ – toro´hitþ.293 
 Stem stress is dop./razg.: oporo<ni´tþ/sæ/ – oporo´<nitþ/sæ/, usugubítþ/sæ/ –
 usugu´bitþ/sæ/. 

–––––––––––––––– 
282 With the prefixes za-, ot-, ras-, u- and the particle -sæ. 
283 The variant is marked razg. in RPP. 
284 The variant is marked razg. in RPP. 
285 Including verbs with the prefixes na-, po-, pri-, pere-, pro-, but the end-stressed variants of the verbs 
pereperhitþ and properhitþ are marked i in RPP. 
286 In RPP umenþwi´tþ is labelled i. Zemskaja & Šmelev (1984:9) mention umenþwi´tþ as a typical variant of 
просторечие keeping archaic stress. 
287 But: priklei´tþ/sæ/ is ne rek. ustar. in OS and prostoreh. in RPP. 
288 With the prefixes za-, ob-. 
289 With the prefixes vs-, pere-. 
290 With the prefixes za-, pri-.  
291 Compare with the verbs with the prefixes s-, u- , where the stresses -dvoi´tþ and -dvóitþ are equal. 
292 = ‘соединить по три’. 
293 Also with the prefixes v-, pere-, pri-. But otorohi´tþ is the norm in OS and labelled razg. in RPP and 
otoróhitþ is the norm according to RPP and labelled ne rek. in OS. 
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 Stem stress is i/i: vixrítþ – víxritþ, iskrítþ/sæ/ – ískritþ/sæ/, -dvoítþ –
-dvo´itþ,294 -klinítþ – -klínitþ, bagræni´tþ/sæ/ – bagrǽnitþ/sæ/, grudítþsæ – gru´ditþsæ,  
zummerítþ – zu´mmeritþ, okislítþ – oki´slitþ, parusi´tþ – pa´rusitþ, puzyrítþ/sæ/ –
puzy´ritþ/sæ/, sborítþ – sbo´ritþ, sporítþsæ – spo´ritþsæ. 

4.2.4.2 Results 

Table 4.2-11. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers.295 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

 Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

perepe´rhitþ
296 norma 6.6 8.5 0.0 0.9 12.3 33.0 35.8 0.9 

pereperhítþ dop./i 40.6 38.7 6.6 0.9 5.7 5.7  1.9 1.9
prinu´ditþ norma 11.3 10.4 6.6 0.9 11.3 26.4  27.4 5.7
prikléitþ norma 60.4 32.1 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 2.8
prikleítþ  ne rek. ust./pro. 5.7 4.7 0.9 1.9 2.8 26.4  55.7 1.9
priwpílitþ norma 41.5 37.7 4.7 0.9 3.8 3.8  4.7 2.8
odol<ítþ  norma 49.1 34.0 7.5 0.9 2.8 0.9  2.8 1.9
otorohítþ norma/razg. 4.7 7.5 2.8 0.9 23.6 31.1  28.3 0.9 
zaklínitþsæ  i/i 49.1 41.5 2.8 0.0 2.8 0.9  1.9 0.9 
usugu´bitþsæ dop./razg. 11.3 7.5 3.8 0.9 15.1 36.8  24.5 0.0
osvedomítþsæ ne rek./pro. 41.5 42.5 4.7 0.9 0.9 5.7  3.8 0.0

 
One conclusion for this group of verbs, with infinitive on -itþ, is that there are cases where 
the implicit and explicit norm do definitely not coincide (pereperhitþ, prinuditþ,  
otorohitþ, zaklinitþsä). Another conclusion is that, judging from contemporary usage and 
implicit norm, there is no general tendency towards stem stress. This observation is due to 
the fact that there are such examples as poperhítþ, not pope´rhitþ (pe´rec); 
osvedomi´tþ/sæ/, not osve´domitþ/sæ/ (ve´domostþ etc.). Neither is there – as can be seen in the 
table below – a tendency towards end stress (or stem stress) by analogy: 

Table 4.2-12. Verbs with infinitive on -ить: patterns in replies. 

 stem stress end stress 
  explicit norm non-normative 

variant 
explicit norm non-normative 

variant 
high reported/ 
actual usage 

priwpi´litþ, 
 prikléitþ 

zakli´nitþsæ odol<i´tþ pereperhi´tþ,  
osvedomi´tþsæ 

low reported/ 
actual usage  

perepérhitþ, 
 prinu´ditþ 

usugu´bitþsæ otorohi´tþ297 otorohi´tþ,298  
priklei´tþ  

Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The stem stress prikle´itþ is the explicit norm, and the implicit norm is undoubtedly the 
same: an overwhelming majority – 95.3 per cent of the informants – report usage of this 
stress and only 11.3 per cent report usage of the stress prikleítþ (ne rek. ustar/prostoreh.). 
In the oral survey all informants who gave valid replies used the codified stress prikle´itþ. 
Kolesov (1964) also showed prevalence for kle´iwþ (97.4 per cent; kleíwþ 6.2 per cent).299 
–––––––––––––––– 
294 With the prefixes s-, u- (cf.: razdvoi´tþ/sæ/ – razdvóitþ/sæ/ ne rek./prostoreh.). 
295 One verb theoretically belonging to this group was included in the oral survey, not as an object of study, 
but for context in one of the sentences. The results showed that all but one informant used the stress 
o<estohít'sä, codified as normative (one stressed o<estóhit'sä). 
296 Two informants say that they do not use this form, but they know it is correct. 
297 Norm in OS. 
298 Non-normative in RPP. 
299 In BAS–1950–1965 both stresses are given as normative. 
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Table 4.2-13. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

prikléitþ priklei´tþ Invalid
norma ne rek. ustar./prostoreh.  

96.8% (30) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 
The stem stress priwpílitþ is the explicit and most likely also the implicit norm: 83.9 per 
cent of the informants report usage, while 12.3 per cent are negative towards it. A variant 
stress, priwpilít' (prostoreh.), is listed only in RPP. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The stem stress perepe´rhitþ is the explicit norm. Nevertheless, a majority of the informants 
– 81.1 per cent – are negative towards it, and of these 68.8 per cent believe or know that it 
is wrong, i.e. are quite convinced of its non-normativity. Only 15.1 per cent say that they 
use it and believe it is correct. The explicit norm is neither perceived as nor functioning as 
a norm. The actual norm is the stress pereperhítþ, in the handbooks labelled dop./i and for 
which the reported usage was 85.9 per cent.300  
 Another stem stress being the explicit but not implicit norm is prinu´ditþ, of which only 
28.3 per cent of the informants report usage and towards which 65.1 per cent are negative. 
Yet no variants to this stress are included in the dictionaries used for this study. An indica-
tion that the stressing of this word might cause difficulty is its inclusion in the exercises in 
Rozental' (1994). It is suggested by Krivenko (1995:71) that end stress (prinudítþ) is cur-
rent and the same idea is conveyed by Comrie et al. (1996:90): “For a number of verbs 
where Avanesov and Ožegov (1959) and Borunova et al. (1983) give only stem-stress, 
end-stress in the infinitive is in fact common in contemporary speech and verse”.301 Thus, a 
stress variant that could even be the actual norm is not even listed in the dictionaries, let 
alone codified as normative. 
 A third example of a verb with stem stress as explicit but not implicit norm is 
osvedomitþ/sæ/. The stress variant osvedomi´tþsæ (ne rek./prostoreh.) was claimed to be used 
and believed to be correct by a majority – 88.7 per cent – of the informants, and only 10.4 
per cent rejected this “incorrect” stress variant. The percentage of informants actually using 
this stress (osvedomi´lsæ) in speech was 90.3, and a mere 6.5 per cent used the explicit norm 
osve´domilsæ. Kolesov’s 1964 Leningrad survey showed similar results, with a majority 
reporting usage of/using the end-stressed variant.302  

Table 4.2-14. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

osvédomilsæ osvedomi´lsæ osvedómilsæ 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. _/_ (not included)

6.5% (2) 90.3% (28) 3.2% (1)
 
In this verb both progressive and regressive tendencies are working at the same time. As 
Gorbačevič (1978а:94–95) points out, possible influences are the related words  
ve´datþ and sve´deniä (>osve´domitþ), but also osvedomi´telþ and osvedomle´nie (>osvedomi´tþ). 
He also claims that this verb is resisting formal analogy (progressive tendencies) towards 

–––––––––––––––– 
300 It can also be noted that the label for the variant in RPP (i) shows that this dictionary’s notation is more 
tolerant towards the variant, but it is anyway number two among the alternative stresses. 
301 Reference is made to the verbs пригубить, принудить, приструнить. 
302 39.3 per cent for osve´domitþ, 59.2 per cent for osvedomi´tþ, 1.5 per cent for osvedo´mitþ. 
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stress on -ить (1978а:67, 94–95). This is now apparently not the case. Of the two 
tendencies the progressive one with analogical stress shift is the strongest. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The results indicate that the end-stressed usugubítþ/sä/ is the implicit as well as the explicit 
norm, although there is some hesitancy. Elicited usage showed that usugubílsæ was used by 
80.6 per cent of the informants and usugu´bilsæ (dop./razg.) by 12.9 per cent. The reported 
usage of usugu´bitþsæ was 22.6 per cent. Although not directly comparable, the results of 
Kolesov from 1964 go in the same direction, but in his study a larger percentage (41.3) 
used/reported usage of the stem-stressed variant, although a majority (59.2 per cent) was in 
favour of the codified stress. 

Table 4.2-15. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

usugubi´lsæ usugu´bilsæ Invalid
norma dop./razg.  

80.6% (25) 12.9% (4) 6.5% (2)
 
For the codified norm odol<i´tþ there appears to be even less hesitancy regarding the cor-
respondence between implicit and explicit norm: 90.6 per cent of the informants reported 
usage of this stress and believe it is correct. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The stress otorohítþ, which is the codified norm in OS and is labelled razg. in RPP, has low 
reported usage, 15.0 per cent, and as many as 83.0 per cent are negative towards this form. 
The stress otoro´hit', which in RPP is considered normative, is labelled ne rek. in OS. From 
the results of the written part of the survey it can be assumed that this stem-stressed variant 
is the one that the speakers prefer. The findings of the oral part of the survey indicate that 
this assumption is correct: only five out of 31 informants – 16.1 per cent – use the stress 
otorohítþ and a majority – 80.6 per cent – use the stress otoro´hitþ. From this it can be 
concluded that the implicit norm is otoro´hitþ which complies with the explicit norm of 
RPP, but not of OS.303 

Table 4.2-16. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

otorohi´tþ otoróhitþ Invalid
norma/razg. ne rek./norma  
16.1% (5) 80.6% (25) 3.2% (1)

 
The stresses zaklinítþsæ and zaklínitþsæ are considered equal in the sources, with 
zaklinítþsæ mentioned in the first place. The survey results indicate that in the implicit 
norm these variant stresses are far from equal. A large majority – 93.4 per cent of the in-
formants – reported usage of zaklínitþsæ, and the results of the oral part, where all the 
informants used the i/i-labelled stress zaklínilo and no one the first listed 
stress zaklinílo, confirm that the implicit norm is zaklínitþsæ.304 

–––––––––––––––– 
303 This stress is also the norm in BTS–1998. See Chapter 6.  
304 In the oral part of the survey the form zaklinilo was given, i.e. not the infinitive. Anyway it can be 
assumed that a person is likely to use the same stress in zaklinilo and zaklinitþsæ. (The forms are here 
quoted without accents as it was in that way that they were presented in the survey.) 
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Table 4.2-17. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zaklini´lo zakli´nilo 
norma i/i 

0.0% (0) 100.0% (31) 

4.2.5 Verbs with infinitive on -нуть 

4.2.5.1 Dictionary data 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh. (several of these are listed only in RPP): vskolyxnu´tþ –
 vskoly´xnutþ, -kovyrnu´tþ – -kovy´rnutþ,305 -kolupnu´tþ – -kolu´pnutþ,306 svixnu´tþ –
 svi´xnutþ, sporxnu´tþ – spo´rxnutþ, staknu´tþsæ – sta´knutþsæ, umyknu´tþ –
 umy´knutþ, xlobystnu´tþ – xloby´stnutþ, xlystnu´tþ – xly´stnutþ, weloxnu´tþ –
 welo´xnutþ, wmygnu´tþ – wmy´gnutþ, porxnu´tþ – po´rxnutþ. 
 Stem stress is dop./razg.: minu´tþ – mínutþ,307 pyxnu´tþ – py´xnutþ, kuvyrknu´tþ –
 kuvy´rknutþ. 
 Stem stress is i/i: ryknu´tþ – ry´knutþ, ürknu´tþ – ǘrknutþ. 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: otxa´rknutþ – otxarknu´tþ, posti´gnutþ – postignu´tþ, 
premínutþ – preminu´tþ,308 priqëlknutþ – priqelknu´tþ. 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: ka´wlænutþ – kawlænu´tþ, -vprýgnutþ – vprygnu´tþ, 
podpry´gnutþ – podprygnu´tþ.309 
 End stress is dop./razg.: bulty´xnutþ/sæ/ – bultyxnu´tþ/sæ/.310 
 End stress is dop. ustar./ustar. (etc.): podvígnutþ – podvignu´tþ, pry´gnutþ –
 prygnu´tþ,311 vsprýgnutþ – vsprygnu´tþ (ustar. i poøt.).312 

–––––––––––––––– 
305 With the prefixes ot-, s-. 
306 With the prefixes ot-, s-. 
307 Cf. premi´nutþ – preminu´tþ (neprav./prostoreh.). The stresses mi´nutþ and minu´tþ are in Černyšëv (1912:45) 
considered more or less equally acceptable. 
308 Cf. minu´tþ – mi´nutþ (dop./razg.). 
309 Cf. the simplex prýgnutþ – prygnu´tþ and with the prefixes pere-, and s- (_/ustar.); cf. also vsprýgnutþ –
 vsprygnu´tþ (_/ustar. i poøt.). 
310 dop. in OS and i in RPP. 
311 Also with the prefixes pere- and s-. 
312 Cf. vprygnu´tþ, podprygnu´tþ, labelled prostoreh. 
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4.2.5.2 Results 

Table 4.2-18. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know that 

it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

podprygnu´tþ _/pro. 0.9 0.9 0.0 3.8 6.6 13.2 71.7 2.8
spry´gnutþ norma 64.2 29.3 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.9 0.0
bulty´xnutþsæ norma 4.7 16.0 3.8 0.9 15.1 34.9 21.7 2.8

 
There were few words investigated in this relatively small group of verbs, therefore no gen-
eral conclusions can be drawn, only conclusions for certain groups of lexemes. However, it 
is plausible that a larger sample of verbs might have shown that the stress placement in this 
group is – as in many other groups – arbitrary. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Two verbs with the stem -prygnutþ were included in the survey. The variant podprygnu´tþ, 
labelled prostoreh. and listed only in RPP, was the reported usage of only 1.8 per cent, and 
the stress spry´gnutþ, codified as norm, was the reported usage of 96.3 per cent. The variant 
stress sprygnu´tþ is listed only in RPP with the label “obsolete” (ustar.) (cf. podprygnu´tþ, 
which is prostoreh.). Here it could be assumed that the end-stressed variants of verbs with 
this stem have low usage, regardless of their labels, and that the explicit norm coincides 
with the implicit. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
Among the -nutþ-verbs that according to the sources bear stem stress in the infinitive there 
was also one example of a verb for which the explicit norm, bulty´xnutþsæ, which was the 
reported usage of only 24.5 per cent of the informants, is apparently not the same as the 
implicit norm. 

4.2.6 Verbs with infinitive on -овать 

4.2.6.1 Dictionary data  
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is _/prostoreh.: kolædova´tþ – kolǽdovatþ. 
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: balova´tþ/sæ/ – ba´lovatþ/sæ/ (unprefixed verb and with 
the prefixes iz-, na-, po-, raz-).  
 Stem stress is ne rek. ustar./ustar.: salütova´tþ – salǘtovatþ (also with the prefix ot-). 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: sobole´znovatþ – soboleznova´tþ. 
 End stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: pe´rvenstvovatþ – pervenstvova´tþ. 
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Another type of stress variation is found in between the codified normative stress 
xoda´tajstvovatþ and its variant xodata´jstvovatþ marked grubo neprav. in OS 
and prostoreh. in RPP.313  

4.2.6.2 Results 

Table 4.2-19. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 

examined 
Notation 

and I 
know that 

it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

baloválsä norma 17.0 11.3 10.4 1.9 14.2 21.7 22.6 0.9
balúewþsæ norma 19.8 12.3 4.7 1.9 20.8 20.8 17.9 1.9
xodátajstvovatþ norma 20.8 27.4 7.6 1.9 8.5 9.4 22.6 1.9

 
End stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
For the verb balovatþ the results of the present – and other – investigations indicate a con-
spicuous incongruity between the implicit and the explicit norm. For the explicit norm 
balova´lsä 38.7 per cent reported usage and believed it to be correct, while a majority – 58.5 
per cent – said that they do not use it and do not believe it is correct. For the present tense 
explicit norm balu´ewþsæ the figures were quite similar: 36.8 and 59.5 per cent respectively. 
The results of the oral survey – the performance test – confirm that the explicit norm has 
little support among the speakers: only two out of 31 informants (6.5 per cent) used the 
stress balova´lsæ, while ba´lovalsæ (ne rek./prostoreh.) was used by 93.5 per cent. Similarly, 
two out of 31 informants (remarkably enough not the same two as for balova´lsæ) 
stressed balu´ew'sæ, and 93.5 per cent used the stress ba´luew'sæ, considered 
ne rek./prostoreh. in the sources.  
 Earlier surveys have given results in line with this. In Gorbačevič (1974) the distribution 
was balova´tþ 21.1 per cent – ba´lovatþ 78.9 per cent; in Kolesov (1964) balova´tþ 35.6 per 
cent – ba´lovatþ 64.9 per cent and balu´ewþsæ 29.1 per cent – ba´luewþsæ 77.1 per cent.314 To 
sum up, the figures for reported usage of the stress ba´lovatþ/sæ/ etc., non-normative 
according to the sources, are over 60 per cent in three different surveys made during the 
period 1964–1997 in Moscow and Leningrad. Current actual usage is even higher (here 
over 90 per cent), while the figures of reported usage for the traditional 
norm balova´tþ/sæ/ etc. are considerably lower (between 29.1 and 38.7 per cent, the highest 
figures being found in the present survey), and current actual usage even lower than that: 
below 10 per cent. 
 Vacillation and variation in this verb is no innovation. It existed in the 19th-century dic-
tionaries (e.g. Dal'). This stress might be an influence from Ukrainian and Byelorussian, 
where standard stress is on the first syllable.315 It is also found in early 19th-century poets 
(Voroncova 1979:250). In Černyšëv (1912:33) the variant ba´lovatþ is included as 
admissible. It is conceivable that this stress is quite widespread in contemporary speech 
(see Gorbačevič 1978а:97 and Voroncova 1979:250–251). It is thus remarkable that this 
has not been reflected in codification and that the stress variant that is – at least alongside 

–––––––––––––––– 
313 This applies to the unprefixed verb and to the verbs with the prefixes is-, po-, and shows that RPP is 
somewhat more lenient towards the variant. 
314 Kolesov (1964): balo´vatþ 1.5 per cent. 
315 ba´lavacþ in Byelorussian, бáлувати in Ukrainian (see Gorbačevič 1978а:97 and Gorpinič 1992:203). 

 130 



the other form – the de facto norm and which is likely to have been so for several decades 
is so severely condemned that it is labelled ne rekomenduetsä and prostorehnoe. 

Table 4.2-20. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

balova´lsæ ba´lovalsæ 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

6.5% (2) 93.5% (29) 
 

Table 4.2-21. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

balu´ew'sæ ba´luew'sæ 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

6.5% (2) 93.5% (29) 
 
Other types of stress variation where explicit norm = implicit norm 
The explicit norm xoda´tajstvovatþ is the reported usage of 55.8 per cent while 40.5 per cent 
say they do not use this stress. This verb is interesting as it is one of the few with a variant 
(xodata´jstvovatþ) as severely assessed as grubo neprav./prostoreh. Even if a majority of the 
informants more often than not report using the norm, they do as a group demonstrate norm 
insecurity: 22.6 per cent “know” that the codified normative stress is “incorrect” (cf. with 
the 20.8 per cent who “know” that it is correct).  

4.2.7 Verbs with infinitive on -ять 

4.2.7.1 Dictionary data 
Verbs on ble´ætþ (also with the prefixes za-, pro-) have a variant bleǽtþ that is labelled 
ne rek. ustar./ustar. and the verb vehe´rætþ (also with the prefix po-) has a variant veherǽtþ, 
labelled i. 

4.2.7.2 Results 

Table 4.2-22. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 

examined 
Notation 

and I 
know that 

it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

probleæ´tþ ne rek. ustar./ustar. 3.8 1.9 1.9 0.9 9.4 27.4 52.8 1.9

 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Only one verb was included in the survey and for this one the explicit norm ((po)ble´ætþ) 
appears to coincide with the implicit: 89.6 per cent of the informants reject the end-stressed 
archaic probleǽtþ and only 7.6 per cent of the informants claim to use it. 

4.3 Verbs with variation in the present/future form 
Variation in this group is often due to the influence between mobile and fixed stress or be-
tween different types of mobile stress (Es'kova 1994:428) and generally pertains to all per-
sonal forms in the present/future paradigm except 1sg, although there are a few instances of 
variation in 1sg. When variation occurs in 1sg that form will be listed, and when variation 
occurs in 2sg–3pl it will be represented by the 3sg form as customary in dictionaries.  
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There are two overall tendencies in the verbs with variation in the present/future stress 
patterns: in verbs with infinitive on -ить there is a recessive tendency and a tendency to-
wards more mobile stress, in the groups with other infinitive endings there is a progressive 
tendency and a tendency – not strong – towards fixed stress on the ending (Nen'ko 
1984a:198–199). 

4.3.1 Verbs with infinitive on -ать 

4.3.1.1 Dictionary data316 
Stem stress is the codified norm 

End stress is _/prostoreh.: pokole´blü – pokoleblǘ.  
 End stress is _/ustar.: dogo´nit – dogoni´t, popride´r<it – poprider<ít. 
  
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is _/prostoreh.: vozropqu´ – vozro´pqu, glo<u´ – glo´<u, dremlǘ – dre´mlü, 
-treplǘ – -tre´plü (is-, na-), poobtreplǘsþ – poobtre´plüsþ, pereni<u´ – pereni´<u,  
perestelǘ – pereste´lü, postrekohu´ – postreko´hu, skre<eqú – skre<e´qu, xlequ´ – xle´qu 
(1sg forms). 
 Stem stress is _/razg.: pereqiplǘ – pereqíplü. 

4.3.1.2 Results 

Table 4.3-1. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

dre´mlü _/pro. 7.6  7.6 1.9 0.9 16.0 34.0 30.2  1.9 

 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Only one form was tested in this group: dre´mlü etc., labelled prostoreh., included in RPP, 
but not in OS.  
 Reported usage is quite low for the variant investigated – 17.1 per cent – so it can be 
assumed that explicit and implicit norms coincide, but as this variant seems to be used to 
some extent, it appears justified to include it in stress handbooks. 

4.3.2 Verbs with infinitive on -еть  

4.3.2.1 Dictionary data 
Prefix stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is i/i: prízrit – prizrít.317 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is _/ustar. (only included in RPP): ve´rtit – verti´t, smo´trit – -smotrít, 
-te´rpit – -terpít. 

–––––––––––––––– 
316 The variation in this group is only listed in RPP. 
317 Cf. uzre´tþ below. 
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End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is _/prostoreh.: velít – ve´lit. 
 Prefix stress is _/prostoreh.: zatrët – za´tret.  
 Prefix stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: uzrít – u´zrit.318 

4.3.2.2 Results 
No verb from this group was included in the survey. 

4.3.3 Verbs with infinitive on -ить  
As the group with infinitives on -ить is the largest group with stress variation in the pres-
ent/future forms, and as quite a lot of attention has been paid to it compared to other 
groups, there will be more details and introductory remarks for these verbs than for most 
others. 
 In the presentation of dictionary data for this group only the simplex forms will gener-
ally be listed. If the prefixed verbs have other labels this is mentioned in the footnotes.  

4.3.3.1 Stress patterns 
Among second conjugation verbs three stress patterns can be discerned:  
• Stress falls on the stem: These verbs are generally denominal verbs with originally ris-

ing/acute intonation on the root (Pirogova 1959а:114). This group is growing due to the 
addition of verbs with previously mobile stress or fixed end stress.  

• Stress falls on the desinence/ending: These verbs – stressed on the thematic vowel in 
the infinitive – are created from nouns with a short or circumflected stem vowel or from 
old oxytones (Pirogova 1959а:114).319 In the 16th and 17th centuries many verbs be-
longed to this group, but the number of verbs with this stress is decreasing. 

• Stress shifts from one syllable to the other (mobile stress): This applies to verbs that 
have end stress in the first person singular only and stem stress in the other forms. They 
are created from verbs of iterative or causative meanings: поить, носить (Pirogova 
1959а:114). In the infinitive they are stressed on the thematic vowel (Pirogova 1963:88). 

According to Ingram (1979:243) the relative distribution of these stress patterns is the fol-
lowing (based on Ož&Šv–1972): 
 Fixed stem stress Fixed desinence/end stress Mobile stress 
 400 437 106 
 42.4 % 46.3 % 11.3 % 
This can be compared to the figures given by Voroncova (1979:230):  
 Fixed stem stress Fixed desinence/end stress Mobile stress 
 550  420320 80321 
 52.4 %  40.0 % 7.6 % 
 
–––––––––––––––– 
318 Cf. prizre´tþ above. As for the stem -zre´tþ it is assessed differently together with the two prefixes: for 
prizre´tþ the stresses pri´zrit (listed first) and prizri´t are considered equal (labelled i/i) from a normative 
and stylistic point of view, but for uzre´tþ the normative stress in the present/future form is on the 
ending: uzri´t. Prefix stress u´zrit is qualified as dop. ustar./ustar. Cf. Voroncova (1979:196–197) who claims 
that mobile stress remains the norm for uzre´tþ. 
319 For a detailed account of the relationship between stress in nouns and verbs see Red'kin (1965). 
320 Out of which more than 50 have vacillation according to Voroncova. 
321 Out of which more than 30 have vacillation according to Voroncova. 
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All newly created words belong to one of two groups: with fixed stress on the ending or 
with fixed stress on the stem (Voroncova 1996:311–312). Mobile stress is generally unpro-
ductive, but this group is growing mainly on account of verbs with fixed end stress (Comrie 
et al. 1996:87, Voroncova 1996:312). This process of re-distribution from one group to 
another started in the 18th century (Nen'ko 1982:63).  

4.3.3.2 Historical background and dialects  
The accentological system of the standard language was formed on the basis of northern 
dialects, characterised by end stress. This northern Russian influence on the accentological 
system is more and more apparent the further one goes back in history. Up to the 19th cen-
tury verbs belonging to this conjugation almost exclusively bore end stress in the present 
tense (see Slovar'–1847; for further examples see Gorbačevič 1971:46). The moving of 
stress from ending to stem had already begun during the second half of the 19th century 
and reached a peak of intensity before 1900 (Nen'ko 1984a:53).  
 One example of the typical course of change of stress pattern and norm as described in 
Chapter 2.3.4 (see also Ickovič 1968:48, Vvedenskaja & Červinskij 1997:178) is the verb 
дружить in the present tense: 

Table 4.3-2. Normative notation for the stresses dru´<i´wþ in sources from the 1840s to the 1990s. 

 dru<íwþ dru´<iwþ 
Slovar'–1847 норма ––– 
Ogienko–1914 норма ––– 
Ušakov–1935–1940 норма ––– 
BAS–1950–1965 норма в просторечии 
A&O–1960 норма и допустимо 
MAS–1957–1961 и (number 1) и (number 2) 
A&Z–1970 ––– норма 
Ož&Šv–1972 и (number 1) и (number 2) 
Gorbačevič–1973 устаревающее норма 
A&Z–1984 ––– норма 
RPP–1996 устаревающее норма 
OS–1997 допустимо устаревающее норма 
BTS–1998 ––– норма 

 
In the past two or three centuries, particularly from the second half of the 19th century on, 
the influence of southern dialects on the accentological system of the standard language has 
become stronger (Nen'ko 1984a:52, Pirogova 1959а:117–118, Voroncova 1979:226–227).  
 End stress is typical of northern Russian dialects and stem stress of southern Russian 
dialects (cf. Gorbačevič 1971:48–49, Pirogova 1959a:113). In southern Russian dialects 
verbs like валить, варить, губить, дарить, доить, звонить, косить, крутить, 
курить, пилить, поить, положить, садить, солить, тащить and шутить are used 
with mobile stress only, while northern dialects keep the fixed end stress, and transient 
stress types are found in the middle parts and in the north-west of Russia (Pirogova 
1967:17). Thus the influence of the southern Russian dialects implies either that the number 
of mobile stresses has increased or that stress has stabilised on the root morpheme (Piro-
gova 1967:17).322  

–––––––––––––––– 
322 Pirogova (1967:17) advances the theory that mobile stress in verbs like kosít' – kowu´ – kósiw' is a 
temporary, although not a short, stage in the development towards stem stress, where the course of 
development can be drawn like this: in the 18th century there was fixed end stress, then mobile stress, and for 
quite some time fixed stem stress has been the norm (e.g. krasit' – kra´wu – kra´siw', and also 
znahit', brosit', razruwit', prodol<it', <arit' and poxitit'). 
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 Comrie et al. (1996:88–89) agree that this is “evidence of the eastern and southern dia-
lects encroaching on the north-western standard”: 

The role of southern dialect influence is particularly clear here because the effect of this change is to 
increase the amount of stress alternation within the paradigm, rather than to reduce it, as has been the case 
in most of the stress changes examined earlier in this chapter. The southern dialect influence has here been 
a much more potent factor than analogical levelling. (Comrie et al. 1996:89) 

However, there is no general agreement among researchers as to the significance of the 
southern Russian stress influence. Gorbačevič (1978а:101), for instance, is quite sceptical 
towards the southern stress influence – both in the present/future and in the preterite – and 
not at all as convinced as Pirogova and Comrie et al. 

4.3.3.3 Current tendencies 
It has been shown that the general tendency in this group is for the number of verbs with 
mobile stress and fixed stem stress to increase, while the number of verbs with fixed end 
stress decreases. At the same time more and more verbs show variation and there is a sta-
bilisation in verbs that have for a long time shown variation.  
 The conclusions of Nen'ko (1984b:10) are that 

(a) An increasing number of verbs have mobile stress: gorodíwþ > goro´diwþ, drazníwþ 
> dra´zniwþ. 
(b) In verbs that previously showed variation the variants with fixed end stress are dis-
appearing: gru´zíwþ > gru´ziwþ. 
(c) The so-called рецессивный сдвиг ударения gives new variants: dolbíwþ > 
do´lbíwþ. 
(d) Stress changes in the other direction are few and irregular: zu´briwþ > zubríwþ, kro-
voto´hiwþ > krovotohíwþ, rukovo´diwþ > rukovodíwþ, so´riw' > soríw', sve´rliw' > 
sverlíw'. 
(e) The semantic specialisation of some stress variants (valitþ, katitþ, mutitþ, hinitþ) 
is gradually disappearing. Nen'ko (1984a:69) sees it as “somewhat exaggerated”.323 (See 
also Gorbačevič 1978a:103, Voroncova 1979:218–222. Cf. Agrell 1917.) 
(f) Forms with mobile stress, an influence from prostorečie and dialects that was ap-
proved of in the dictionaries of the 1920–30s (e.g. Ušakov), now generally have fixed 
stress: re´zviwþsæ > rezvíwþsæ, povto´riwþ > povtoríwþ, weve´liwþ > wevelíwþ.324 

Depending on where they are in this process unprefixed verbs of this conjugation can be 
divided into three groups (Nen'ko 1984a:69–70): (1) The move of the stress one syllable 
closer to the beginning of the word has been made or is in its last stage. (2) This process 
has been going on for a while but the result is not clear. (3) The shift has just started. 
 Which of these three groups a particular verb belongs to can hinge on frequency in so far 
as there is more often mobile stress in words with wide usage (wide spheres of usage) 

–––––––––––––––– 
323 “Вообще суждение о строгой зависимости места ударения от лексического значения 
представляется несколько преувеличенным” (Nen'ko 1984a:69). 
324 Whether they have actually stabilised can be discussed. Their “normative fate” is quite different as can be 
seen from contemporary sources. For rezvi´wþsæ no variant is given in contemporary sources (in Ušakov–
1935–1940 the variant re´zviwþsæ was listed as prostoreh. ustar.) so it is probable that rezvi´wþsæ is the only 
variant used. For povtori´wþ, on the other hand, there is a variant povtóriwþ labelled ne rek. and the stress 
weveli´wþ has an alternative weve´liwþ labelled as dop. in OS and as i in RPP and which has rather high 
actual and reported usage. 
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(Nen'ko 1984a:61, Voroncova 1979:217: cf. pomestitþ – pome´stiwþ with a variant with 
mobile stress and sovmestitþ – sovmestíwþ with fixed end stress).  
 Moreover, the number of syllables and the rhythm can play a role as trisyllabic verbs, 
according to Gorbačevič (1978a:102), are more prone to change towards mobility.  
 Style and stylistics also play a role as mobile stress is more characteristic of the every-
day lexicon while more bookish words have the traditional fixed end stress (Gorbačevič 
1978а:101). 
 As for the significance of the prefixes for the accentuation, Voroncova (1979:212 ff.) 
asserts that the majority of prefixed verbs do not differ from unprefixed verbs in so far as 
stress change in them goes in the same direction. Nen'ko does not agree: the majority of 
unprefixed and prefixed verbs with the same root have, in the dictionaries investigated by 
her, divergences in the accentuation of personal forms of the present/future tense 
(1984a:71). She explains the difficulties in studying the role of the prefixes in the accen-
tuation of present-tense forms with the facts that (1) in one single dictionary there can be 
differences in stress between on the one hand unprefixed and prefixed verbs, and on the 
other prefixed verbs with the same stem: glu´wiwþ, zagluwíwþ, pereglu´wiwþ (Nen'ko’s 
examples from Ušakov–1935–1940); (2) a check of the same prefixed verbs in different 
dictionaries gives evidence of at least a certain “arbitrariness” if not errors. Cf. Ušakov–
1935–1940: postrohi´wþ, obstro´hiwþ and BAS–1950–1965: postrohi´wþ i -stro´hiwþ, 
obstrohíwþ; (3) a comparison of verbs with different stems and the same prefix makes it 
difficult to study the role of the prefix in the accentuation of one or the other word form 
(Nen'ko 1984a:73 ff.). 
 In face of the difficulties involved in analysing the role of the prefix, Nen'ko draws some 
– very general – conclusions (1984a:81–82): verbs with the prefix pere- do more often re-
tain fixed stress or vacillating stress with a prevalence of end stress; verbs with the 
prefixes pro-, pod-, pri- have vacillating stress but they often have mobile stress in the first 
place; verbs with the prefixes po- and na- have variation but generally the variant with 
mobile stress is listed in the first place. 

4.3.3.4 Dictionary data 
Most, although not all, verbs with this type of variation are stressed on the ending in the 
infinitive (-ít').  
Stem stress is the codified norm 
  End stress is dop. ustar./ustar.:325 be´lit – belít, be´sit – besít, bro´dit – brodít, va´rit –
varít, vo´zit – vozít, voro´tit – vorotít, ga´sit – gasít,326 gru´zit – gruzi´t, -gu´bit – -gubi´t, 
da´vit – davít, da´rit – darít,327 dra´znit – draznít, dru´<it – dru<i´t, -du´wit – -duwít, 
<e´nit – <enít, ka´tit – katít, kolo´tit – kolotít,328 -ko´pit – -kopít, ko´rmit – kormi´t,329 
kra´sit – krasi´t, -kru´tit – -krutít, -ku´pit – -kupít,330 ku´sit – kusít,331 -le´pit – -lepít,332 

–––––––––––––––– 
325 RPP has a predilection for this type of variation: va´rit – vari´t and several of the variants are only 
mentioned in RPP. 
326 ugasi´t, pogasi´t (_/ustar. i vozv.). 
327 podari´t (dop. ustar./i), otda´rit (dop./razg.). 
328 prikoloti´t (_/razg.). 
329 vskormít (_/ustar. i poøt.). 
330 sovokupít norm, sovoku´pit (_/razg.). 
331 perekusi´t, prokusít, ukusi´t (_/ustar.). Cf. pokusi´tsä norm, poku´sitsä (_/prostroreh.). 
332 vlepi´t (_/razg.). 
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lo´vit – lovít, -lo´<it – -lo<i´t,333 lo´mit – lomít,334 -lu´pit – -lupít,335 ma´nit – manít,336 
-me´nit – -menít,337 -me´sit – -mesít, -mo´lit – -molít, molo´tit – molotít, -mo´hit – -mohít, 
-no´sit – -nosi´t, ozvu´hit – ozvuhít, ote´litsæ – otelítsæ, perenasy´tit – perenasytít, pílit –
pilít, -pla´tit – -platít,338 polu´hit – poluhít, polǘbit – polübít, pomno´<it – pomno<ít, 
poste´let – postelít, potu´<it  – potu<ít, pou´dit  – poudít, priklo´nit  – prikloni´t,339 
pro´sit – prosi´t,340 pu´stit – pustít, -ro´nit – -roni´t, -ru´bit – -rubi´t, -sa´dit – -sadít,341 
-se´rdit – -serdít,342 slu´<it – slu<i´t, -stano´vit – -stanovít, stra´vit – stravi´t, -stre´lit –
-strelít,343 -stro´it – -stroít,344 stu´dit – studít,345 stu´pit – stupít,346 su´dit – sudít, su´wit –
suwít, ta´qit – taqít, -tvo´rit – -tvorít,347 to´pit – topít,348 toro´pit – toropít, to´hit –
tohít,349 tu´wit – tuwít, u´hit – uhi´t, xva´lit – xvalít, -xva´tit – -xvatít,350 -ce´dit – 
-cedít,351 -ce´nit – -ceni´t, -ce´pit – -cepít,352 he´rtit – herti´t,353 hínit – hinít,354 -wu´´tit – 
-wuti´t,355 -ǽvit – -ævít.  
 End stress is _/prostoreh.: zabre´z<it – zabrez<ít, ko´sit – kosít,356 poso´vestitsä –
posovestítsä. 
 End stress is _/prostoreh. (variation in 1sg): zabre´z<u – zabrez<u´, poso´vequsþ –
posoveqúsþ. 

End stress is _/razg.: u´zit – uzít. 
End stress is dop./i: so´lit – solít. 
End stress is i/i: vku´sit – vkusít,357 volo´hit – volohít,358 goro´dit – gorodít,359 do´it –

doít, zu´brit – zubrít,360 kro´wit – krowít, kru´<it – kru<ít,361 lu´dit – ludít, po´it –

–––––––––––––––– 
333 polo<i´tsæ (_/i), lo<i´tsæ norm, ló<itsæ (_/prostoreh.). 
334 slomi´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.), vlomi´tsæ (_/razg.). 
335 slupi´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.). 
336 peremani´t (dop. ustar./i). 
337 vmeni´t norm, vme´nit (neprav./prostoreh.). 
338 poplati´tsæ (_/razg.). 
339 Labelled _/ustar. i kni<n. 
340 uprosi´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.). 
341 osadi´t norm, osa´dit (dop./razg.); otsadi´t not included in OS, norm in RPP; otsa´dit norm in OS, razg. in 
RPP. 
342 rasserdi´t (_/razg.). 
343 pristreli´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.), prostreli´t (_/ustar.). 
344 pereustroi´t (_/ustar. vozm.). 
345 perestudi´t (_/i). 
346 With the prefixes pere-, pereu-, pod-, pri- and u-. But: prostupi´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.); stupi´t norm, 
stu´pit (_/i). 
347 priotvori´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.), pritvori´t (_/i). 
348 protopít (_/ustar. i kni<n.). 
349 sosredotohít (_/prostoreh.), stohi´t (_/i), krovotohi´t norm, krovotóhit (neprav./_). 
350 spoxvati´tsæ (_/ustar. i kni<n.). 
351 otcedi´t (_/razg.), scedi´t (_/i). 
352 otcepi´t (_/razg.). 
353 othértit (_/razg.). 
354 podhini´t (_/prostoreh.). 
355 otwuti´tsæ (_/razg.). 
356 = ‘срезать косой, косилкой’. 
357 vku´sit norm in OS and razg. in RPP, vkusi´t norm in RPP and labelled i in OS. 
358 povolohít, podvolohít (i/razg.). 
359 ogoródit is norm in OS and razg. in RPP, ogorodi´t is the norm in RPP and labelled i in OS. 
360 The stresses otzúbrit, podzu´brit, pozu´brit are the norm in OS and labelled razg. in RPP. Normative in 
RPP are otzubri´t, podzubri´t, pozubri´t, which in OS are labelled i. For the stress prozu´brit the two 
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 poít,362 pru´dit – prudít, rǽdit – rædít,363 sve´tit – svetít,364 sko´blit – skoblít,365 -slo´nit –
 -slonít,366 -storo´nitsæ – -storonítsæ,367 stro´hit – strohít,368 su´´hit – suhít. 
 
End stress is the codified norm  
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: burít – bu´rit, voro<i´t – voro´<it, vorowít –
voro´wit, voskresít – voskre´sit, -delít – -de´lit,369 divítsæ – dívitsæ, dolbi´t – do´lbit,  
zoloti´t – zolo´tit, izredít – izre´dit, -klühít – -klǘhit,370 koptít – ko´ptit, kreni´t –
kre´nit, krepít – kre´pit,371 krivi´t – krívit, kroít – kro´it, -luhi´t – -lu´hit, -mostít –
-mo´stit, ogranít – ogra´nit, okoti´tsæ – oko´titsæ, operítsæ – ope´ritsæ, opoxmelítsæ –
opoxme´litsæ, othleni´t – othle´nit, oqutít – oqu´tit, pereosnastít – pereosna´stit, plodít –
plo´dit, podtrunít – podtru´nit, po<ivítsæ – po<i´vitsæ, po<urít – po<u´rit, poslastít –
posla´stit, prinorovi´t – prinoro´vit, provozvesti´t – provozve´stit, provopít – provo´pit,  
prosmolít – prosmo´lit, protorít – proto´rit, puwít – pu´wit, rodít – ro´dit, ræbít –  
rǽbit, svætít – svæ´tit, slepít – sle´pit, -smolít – -smo´lit, splotít – splo´tit, tverdít –  
tve´rdit, -tomi´t – -to´mit, trusi´t – tru´sit, xolmi´tsæ – xo´lmitsæ, xudít – xu´dit, qemít –
qe´mit, -qepít – -qe´pit.  

Stem stress is _/prostoreh. (only in RPP, variation in 1sg): dolblǘ – do´lblü, draznǘ –
dra´znü, zvonǘ – zvo´nü (incl. dozvonü´sþ – dozvo´nüsþ), zalo<u´ – zalo´<u, kophu´ –
ko´phu, krivlǘ – krívlü, operǘsþ – ope´rüsþ, peredavlǘ – peredávlü, perepilǘ – pe-
repílü, pereporuhu´ – pereporu´hu, perestelǘ – pereste´lü, perewiblǘ – perewíblü,  
polenü´sþ – pole´nüsþ, predßævlǘ – predßæ´vlü, pritruwu´ – pritru´wu, splotít – splo´tit. 

Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: boroni´t – boro´nit, gluwít – glu´wit, zvonít – zvo´nit,  
kosít – ko´sit,372 luqít – lu´qit,373 morít – mo´rit,374 povtorít – povto´rit, priruhi´t –
priru´hit, sverlít – sve´rlit,375 sinít – sínit, sorít – so´rit,376 trubít – tru´bit.377 

–––––––––––––––– 
dictionaries agree that it is the norm and prozubri´t is labelled i/i. The stresses zazu´brit, izzu´brit are listed 
only in OS with zazubri´t and izzubri´t as variants labelled i/_. 
361 okru<i´t norm, okru´<it (ne rek./prostoreh.). 
362 With the prefixes do-, ot-, pod-, pro-, s-, u-. The variant napóit is in RPP listed as number two, while it is 
listed first in OS. The variant poi´t is labelled i/ustar. i kni<n. and popoi´t i/kni<n. The stresses 
opóit and perepóit are the norm in OS and razg. in RPP, opoi´t and perepoi´t are labelled i in OS and are the 
norm in RPP. The variant vspóit is labelled dop./_. 
363 zarædi´t (i/ustar.), obrædi´t/sæ/, perezarædi´t, podzarædi´t, razrædít (_/ustar.). Cf: pererædi´t norm, pereræ´di
t (_/razg.), snarædi´t norm, snaræ´dit (_/prostoreh.), peresnarædi´t norm, peresnaræ´dit (_/prostoreh.). 
364 podsveti´t, prosveti´t, sveti´t (_/ustar.). 
365 The simplex verb and with the prefixes do-, na-, pod-, pro-. The stresses oskóblit, posko´blit, sosko´blit, ot
skóblit are the norm in OS but razg. in RPP. The end stress for these is labelled i in OS and is the norm in 
RPP. 
366 With the prefixes za-, pri-. The stress otslónit is norm in OS and razg. in RPP, otsloni´t is labelled i in 
OS and norm in RPP. 
367 With the prefix po- the two stresses are equal in both sources, while the unprefixed verb storónitsæ is the 
norm in OS and razg. in RPP. The end stress is labelled i in OS and norm in RPP.  
368 obstróhit is the norm in OS, labelled razg. in RPP, obstrohi´t is the norm in RPP and labelled i in OS. 
369 nade´lit, ode´lit, oprede´lit/sæ/, pererasprede´lit/sæ/, podrazde´lit, rasprede´lit/sæ/, ude´lit. 
But: rasprede´lit/sæ/ (neprav./razg.). Cf. dodeli´t, otdeli´t, peredeli´t, podeli´t (_/ustar.). 
370 vklǘhit (neprav./razg.). 
371 skre´pit, prikre´pit (neprav./razg.). 
372 = ‘кривить, перекашивать; скашивать, отводить в сторону (о глазах)’. 
373 Variation also in the infinitive in RPP. 
374 zamo´rit, peremórit, pomórit, promórit, smórit, umórit (ne rek./razg.). 
375 sve´rlit (ne rek./razg.). 
376 sórit (ne rek./razg.). 
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 Stem stress is dop./razg.: valít – va´lit,378 vintít – víntit, -kresti´t –-kre´stit,379  
-mestít/sä/ – -me´stit/sä/,380 mirít – mírit, mutít – mu´tit,381 oblokotít/sä/ –
obloko´tit/sä/, opylít – opy´lit, otdarítsæ – otda´ritsæ, oteplít – ote´plit, otrædít –
otrǽdit, ottuzít – ottu´zit, palít – pa´lit,382 podcvetít – podcve´tit, -selít – -se´lit,383  
sme<ít – sme´<it, sne<ít – sne´<it, sulít – su´lit, wevelít – weve´lit.384 
 Stem stress is _/razg. (variation in the 1sg): sme<u´ – sme´<u. 
 Stem stress is i/i: bludít – blu´dit, poglotít – poglo´tit.385 
 
A few stems show no overall pattern for stress vacillation and will therefore be listed sepa-
rately (codified norm listed first, then variant with label): -будить: probu´dit/sæ/ – pro-
budít/sæ/ (i/i), perebu´dit – perebudít (_/ustar.), vozbudít – vozbu´dit (_/prostoreh.); 
-водить: vo´dit – vodít (_/ustar.), rukovodít/sæ/ – rukovo´dit/sæ/ (ne rek. ustar./ 
prostoreh.); -клонить: sklo´nit/sæ/ – sklonít/sæ (dop./i), otklo´nitsæ – otklonítsæ  
(_/ustar.), poklo´nitsæ – poklonítsæ (_/ustar.), priklo´nit – prikloni´t (_/ustar. i kni<n.), 
prekloni´t – preklo´nit (_/prostoreh.); -курить: vosku´rit – voskurít (i/_), ku´ritsæ –
kurítsæ (dop./_), oku´rit – okurít (_/ustar.), poku´rit – pokurít (_/ustar.), priku´rit –
prikurít (_/ustar.), proku´rit – prokurít (_/ustar.), zakurítsæ – zaku´ritsæ (dop./_);  
-кутить: poku´tit – pokuti´t (_/ustar.), proku´tit – prokutít (_/i); -лениться: polenü´sþ –
pole´nüsþ (_/prostoreh.), pole´nitsæ is the norm in OS but labelled razg. in RPP and 
poleni´tsæ (normative in RPP) is not mentioned at all in OS; -поручить: preporu´hit is the 
norm in OS and labelled i in RPP and preporuhít is the norm in RPP and not listed in OS. 
Cf. pereporu´hit – pereporuhi´t (_/ustar.), poru´hit – poruhi´t (_/ustar.), pereporuhu´ –
pereporu´hu (_/prostoreh.); -скочить: sosko´hit – soskohít (_/i), peresko´hit –
pereskohít (_/ustar.); -слюнить: slünít – slǘnit (_/prostoreh.), obslüni´t – obslǘnit  
(_/razg.); -сулить: sulít – su´lit (_/razg.), posulít – posu´lit (_/prostoreh.); -трудить: 
natru´dit is the norm in OS, but considered prostoreh. in RPP (in RPP this applies to the 
infinitive natru´ditþ and the whole paradigm) while the stress natrudít is labelled i in OS 
and seen as normative in RPP. Cf. peretru´dit – peretrudít (i/i), potru´ditsæ – potrudítsæ  

–––––––––––––––– 
377 zatru´bit (ne rek./razg.). 
378 podva´lit (i/_), vvali´t, vzvali´t, obvali´t, perevali´t, povali´t, provali´t, svali´t (_/ustar.) with stem stress 
as the codified norm. 
379 otkresti´tsä, skresti´tsä. Cf. iskresti´t, kresti´t, okresti´t, perekresti´t (_/ustar.) with stem stress as the 
codified norm. 
380 pome´stit/sæ/ (dop./razg.), razme´stit/sæ/ (ne rek./razg.), ume´stit/sæ/ (ne rek./razg.), pereme´s- tit/sæ/ (ne rek./pr
ostoreh.), vme´stit/sæ/ (neprav./prostoreh.), vozme´stit (_/prostoreh.). 
381 pomu´tit (_/prostoreh.). 
382 spa´lit norm, spali´t (_/kni<n.).  
383 seli´t/sæ/ is the norm in OS and kni<n. in RPP, se´lit/sæ/ is labelled dop. in OS and is the norm in RPP.  
384 rasweve´lit (dop./razg.), poweve´lit, weve´lit, weve´litsä (dop./i). 
385 poglótit (i/razg.). But: proglótit is the norm and progloti´t is ustar. in RPP, not listed in OS. 
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(_/ustar.), utrudít – utru´dit (_/prostoreh.); -тупить: tu´pit – tupít (_/ustar.), otu´pit –
otupít (i/i), peretu´pit – peretupít (_/i), pritu´pit – pritupít (i/i); -хоронить: xoro´nit –
xoroni´t (_/i), perexoro´nit – perexoroni´t (_/ustar.), poxoro´nit – poxoroni´t (_/ustar.); the 
stress sxoro´nit is the norm in OS and labelled i in RPP, while the norm in RPP is 
sxoronít, a stress not listed at all in OS. 
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4.3.3.5 Results 

Table 4.3-3. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

pereklühít norma 5.7 4.7 4.7 3.8 11.3 28.3 38.7 2.8
otklühít norma 4.7 3.8 0.9 2.8 15.1 33.0 36.8 2.8
isklǘhim  ne norma 8.5 17.0 9.4 1.9 12.3 19.8 28.3 2.8
vklǘhiwþ neprav./razg. 46.2 34.9 4.7 1.9 1.9 6.6 2.8 0.9
vklühíwþ norma 8.5 14.2 4.7 4.7 8.5 28.3 29.2 1.9
zaklǘhim  ne norma 17.0 23.6 6.6 0.9 7.5 22.6 19.8 1.9
weve´litsæ dop./i 37.7 39.6 6.6 0.9 4.7 1.9 7.5 0.9
wevelíwþ norma 18.9 31.1 12.3 0.9 8.5 15.1 12.3 0.9
weve´lit dop./i 19.8 17.0 2.8 0.9 16.0 24.5 15.1 3.8
wevelít norma 18.9 36.8 10.4 2.8 6.6 16.0 6.6 1.9
so´riwþ  ne rek./razg. 16.0 23.6 9.4 0.0 12.3 23.6 12.3 2.8
soríwþ norma 25.5 22.6 17.0 2.8 3.8 15.1 12.3 0.9
sozvo´nimsæ ne rek./pro. 12.3 17.0 11.3 4.7 12.3 13.2 27.4 1.9
dozvo´nüsþ _/pro. 1.9 2.8 0.0 2.8 4.7 24.5 60.4 2.8
pozvo´nim ne rek./pro. 7.5 17.0 7.5 3.8 10.4 17.9 34.0 1.9
pozvoním norma 34.9 25.5 7.5 3.7 8.5 10.4 4.7 4.6
zvo´nit ne rek./pro. 14.1 14.1 7.5 2.8 12.3 13.2 34.0 1.9
zvonít norma 46.2 23.6 7.5 4.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 0.9
perepo´it norma/razg. 12.3 16.0 15.1 1.9 13.2 27.4 12.3 1.9
napoít i/norma 13.2 23.6 12.3 1.9 9.4 22.6 14.2 2.8
poít i/ustar. i kni<n. 10.4 15.1 2.8 2.8 19.8 29.3 17.9 1.9
solít dop./i 4.7 9.4 6.6 1.9 17.9 29.3 30.2 0.0
nedosolít dop./i 7.6 8.5 8.5 0.9 11.3 28.3 30.2 4.7
so´lit norma 27.4 33.0 6.6 1.9 7.6 14.2 4.7 4.7
so´liwþ norma 31.1 36.8 7.6 2.8 7.6 7.6 4.7 1.9
prislo´niwþ norma 9.4 17.9 6.6 2.8 18.9 18.9 24.5 0.9
zaslo´nit norma 10.4 12.3 3.8 0.0 18.9 30.2 23.6 0.9
zaslonít i/i 20.8 39.6 10.4 0.9 7.6 12.3 4.7 3.8
otslo´nit  norma/razg. 6.6 7.6 2.8 0.9 27.4 34.0 17.9 2.8
zamo´rit ne rek./razg. 25.5 35.9 8.5 1.9 12.3 5.7 7.6 2.8
morít norma 5.7 11.3 2.8 3.8 16.0 32.1 27.4 0.9
zatvo´rit norma 1.9 8.5 4.7 0.9 13.2 29.3 40.6 0.9
zaqémit neprav./pro. 12.3 22.6 6.6 0.9 16.0 23.6 13.2 4.7
otsadít  ne norma/norma 2.8 2.8 2.8 1.9 11.3 39.6 34.9 3.8
peremírit dop./razg. 37.7 40.6 9.4 0.0 1.9 6.6 2.8 0.9
mutít norma 26.4 29.3 10.4 2.8 6.6 9.4 12.3 2.8
draznǘ norma 49.1 37.7 3.8 1.9 2.8 3.8 0.9 0.0
poste´let  norma 46.2 39.6 5.7 0.0 0.9 1.9 3.8 1.9
do´it norma 35.9 33.0 13.2 0.0 4.7 7.6 5.7 0.0
zarædít i/ustar. 13.2 16.0 17.0 1.9 15.1 19.8 16.0 0.9
gluwíwþ norma 5.7 10.4 3.8 1.9 8.5 41.5 28.3 0.0
protivorehít ne norma 2.8 0.9 0.9 2.8 3.8 26.4 60.4 1.9
probu´rit neprav./pro. 13.2 13.2 3.8 3.8 15.1 28.3 22.6 0.0
pomanít dop. ustar./ustar. 5.7 3.8 2.8 3.8 15.1 39.6 27.4 1.9
perestelǘ norma 40.6 43.4 6.6 0.0 1.9 3.8 0.9 2.8
priotvo´rit norma 0.9 6.6 2.8 0.9 16.0 35.9 34.9 1.9
víntiwþ dop./razg. 11.3 18.9 5.7 0.9 9.4 28.3 24.5 0.9
skoblíwþ i/_ 34.9 42.5 9.4 0.9 2.8 4.7 2.8 1.9
sosko´bliwþ  norma/razg. 1.9 10.4 2.8 2.8 13.2 28.3 38.7 1.9
stro´hiwþ norma 11.3 15.1 8.5 0.0 5.7 29.3 29.3 0.9
strohíwþ i/i 26.4 42.5 10.4 2.8 5.7 3.8 6.6 1.9
pomestæ´tsæ norma 9.4 6.6 2.8 1.9 15.1 36.8 27.4 0.0
pome´stætsæ dop./razg. 39.6 38.7 9.4 0.9 0.9 3.8 5.7 0.9
poselíwþ norma 3.8 4.7 0.9 0.9 9.4 44.3 33.0 2.8
pose´liwþ dop./razg. 45.3 36.8 6.6 0.9 3.8 1.9 2.8 1.9
raspredélit neprav./pro. 2.8 3.8 0.0 2.8 4.7 27.4 57.6 0.9
razdelít ne norma 4.7 7.6 0.9 1.9 10.4 38.7 35.9 0.0
opredelít norma 50.0 38.7 3.8 0.9 0.9 3.8 0.9 0.9
krovoto´hit neprav./_ 34.9 45.3 7.6 0.0 2.8 4.7 4.7 0.0
krovotohít norma 14.2 7.6 3.8 1.9 15.1 30.2 21.7 5.7

 

 141



The table shows the results of the questionnaire of reported usage and beliefs about norms 
for this group of verbs. The verbs are grouped according to stems as verbs with variation in 
the present with the same stems seem to have much in common (compared to, for instance, 
verbs with variation in the preterite forms). 
 It is worth pointing out that the informants do not report usage of the stresses 
pereklühít and otklühít to such a high degree and that they are so sure that these stresses 
– considered normative by the handbooks – are “wrong”. The reported usage and belief 
about normativity for these variants is on a par with, for instance, the variant pozvo´nim, 
labelled ne rek./prostoreh. Other forms which the informants are quite sure are incorrect 
and for which they do not report usage are zatvo´rit, gluwíwþ, priotvo´rit, poselíwþ (all 
normative according to the handbooks), otsadít (normative in RPP, but not in OS), 
dozvo´nüsþ (_/prostoreh.), zvo´nit (ne rek./prostoreh.), protivorehi´t, razdelít (both non-
normative and not listed in the main sources; examples from Lapteva), raspredélit  
(neprav./prostoreh.), sosko´bliwþ (norm in OS, razg. in RPP), solít and nedosolít (both  
dop./i).  
 In contrast, the stress variants which the informants are most sure are correct and for 
which a large proportion report usage are draznü´, perestelǘ, opredelít, zvonít (all 
normative according to the sources), skoblíwþ (i/_), strohi´wþ (i/i), pose´liwþ, peremírit 
(both dop./razg.), krovoto´hit (neprav./_) and vklǘhiwþ (labelled neprav./ razg.). 
 The stresses which have the highest figures in the column “I say it like that myself, but I 
know that it is incorrect” are vklühíwþ (codified norm), sozvo´nimsæ (ne rek./prostoreh.)  
and zvonít (codified norm). The fact that among these can be found both codified norms 
and, according to the normative works, non-normative stresses is an indication of a certain 
“norm instability”. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
 доить 
The explicit norm do´it (which has a variant stress doít, labelled i, listed only in OS) has 
high reported usage: 82,1 per cent. Other surveys also show prevalence for the stem-
stressed forms, codified as normative. Voroncova (1956) do´iwþ 74.2 per cent, doíwþ 25.8 
per cent, and Pirogova (1967) do´it 76.0 per cent.386 Apparently, stem stress is the explicit 
and implicit norm. 
 зарядить 
Reported usage of the variant stress zarædít (i/ustar.) is 46.2 per cent (50.9 per cent re-
ported non-usage). In Kolesov’s investigation (1964) usage of this stress (zarædǽt) was 67.6 
per cent. Stem stress (zarǽdit) is the codified norm of both dictionaries. While zarǽdæt was 
not included in the present survey it was used by 50.6 per cent in RJaSO (1963) and by 
31.9 per cent in Kolesov (1964).387 Seemingly, there is no distinct implicit norm and these 
forms are probably seen as quite equal. As the end-stressed variant is quite widespread and 
is thus most likely not to be perceived as obsolete by the informants, the label in OS (i) 
seems more appropriate than the one in RPP (ustar.). 
 -манить 
The end-stressed variant pomani´t (dop. ustar./ustar.) is the reported usage of 12.3 per cent. 
The unprefixed verb was included in Voroncova’s 1956 survey in which the stem-stressed 
–––––––––––––––– 
386 Pirogova generally gives the result for only one of the variants. 
387 Kolesov (1964): za´rædit 0.5 per cent. 
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variant ma´niwþ was used by 82.9 per cent and the end-stressed maníwþ by 17.1 per cent of 
the informants. It can be noted that at that time the assessment of the end stress was the 
same as today (ustar. in A&O–1960). Thus end stress is – and was in the 1960s – obso-
lescent/obsolete and the explicit and implicit norm is stem stress. 
 -поить  
As mentioned above the labels for the stresses of verbs on -poitþ are very heterogeneous. 
The stem-stressed perepo´it is the norm in OS, labelled razg. in RPP and the reported usage 
for this variant is 43.4 per cent (non-usage 52.9 per cent). The end-stressed variant napoít 
is the norm in RPP and labelled i in OS, and like the other stress variant it has quite evenly 
distributed replies: reported usage 49.1 per cent, non-usage 46.2 per cent.  
 The end-stressed poít (i/ustar. i kni<n.) was claimed to be used by 28.3 per cent (67.0 
per cent reported non-usage). In actual speech all informants used the stem-stressed 
codified norm and no one the end-stressed variant. Although additional material would be 
needed for drawing conclusions regarding the verbs containing this stem, tentative conclu-
sions would be that codification is not uniform within one source (as verbs with one stem 
but different prefixes are labelled differently), it is not uniform between the sources, both 
stress variants are accepted and stem stress is more current than end stress. 
Table 4.3-4. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

póit poi´t Invalid
norma i/ustar. i kni<n.  

96.8% (30) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 
 противоречить 
While Lapteva (1990b) gives protivorehít as a possible stress mistake, the dictionaries list 
no variants of the codified norm protivore´hit. The question is whether this stress variant is 
current. The results of the survey show that this is not so, as only 4.6 per cent say they use 
it and 90.6 per cent report non-usage. Accordingly, the implicit and explicit norm is 
protivore´hit. 
 -садить 
In OS the norm is the stem-stressed otsa´dit, in RPP assessed as razg. The stress otsadít is 
given as the norm in RPP, and is not mentioned at all in OS. This stress otsadít, however, 
has very low reported usage: 8.4 per cent, so it is likely that the implicit norm is otsa´dit, 
which coincides with the explicit norm of OS and other dictionaries. The normative 
notation of RPP in this case deviates both from the explicit norm as given in other 
dictionaries and from the implicit norm as found in the survey results. 
 -слонить 
For the stress prislo´niwþ, normative in codification, 33.9 per cent of the informants report 
usage, while 62.3 per cent say that they do not use it. Elicited usage, however, shows that a 
majority, 61.3 per cent, actually used the explicit norm prislo´niw' and 38.7 per cent the 
“equal” variant (i/i) prisloníw'. 

Table 4.3-5. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

prislóniw' prisloni´w' 
norma i/i 

61.3% (19) 38.7% (12) 
 
In the form prisloniw' the explicit and implicit stress norm appears to be the same – stem 
stress. The different results of reported usage and elicited usage are probably due to the fact 

 143



that the informants use and accept both stresses, which are after all (according to the hand-
books) “equally” acceptable. Voroncova’s survey (1956) showed results similar to those of 
the elicited usage in the present investigation: prislo´niwþ 66.2 per cent, prisloníwþ 33.8.  
 The codified norm zaslo´nit had 26.5 per cent reported usage (72.7 per cent non-usage), 
while the stress zaslonít (i/i) had higher reported usage: 70.8 per cent (24.6 per cent non-
usage). Pirogova (1967) also investigated this verb, and the codified normative 
stresses zaslo´nit and zaslo´nitsæ were used by 46.7 per cent and 52.0 per cent respectively.  
 The stress variant otslo´nit, which in OS is considered normative and in RPP marked 
razg., was the reported usage of a minority of the informants – 17.0 per cent (79.3 per cent 
non-usage). 
 This gives a picture for verbs with this stem that shows some incongruity between re-
ported and actual usage, but usage of stem stress is higher, although in self-reporting the 
end-stressed variant received higher figures (a sign of hypercorrection, a striving towards 
end stress?). That both stresses are accepted cannot be excluded, neither can it be excluded 
that stress placement differs between verbs with different prefixation. 
 -солить 
The codified norm so´lit was the reported usage of 67.0 per cent of the informants, while 
26.5 per cent reported non-usage and the figures for the codified normative form 
so´liwþ were 75.5 per cent and 19.9 per cent, respectively. For the end-stressed alternative 
solít (dop./i) reported usage was 20.7 per cent and for nedosolít (dop./i) it was 24.6 per 
cent. Thus the stem-stressed variants investigated have high reported usage and the end-
stressed variants low. The results of the oral part of the survey show commensurate results: 
the variant stress marked dop./i is used to a certain extent, but the codified norm with stress 
on the stem is preferred by a majority of the language users: so´liw' 71.0 per cent, 
solíw' 29.0 per cent. Previous surveys as well show prevalence for the codified stem 
stress: Pirogova (1967) so´lit 88.0 per cent, Voroncova (1956) so´liwþ 81.5 per cent, 
solíwþ 18.5 per cent. 
Table 4.3-6. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sóliw' soli´w' 
norma dop./i 

71.0% (22) 29.0% (9) 
 
All results – reported usage, elicited usage, together with previous surveys – show that stem 
stress is the implicit norm and it complies with the explicit. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
 приотворить 
The codified norm priotvo´rit is claimed to be used by only 10.3 per cent of the infor-
mants, while 86.8 per cent say they do not use it and believe it is incorrect. There is a vari-
ant stress priotvorít recorded only in RPP, there labelled as ustar. i kni<n. The low figure 
of reported usage could perhaps be due to the fact that this verb form is infrequent and 
therefore perceived as “strange” by the informants. It is also possible, however, that the 
informants have confused this form with the form pritvorit, for which the stress 
pritvorít is the codified norm in some sources (e.g. A&Z–2000, but not in OS–1997). 
Therefore caution must be observed regarding the conclusions for this form. 
 -скоблить 

 144 



The end stress skoblíwþ (i/_; cf. codified norm sko´bliw') is the reported usage of 86.8 per 
cent. Results from Voroncova’s 1956 Moscow survey suggest that the stress variants are 
not equally common and accepted: skoblíwþ 67.4 per cent, sko´bliwþ 32.6 per cent. The 
prefixed verb sosko´bliwþ with stem stress, given as the norm in OS and as a colloquial 
variant (razg.) in RPP, is the reported usage of 15.1 per cent, while 80.2 per cent repudiate 
this stress. In fact, the end stress skoblíwþ/soskoblíw' seems to be the implicit norm, and 
this is also the explicit norm of RPP.388 
 строчить 
The stress stro´hiwþ is given as norm in both sources, and 34.9 per cent reported usage of 
this variant (64.3 per cent reported non-usage), while the “second norm” 
strohíwþ (i/i) was reported to be the usage and the correct form by 79.3 per cent of the 
informants. In Voroncova’s survey the two forms scored almost equal figures: stro´hiwþ 
47.7 and strohíwþ 52.3 per cent. The end-stressed form generally seems to be prevailing.  
 The results for both this verb and for -skobliwþ above show that even if the variants are 
practically on the same normative level in handbooks there is not always a tendency among 
the speakers to use stem stress, regardless of the “general tendency towards stem stress”. 
 затворить 
Reported usage for the codified norm zatvo´rit was low: 15.1 per cent (non-usage 83.1 per 
cent), suggesting a discrepancy between explicit and implicit norm. The variant 
zatvorít (_/ustar.) might be the implicit norm, although then this would be the only 
example in this investigation of a stress codified as obsolescent being the implicit norm. On 
the other hand this variant is listed only in RPP, and the assessments in that dictionary are 
sometimes rather peculiar and deviate from other sources. It might very well be the case 
that this variant has been labelled as obsolete in line with many other end-stressed variants 
of this group, listed in RPP. It should also be noted that zatvorít is the norm in A&Z–2000. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
 -бурить 
The variant probu´rit (neprav./prostoreh.) is the reported usage of 30.2 per cent of the 
informants (66.0 per cent reported non-usage). Thus it could be presumed that the codified 
norm proburít is in fact the stress that is more widely used and the results of the recordings 
show that this is the case: 61.3 per cent used the codified norm proburít and 38.7 per cent 
probu´rit. Prevalence for end stress in this verb was also found in Kolesov’s study (1964), 
which included the unprefixed verb: buríwþ 82.1 per cent and bu´riwþ 17.9 per cent. 

Table 4.3-7. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

proburi´t probu´rit 
norma neprav./prostoreh. 

61.3% (19) 38.7% (12) 
 
In verbs with this stem there is compliance between implicit and explicit norm, although 
reported and actual usage of the stem-stressed variant is not negligible. 
 винтить  
The stem-stressed variant víntiwþ (dop./razg.) was reported to be used by 35.9 per cent of 
the informants. This result lies between the results of Kolesov (1964): 32.8 per cent and 

–––––––––––––––– 
388 The unprefixed verb is not listed in RPP. 
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Voroncova (1956): 43.8 per cent. In these other surveys usage of the codified stress 
vintíwþ was 56.8 per cent (Voroncova) and 72.4 per cent (Kolesov) for the book norm. It 
can be concluded that the variant víntiwþ (dop./razg.) seems to be used to about the same 
extent as in the 1950s–1960s, and that the end stress vintíwþ is the implicit and explicit 
norm. 
 -делить 
Of the informants, 92.5 per cent reported usage of the explicit norm opredelít. In the oral 
part of the survey the usage of the normative form was much higher than for 
oprede´lit (neprav./prostoreh.; 3.2 per cent). The stress opredelít was found in 54.8 per 
cent of all answers given and would probably have been higher had not as many as 13 out 
of 31 informants (41.9 per cent) misread the sentence and used the preterite form. 

Table 4.3-8. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

opredeli´t opredélit Invalid
norma neprav./prostoreh.  

54.8% (17) 3.2% (1) 41.9% (13)
 
The stress raspredélit (neprav./prostoreh.) was not reported to be used by the informants 
to a high degree: only 6.6 per cent claimed that they use it and believe it is correct. Results 
from other surveys also show that this alternative stress is not current: in RJaSO (1963) 6.0 
per cent used raspredélit, in Voroncova (1956) 10.1 and in Kolesov (1964) 1.3 per cent, 
while the codified norm was widely used: raspredelíwþ 89.9 per cent in Voroncova and 
raspredelít 99.1 per cent in Kolesov. In the oral part of the present survey the number of 
invalid answers (9 out of 31 informants, i.e. 29.0 per cent, misread the sentence and used 
the preterite form) somewhat complicates the interpretation of the results. Anyway, the 
elicited usage of the explicit norm was 67.7 per cent of all answers given – both valid and 
invalid – thus largely outnumbering the alternative stress, used by only one informant (3.2 
per cent). Consequently, the explicit and implicit norm coincide for this verb. 

Table 4.3-9. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

raspredeli´t  raspredélit  Invalid
norma neprav./prostoreh.  

67.7% (21) 3.2% (1) 29.0% (9)
 
The non-normative razdelít (from Lapteva 1990), not given as an alternative stress in the 
sources, was the reported usage of 13.2 per cent of the informants. This, alongside the fact 
that this stress was found by Lapteva in actual speech (on TV), might indicate that the vari-
ant is current enough to be included in dictionaries giving ample information on stress 
variation. There is, however, hardly any doubt that explicit and implicit norms comply for 
this form. 
 дразню 
The alternative stress dra´znü (cf. normative draznü´389) was included in RPP, but not in OS 
or other sources, and it is considered prostoreh. It could be assumed that this is a rare vari-
ant and the results confirm this: the actual usage shows that no informant used this stress, 
all of them used the codified norm draznü´, and the reported usage for the codified norm 
was 90.6 per cent. Hence, implicit and explicit norm coincide for this form. 

–––––––––––––––– 
389 Cf. drazni´t (_/ustar.). 
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Table 4.3-10. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

draznü ́ dra´znü 
norma _/prostoreh. 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 
 защемить  
The variant zaqémit is labelled neprav./prostoreh. in the normative sources, and 41.5 per 
cent of the informants report usage of this stress, while 52.8 per cent do not. In Pirogova’s 
investigation (1967) the figure was even higher for this non-normative stress: 61.3 per cent. 
Seemingly, the speakers vacillate between the two variants and there is no clearly 
pronounced implicit norm. Usage does not therefore unequivocally coincide with the ex-
plicit norm, but at the same time not enough data is available to conclude that zaqemi´t is 
not the implicit norm. 
 -звонить 
Verbs on -zvonit' and their stress have received much attention and it has generally been 
believed that this is one of the verbs where stress “errors” are most frequent.  
 In Voroncova (1956) the (reported?) usage of zvo´niwþ was 54.5 per cent (45.5 per cent 
for the codified norm zvoníwþ). This lead Nicholson (1968:32) to the conclusion that “the 
condemnation of zvóniš’ by Avanesov and Ožegov discussed earlier makes it clear that Vo-
roncova’s own research into the modern norms of stress had not yet been fully embodied in 
AO.1959, or at least that the implications of her research had not been accepted”. 
 This has proved refutable, first by Kolesov’s survey (Leningrad 1964), in which usage 
of the non-normative stress zvo´niwþ and zvo´nit was significantly lower than in Voron-
cova’s study: 26.2 per cent and 31.2 per cent, while it was quite high (78.7 and 74.1 per 
cent respectively) for the stresses zvoníwþ and zvonít, codified as normative. 
 Results similar to Kolesov’s were later found in Pirogova’s survey (1967), where 30.7 
per cent used the non-normative form, and also in Gorbačevič’s survey at Leningrad State 
University in 1974 (pozvoním 77.2 per cent, pozvo´nim 22.8 per cent). Gorbačevič 
(1978а:104) says that the figures from his survey show that the traditional stress is 
prevailing but still he believes that “the figures obtained hardly reflect the actual usage of 
young people” and that the answers are a natural manifestation of a hypercorrect relation to 
the norm in a conscious choice.390 He also says that  

Нигде в такой мере не обнаружилось противоречие между продуктивной и функционально оправ- 
данной акцентологической тенденцией и общественным вкусом, социально оправданным мнением, 
направленным в защиту непродуктивной, но с эстетической точки зрения более приемлемой тради- 
ционной формы zvoni´t, pozvoni´t. (Gorbačevič 1978b:129) 

and continues:  
В сущности, нет объективных внутрисистемных ограничений для распространения нового акцента 
и на глагол zvonitþ. (Gorbačevič 1978b:131)391 

–––––––––––––––– 
390 “полученные цифры едва ли отражают реальный речевой узус молодежи, т.к. гиперкорректное 
отношение к норме при сознательном выборе в этом случае вполне естественно.” But in the oral part of 
the present investigation the choice was not conscious as the informants did not know that stress was the 
object of study. Still, their answers showed that a majority use the codified end stress pozvoni´m (67.9 per 
cent), while pozvónim (ne rek./prostoreh.) was used by 32 per cent. 
391 Red'kin (1971:86–87) also comments upon the relation to the system: “Следовало бы ожидать ударение 
zvónit, zvoni´la, однако словари рекомендуют zvoni´t, zvoni´la (zveni´t, zvene´la, zvene´t'). Запрет ударения 
zvónit, zvoni´la носит явно искусственный характер, так как не опирается на систему  русского 
ударения. Однако до тех пор, пока словари не отменят запрет, возможно лишь zvoni´t, zvoni´la.” 
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In spite of the survey results accounted for above zvo´nit etc. are still seen as notorious 
errors. For example Ivanov (1994:131) says that this is one of the more “popular” of the 
difficult cases of stress in the present tense, and blames this on “false analogy”. Compare 
Red'kin (1971:83):  

... иногда в словарях отражается определенная традиция в постановке ударения, которая не соот- 
ветствует повседневной практике. Это относится, в частности, к постановке ударения в словах 
zvoni´t – zvónit. 

However, not everyone has exhibited reluctance to survey results. That this stress is proba-
bly not that common was observed by Comrie et al. (1996:88): “this verb has become 
something of a shibboleth with normative grammarians, being one of the most cited exam-
ples of a word which is frequently wrongly stressed, although from the informant responses 
in Kolesov (1967:109) it is doubtful whether mobile stress is so widespread with this 
word”.392 
 The results of the present investigation corroborate the findings of Kolesov (1964), Pi-
rogova (1967) and Gorbačevič (1974) (but not Voroncova 1956, which stands out from all 
the other four surveys). Usage – reported and actual – of the stem-stressed variants, regard-
less of prefixation, regardless of year (1964–1997) and place (Leningrad and Moscow) of 
investigation is approximately the same: about one third to one quarter of the speakers use 
this stress (or in the case of the present survey: report usage and also believe it is correct).393 
 The verb on -звонить that has the highest reported usage for non-normative stress is 
sozvo´nimsæ (ne rek./prostoreh.), which 40.6 per cent of the informants say they use and 
believe is correct. The results of the survey of actual usage are similar (although the results 
are not directly comparable): 38.7 per cent use the non-normative stress and 61.3 per cent 
the codified norm sozvonímsæ.  

Table 4.3-11. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
sozvoni´msæ sozvónimsæ 

norma ne rek./prostoreh. 
61.3% (19) 38.7% (12) 

 
For the form pozvonim as well a majority report usage of the codified norm: the reported 
usage of pozvoním is 67.9 per cent, and 23.6 per cent say they do not use it and believe it is 
incorrect, while the corresponding figures for the variant stress pozvo´nim (ne rek./ 
prostoreh.) are 32.0 per cent and 62.3 per cent (non-usage). The oral part of the survey 
shows that a majority – 58.1 per cent – used end stress, but that usage of the stem-stressed 
variant is as high as 41.9 per cent. 

–––––––––––––––– 
392 141 informants gave end stress (i.e. mobile pattern), 53 stem stress and 11 cited both forms. 
393 N.B. actual usage of the form zvónit was lower in the present investigation: 6.5 per cent. 
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Table 4.3-12. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pozvoni´m pozvónim 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

58.1% (18) 41.9% (13) 
   
Results from other surveys show similar results with a majority for the normative stress: 
Gorbačevič (1974) pozvo´nim 22.8 per cent, pozvoním 77.2 per cent and Pirogova (1967) 
pozvo´nit 28.0 per cent. 
 In the unprefixed form end stress was even more prevalent in actual speech than in the 
prefixed. Almost all informants (93.5 per cent) stressed zvonít and 6.5 per cent zvo´nit. 

Table 4.3-13. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zvoni´t zvónit 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

93.5% (29) 6.5% (2) 
 
Reported usage for the stress zvo´nit (ne rek./prostoreh.) was higher: 35.7 per cent, which 
could indicate that acceptance of this stress is higher than shown by the figures for elicited 
usage.394 Still reported usage was much higher for the stress that is codified as nor-
mative: zvonít: 77.3 per cent (reported non-usage 17.1 per cent), and 4.7 per cent say they 
use it but know it is incorrect. 
 Results from other surveys, with the exception of Voroncova (1956),395 also show a 
prevalence for end stress. In Kolesov zvoníwþ was used by 78.7 per cent, zvonít by 74.1 
per cent and zvo´niwþ by 26.2 and zvo´niwþ by 31.2 per cent. Cf. Pirogova: zvo´nit 30.7 per 
cent. 
 The 1sg stress variant dozvo´nüsþ (_/prostoreh.) is given only in one source, RPP, and is 
accepted by very few of the informants: 4.7 per cent. This is thus a very rare stress that 
might even exist only in theory. 
 The conclusion that can be drawn regarding the verbs on -звонить is that implicit and 
explicit norms comply. Stem stress occurs in not a negligible number of cases, both in ac-
tual and reported usage: about one third of the informants reported usage of the non-nor-
mative variants for the prefixed verbs, and a much smaller proportion of the unprefixed 
verb, maybe because of the attention paid to this verb.396 Thus, stem stress is not the preva-
lent usage, at least not among standard language speakers, and it has not (yet) become a 
“new norm” as foreshadowed (cf. above).397  
 Voroncova (1959:138, 1979:212) suggests that as this verb was immediately assessed as 
strikingly incorrect it has not been accepted. It could also, however, be suggested that pre-

–––––––––––––––– 
394 Some informants added their own objects when filling in the questionnaire, indicating that the stress 
depends on the object following: zvonok; kolokol. 
395 Voroncova’s results differ from the other surveys in that usage of stem stress is higher: zvóniw' 54.5 per 
cent, zvoni´wþ 45.5. Not enough material is at hand in order to attempt an explanation of this, although it 
cannot be excluded that a real change might have taken place. The difference may also be due to the method 
of investigation. 
396 Other forms (not included in the present survey) investigated by Pirogova are dozvónitsä 33.3 per cent, 
zazvónit 24.0 per cent usage/reported usage. 
397 Cf. the verbs on -klåhitþ below, of which rather little notice has been taken and in which there apparently 
is a “new norm”. 
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cisely because quite a lot of attention has been paid to these verbs and as a consequence 
their stressing has been brought into focus, stem stress has not become the implicit norm.  
 мутить 
The stress mutít is the codified norm, and 66.1 per cent reported usage of this stress, which 
indicates a correspondence between explicit and implicit norm. However, it could be 
assumed that the stress mu´tit (dop./_) is quite current. In Pirogova’s 1967 survey, for 
instance, this stress was used by 81.3 per cent. 
 -стелить 
There is agreement between explicit and implicit norm for the verbs on -стелить. The re-
ported usage of the codified norm perestelǘ is 90.6 per cent398 and of poste´let 91.5 per 
cent. 
 сорить 
The results for the stress so´riwþ (ne rek./razg.) show that about half the informants report 
usage, half not (49.0 and 48.2 per cent). Together with the results for the codified norm 
soríwþ – 65.1 reported usage and 31.2 per cent reported non-usage – they give a total pic-
ture that indicates that both variants are used and accepted, but that the end-stressed soríwþ 
is preferred. This is confirmed by the results from the actual usage survey, where end stress 
was used by 67.7 per cent and stem stress by 29.0 per cent.  

Table 4.3-14. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sori´w' sóriw' Invalid 
norma ne rek./razg.  

67.7% (21) 29.0% (9) 3.2% (1) 
 
The results from other surveys are contradictory. The codified norm soríwþ/sorít was used 
by 23.9 per cent in Voroncova’s study (Moscow 1956) and by 80.5 per cent in Kolesov 
(Leningrad 1964). The results for the stem-stressed variants so´rit/so´riwþ were 77.3 per 
cent in Pirogova (Moscow 1967), 76.1 per cent in Voroncova, and only 19.9 per cent in 
Kolesov. The answers in the Leningrad study are in line with the codified norm to a much 
higher degree than the two studies from Moscow. There is not enough material at hand to 
try to explain the cause for this difference. Chronologically the Leningrad survey lies be-
tween the two Moscow surveys, so linguistic change over time is probably not an issue 
here. The differences could be due to geographical stress variation, but the results of the 
present survey overthrow such an assumption. 
 The conclusion that can be drawn is the following: both forms are used and seen as cor-
rect, but the traditional codified norm is currently preferred, i.e. there is a stabilisation of 
end stress. 
 шевелить 
In the non-reflexive verbs on -шевелить reported usage for the codified norm 
wevelíwþ and wevelít is 62.3 and 66.1 per cent respectively. Compare the similar result in 
Voroncova’s survey (Moscow 1956): wevelíwþ 66.2 per cent. Reported usage of the 
variant stress weve´lit (dop./i) was lower than for the explicit norm, 39.6 per cent (cf. 
Voroncova weve´liwþ 33.8 per cent). 
  In the reading test the number of invalid replies was large (several informants read a 
reflexive form), which renders it quite difficult to draw conclusions regarding the stressing 
–––––––––––––––– 
398 The variant stress pereste´lü is given only in RPP (with the label prostoreh.). There is a certain tendency in 
RPP to include variant stresses that appear to be rather theoretical. 
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of these forms, although one conclusion is that the stem-stressed variant is probably at least 
as widespread as end stress, while on the whole, judging by reported usage and beliefs 
regarding normativity, end stress is the implicit norm. 

Table 4.3-15. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

weveli´w' wevéliw' Invalid
norma dop./i  

29.0% (9) 35.5% (11) 35.5% (11)
 

There is a difference between reflexive and non-reflexive verbs in that stem stress seems to 
have a stronger position in the reflexive verbs. For the reflexive weve´litsæ (dop./i) the 
figure of reported usage is significantly higher than for the non-reflexive weve´lit: 83.9 per 
cent. Here, the number of syllables might play a role: there are three syllables and there is a 
general tendency for the stress to strive towards the middle. The results from the oral part 
of the investigation confirm that in the reflexive verbs stem stress is the implicit norm and 
in the non-reflexive, end stress. On the whole, however, both stresses seem to be quite 
current and accepted and could therefore be seen as normative.399 

Table 4.3-16. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

weveli´tsæ wevélitsæ Invalid 
norma dop./i  

29.0% (9) 67.7% (21) 3.2% (1) 
 
End stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
 глушить  
The stress gluwíwþ, listed as norm in both sources, is reported to be used and considered 
correct by 19.9 per cent of the informants, and 78.3 per cent claim not to use it. Recordings 
show that not one of the informants used the codified stress gluwíwþ and 100 per cent (31 
persons) used glu´wiw', which in the sources used is labelled as ne rek. and prostoreh. 
respectively.  

Table 4.3-17. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

gluwi´w' glu´wiw'  
norma ne rek./prostoreh. 

0.0% (0) 100.0% (31) 
 
Clearly, these results corroborate those of previous surveys. In Kolesov (1964) a mere 15.1 
per cent claimed usage of gluwíwþ, while the figure for glu´wiwþ was 85.9 per cent. (Cf. 
Kolesov 1967:110.) In Pirogova (1967) the percentage using glu´wit was 92.0. Thus, the 
implicit norm is glu´wiwþ and it has yet to be codified as normative in most recent norma-
tive sources, although it should be noted that there are sources such as Gorbačevič–1973400 
and A&Z–1993,401 which list the stress glu´wiwþ as normative.  
 -ключить  
The form vklühiwþ was included in Kolesov’s survey (Leningrad 1964), but otherwise not 
much attention has been paid to stress variants for verbs with this stem. Still, stem stress in 

–––––––––––––––– 
399 The stress weve´lit is found in Krylov (1833), according to Bulachovskij (1954:218). 
400 gluwi´w' is labelled ustarevaåqee in Gorbačevič–1973. 
401 Cf. A&Z–2000, which recommends only gluwi´wþ. 
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these verbs is no innovation: the stress zaklǘhit is, for instance, found in Žukovskij 1846–
1847 (Bulachovskij 1954:218). 
 However, in the past few years the stressing of verbs on -ключить appears to have been 
brought more into focus. Voroncova (1996:312) has made the observation that the verb 
vklåhit'(sä) and other verbs with the same stem (otklåhit', zaklåhit') are the most 
frequent non-normative variants with mobile stress.402 Ageenko (1996:27) also mentions 
these verbs. Ryazanova-Clarke & Wade (1999:316–317) call this stress “a non-normative 
fashion among young people” and refer to Lapteva (1997) who ascribes stem stress in these 
verbs to the young generation (“полностью охватившая молодое поколение”; 1997:51). 
Lapteva further asserts that stem stress in the present-tense forms of the verbs 
vklåhit'(sä), otklåhit'(sä), podklåhit'(sä) cannot be considered normative as this stress 
is “regarded by the contemporary norm as not only undesirable, but flagrantly incorrect”403 
(1997:51). This assertion is made without her defining norm, although it is probably 
presupposed that norm is equated with normative works. However, the normative works do 
not see this stress as “flagrantly incorrect”: it is qualified as neprav. in OS–1997 and as 
razg. in both RPP–1996 and Gorbačevič–1973.  
 Moreover, a look at the results of the present survey shows that stem stress actually is 
the implicit norm.404 The reported usage and belief about normativity is low for all three 
end-stressed forms included in the questionnaire: otklühít 9.4 per cent, pereklühít 15.1 
per cent, vklühíwþ 27.4 per cent, and as many as 84.9 per cent, 78.3 per cent and 66.0 per 
cent, respectively, believe that these stresses, codified as normative, are wrong. 
 When confronted with the stress vklühíwþ (codified norm) 27.4 per cent of the infor-
mants say they stress this way and believe it is right, while as many as 66.0 per cent believe 
it is wrong (and seem to be quite sure of this, as they marked in the last two columns).405 
This could be compared to the figures for vklǘhiwþ (neprav./razg.): 85.8 per cent claim 
they use this stress and believe that it is correct, while only 11.3 per cent see this variant – 
in one of the sources marked as incorrect and in the other as colloquial – as wrong. The 
results are in line with those from Kolesov’s investigation in Leningrad 1964, where the 
figure was higher for stem stress than for end stress: vklǘhiwþ 61.5 per cent, 
vklühíwþ 43.2. The position of stem stress appears to be even stronger now. 
 Forms that are not the codified norm and not even listed as variant stresses were also 
included in the survey. The reported usage of the stress isklǘhim (example from Lapteva 
1990b) was 34.9 per cent and suggests that implicit and explicit norms comply. Still, when 
more than a third of the informants report usage and believe it is correct it could be argued 
that this stress should be included as a variant in stress handbooks.406 This applies to 
zaklǘhim as well. This stress is the reported usage of 47.2 per cent, but it is not even in-
cluded as an “incorrect” form in the sources. 

–––––––––––––––– 
402 Participles of -ключить also show this tendency towards stem stress, but these will not be dealt with here. 
403 “Такое корневое ударение рассматривается современной нормой не просто как нежелательное, а 
как грубо ошибочное” (Lapteva 1997:51). 
404 N.B: Gorpinič marks vklåhít as neprav. and vklǻhit as correct (1992:204). The stress vklǻhitþ is 
normative in Ukrainian. 
405 N.B. five informants say they use this form, but believe it is wrong. This is an unusually high number of 
answers in this column. Thus, these persons claim that they use a stress seen as normative by handbooks but 
that they themselves believe it is wrong.  
406 In Černyšëv (1912:65) the stress isklå´hat is said to have provincial character. 
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Whether the difference in reported usage between vklǘhiwþ on the one hand and 
isklǘhim and zaklǘhim on the other is due to grammar (1pl as opposed to 2–3sg), se-
mantics, rhythm (2 vs. 3 syllables) or frequency is impossible to say.  

Results from the oral part of the investigation provide additional material supporting the 
assumptions that the explicit norm is not current in contemporary educated usage. All in-
formants but one, i.e. 96.8 per cent, used the stem-stressed variant otklǘhit. 
Table 4.3-18. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

otklühi´t otklü´hit 
norma neprav./prostoreh. 

3.2% (1) 96.8% (30) 
 

Similarly, a large majority, 90.3 per cent, used the stem-stressed vklǘhiw'. The label 
razg. in RPP shows that the acceptance for this variant might be larger, although it is not 
considered normative.407 

Table 4.3-19. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

vklühi´w' vklü´hiw' Invalid
norma neprav./razg.  

6.5% (2) 90.3% (28) 3.2% (1)
 
In contrast to the above-mentioned verbs containing the same stem a majority used end 
stress in the form zaklühim. That the stressing of this form differs from that of the other 
verbs containing this stem could be due to the more formal context this word appears in 
(заключим договоры(а)). Anyhow, it is quite remarkable that such a common variant – 
used by almost one third of these informants – is not recorded in the sources (cf. above). 

Table 4.3-20. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
zaklühi´m zaklü´him 

norma _/_ (not included) 
71.0% (22) 29.0% (9) 

 

To sum up, stem stress appears to be the implicit norm for some, although not all, verbs 
containing -ключить, while the explicit norm for all is end stress. In some cases the 
sources do not even list variants that are quite common, judging from both reported and 
actual usage. Another indication of the strong position of stem stress in these verbs is that 
in all cases where the informants change their stress of verbs on -klåhitþ while reading 
(see Chapter 4.1.4.6) they change from end stress (vklåhíwþ etc.) into stem stress 
(vklǻhiwþ etc.), probably because they perceive end stress as “strange”. 
 перемирить 
The stress peremi´rit (dop./razg.; cf. the codified norm peremirít) was the reported usage 
of a large majority of the informants, 87.7 per cent. This points towards stem stress for this 
verb, which is also in line with the general tendency for this group of verbs. It can be 
assumed that explicit and implicit stress norms do not comply for this verb, although addi-
tional material is required. 
 -морить  
–––––––––––––––– 
407 The two informants using the normative stress are one male student from University of Civil Engineering 
and one young female working at the building materials outlet. The only common point between these which 
it is possible to observe in the answers given in the personal information sheet is that they both come from 
Moscow oblast' but this fact hardly has anything to do with their common stress of this word form. 
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For the stress zamo´rit (ne rek./razg., i.e. RPP is somewhat more lenient towards it) 69.9 per 
cent reported usage and 25.6 per cent reported non-usage. Similarly, the survey of actual 
usage indicated a prevalence for stem stress: 71.0 per cent used zamo´rit/sæ/ and 12.9 per 
cent the codified norm zamorít/sæ/. Pirogova’s 1967 Moscow survey also showed a 
preference for the stem-stressed variant: zamo´rit 85.3 per cent. 

Table 4.3-21. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zamori´t /sæ/ zamórit /sæ/ Invalid408

norma ne rek./razg.  
12.9% (4) 71.0% (22) 16.1% (5)

 
In the unprefixed verb as well the stem-stressed variant apparently has a much stronger po-
sition among speakers than the end-stressed. Of the informants 19.8 per cent reported 
usage of the codified norm morít and as many as 75.5 per cent claimed not to use it, and 
only 5.7 per cent were “sure” that this stress, normative according to the sources, is correct. 
Elicited usage also gave low figures for end stress: 9.7 per cent used morít, while 90.3 per 
cent used the stem-stressed mo´rit (ne rek./_). Compare Pirogova: mo´rit 90.7 per cent. 

Table 4.3-22. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

mori´t mórit 
norma ne rek./_ 

9.7% (3) 90.3% (28) 
 
Hence, there is a striking incongruity between the explicit and implicit norm in the pres-
ent/future tense forms of verbs on -морить. 
 кровоточить 
The end-stressed krovotohít is listed as normative in the dictionaries and is claimed to be 
used by 25.6 per cent, while 67.0 do not use it and do not believe it is correct. On the other 
hand, the variant stress krovoto´hit (neprav./_) is the reported usage of a large majority – 
87.8 per cent – while a mere 12.2 per cent believe that this variant marked “incorrect” is in 
fact incorrect.409 The discrepancy between implicit and explicit stress norm is quite distinct 
in this verb. 
 поместиться 
The stress pomestǽtsæ is given as the norm in both sources, but not more than 18.8 per cent 
report usage of this stress and 79.3 per cent say they do not use this stress and do not 
believe that it is correct. The figures for the alternative stress – 87.7 per cent reported usage 
– confirm that the stress pome´stætsæ (dop./razg.) is the implicit norm. Further evidence is 
found in the results of the oral investigation, where 16.1 per cent pronounced 
pomestǽtsæ and 83.9 per cent pome´stætsæ.  

–––––––––––––––– 
408 Several informants read the verb in the preterite form and therefore their answers were not counted. 
409 In contrast to this, Nen'ko (1982:65) claims that the traditional stress has consolidated as a norm in this 
verb for stylistical reasons (“в словах с явным стилистическим наполнением”). 
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Table 4.3-23. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pomestǽtsæ poméstætsæ 
norma dop./razg. 

16.1% (5) 83.9% (26) 
 
Additional corroboration is found in the results of other surveys. RJaSO (1963) showed that 
54.5 per cent used pome´stætsæ and Kolesov (1964) that 23.9 per cent used pomestǽtsæ and 
76.1 per cent pome´stætsæ. (Cf. Kolesov 1967:110.) 
 This verb is one of the most blatant examples of discrepancies between explicit and im-
plicit norm, and this discrepancy has probably existed at least since the 1960s. 
 -селить 
The explicit norm is poselíwþ, but only 9.4 per cent of the informants claim that they use 
this stress. A majority – 86.7 per cent – profess they do not use it and do not consider it 
correct. The results for the variant stress pose´liwþ (dop./razg.) are reversed: 88.7 per cent 
claim to use it, while 8.5 per cent do not. The results from the oral part of the survey con-
firm that stem stress is the implicit norm: 6.5 per cent stressed poselíw' and 90.3 per cent 
pose´liw'. 

Table 4.3-24. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

poseli´w' poséliw' Invalid
norma dop./razg.   

6.5% (2) 90.3% (28) 3.2% (1)
 
Voroncova’s 1956 survey results also showed a significantly higher usage of the stem-
stressed variant than the end-stressed: poselíwþ 22.1 per cent – pose´liwþ 77.9 per cent. 
This verb is another example of discrepancy between explicit and implicit norm, a discrep-
ancy which has probably existed for several decades. 

4.3.4 Verbs with infinitive on -ичь 

4.3.4.1 Dictionary data 
Only one verb, podstríhþ, has this type of variation: the codified norm is podstri<ët and 
the stress variant podstrí<et is marked ustar.  

4.3.4.2 Results  

Table 4.3-25. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

podstrí<et _/ustar. 1.9  3.8 2.8 0.9 7.6 26.4 56.6 0.0

 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Only 8.5 per cent report usage of the obsolete stress podstrí<et, listed only in RPP. This 
stress might be so uncommon that its inclusion in the dictionaries can be questioned. 
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4.3.5 Verbs with infinitive on -нуть  
Among the verbs on -нуть with variation that bear end stress in the infinitive, very few 
exhibit stem stress in the present tense, which can be an indication of the tendency towards 
reduced mobility (Voroncova 1979:198–200).410 

4.3.5.1 Dictionary data 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is ustar. etc.: vve´rgnu – vvergnu´ (_/ustar. i vozv.), pove´rgnet – povergnët 
(_/ustar.), otto´rgnet – ottorgnët (_/vozv.), upomæ´net – upomænët (_/ustar.).411 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: vzglǽnet – vzglænët, zaglǽnet – zaglænët,412  
oglǽnet/sæ/ – oglænët/sæ/, pereglǽnetsæ – pereglænëtsæ, priglǽnet/sæ/ – priglæ-
nët/sæ/, proglǽnet – proglænët, otti´snet – ottisnët. 
 End stress is ne rek./razg.: pomæ´net – pomænët. 
 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is _/prostoreh. (all these are listed only in RPP413): perevernët/sæ/ – pe-
reve´rnet/sæ/, povernët – pove´rnet, podvernët – podve´rnet, podmaxnët – podma´xnet, smaxnët –
sma´xnet, okunët – oku´net, perekuvyrnët/sæ/ – perekuvy´rnet/sæ/, peremetnëtsæ – 
pereme´tnetsæ, peremignëtsæ – peremígnetsæ, podmignët – podmi´gnet, prodoxnët –
prodo´xnet, prokovyrnu´ – prokovy´rnu, podkovyrnët – podkovy´rnet, prokovyrnët –
prokovy´rnet, prokolupnët – prokolu´pnet, otherpnët – othe´rpnet, poherpnët –
pohe´rpnet, otwatnëtsæ – otwa´tnetsæ, otwvyrnët – otwvy´rnet, pereporxnët –
perepo´rxnet, podtolknët – podto´lknet, spolosnët – spolo´snet. 

4.3.5.2 Results 

Table 4.3-26. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

upomænët _/ustar. 9.4 7.6 1.9 0.9 7.6 31.1 37.7 3.8 
pomænët ne rek./razg. 11.3 11.3 4.7 0.0 11.3 31.1  27.4  2.8
zaglæ´net norma 45.3  43.4 4.7 0.9 0.9 0.9 3.8  0.0
podtolknët norma 63.2 29.2 1.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 1.9  2.8
perevérnet  _/pro. 1.9  4.7 0.0 1.9 4.7 18.9  67.9 0.0

 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Reported usage of the variant upomænët is high enough – 18.9 per cent – to justify its in-
clusion in the dictionary, but it is listed only in RPP. 
 For pomæ´net, too, implicit and explicit norms appear to coincide. The form 
pomænët (ne rek./razg.) had reported usage of 27.3 per cent, while 69.8 reported non-usage 

–––––––––––––––– 
410 Hart (1987:16) discusses the role of stem structure for determining stress patterns in verbs with this 
infinitive. 
411 End stress is labelled ne rek./razg. for the variant pomænët (cf. normative pomæ´net), while end stress for 
another verb with the same stem is marked ustar.: upomænët (cf. normative upomǽnet; see also Nen'ko 
1984a:111–112). 
412 neprav./razg. 
413 These stem-stressed variants are only listed in RPP. This is perhaps due to southern influence as the 
authors of this dictionary work at the university of Rostov-na-Donu.  
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of it. The results of the oral investigation confirmed the high usage of the codified norm 
(93.5 per cent, while only 6.5 per cent used the non-normative stress pomænët).  

Table 4.3-27. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pomǽnet pomænët 
norma ne rek./razg. 

93.5% (29) 6.5% (2) 
 
There is no doubt that the implicit and explicit norm is the same for the form zaglænet. The 
codified norm zaglǽnet is also seen as the norm by the informants: 93.4 per cent report 
usage of and 100 per cent actually use this stress. Perhaps RPP with its label razg. for 
zaglænët is too lenient upon a stress variant that almost no one uses or believes is correct. 

Table 4.3-28. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zaglǽnet zaglænët 
norma neprav./razg. 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The stress podtolknët is the norm according to the sources, and the informants agree: 94.3 
per cent report usage of this stress.  
 Similarly the informants seem to agree that the norm is perevernët: reported usage for 
the variant pereve´rnet (_/prostoreh.) is only 6.6 per cent. 

4.3.6 Verbs with infinitive on -овать414 

4.3.6.1 Dictionary data 
Stem stress415 is the codified norm 

Stress on -u´- is _/prostoreh.: pa´mætuü – pamætu´ü, pa´mætuet – pamætu´et, opa´mætuüsþ – 
opamætu´üsþ, opa´mætuetsæ – opamætu´etsæ. 
 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stress on -u´- is dop. etc.: obosnuǘ/sþ/ and obosnuët/sæ/ are normative in OS and stem 
stress obosnu´ü/sþ/ and obosnu´et/sæ/ are labelled dop. In RPP obosnu´ü and obosnu´et are 
normative and end stress (obosnuǘ, obosnuët) is considered ustar. Thus, there is quite a 
significant difference in the assessment of the variant stresses in the dictionaries. 
 Stress on -u´-/-ü-́ is _/prostoreh.: klüët – klǘet (and with the prefixes po-, s-), snuët – 
snu´et. 
 Stress on -u´-/-ü-́ is _/ustar. prostonar.: podkuët – podku´et, podklüët – podklǘet; cf. the 
notation for other verbs on -klüet above.  
 Stress on -u´-/-ü-́ is _/ustar.: plüët – plǘet. 

–––––––––––––––– 
414 In one case the infinitive ending is -евать: клевать – клюет. 
415 Before the suffix -u-. 
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4.3.6.2 Results 

Table 4.3-29. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know that 

it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

obosnu´ü  dop./norma 50.9 33.0 6.6 0.9 1.9 1.9  3.8  0.9
pamætu´et _/pro. 21.7 25.5 11.3 0.9 13.2 19.1  5.7  1.9 
klüët norma 68.9  22.6 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.9 1.9  3.8 

 
Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The stress pamætu´et (_/prostoreh.) was the reported usage of 58.5 per cent – a majority of 
the informants, which could suggest that the explicit and the implicit norm do not coincide. 
However, it cannot be excluded that the figures would be high for the codified norm 
pa´mætuet as well. What these figures show with certainty is that only one of the sources 
(RPP) lists this apparently current variant, while OS ignores it by listing only the 
stress pa´mætuet (which according to both sources is normative). 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The stress klüët is the explicit and implicit norm. Of this variant 92.4 per cent reported 
usage and said they believe it is correct, and in the oral survey this stress was used by 100 
per cent of the informants. Usage of the non-normative klǻet appears to be practically non-
existent, although it is not a purely “theoretical” stress variant as, according to Pirogova 
(1967:16), it can be found in dialects and has been found in poetry from 1839 
(klǻewþ, Bulachovskij 1954:212). 

Table 4.3-30. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
klüët klü´et 
norma _/prostoreh. 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 
End stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The reported usage for the stress obosnu´ü, in OS labelled dop. and in RPP considered nor-
mative, was 90.5 per cent, and in the oral survey 100 per cent of the informants used this 
stress. This can be taken as proof that the norm given in OS (obosnuǘ) is dated (it is in fact 
labelled ustar. in RPP) and that the norm of RPP – and of A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–
1998, and MTS–1990 – reflects current educated usage. (Compare Chapter 6.) 

Table 4.3-31. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

obosnuü´ obosnu´ü 
norma/ustar. dop./norma 

0.0% (0) 100.0% (31) 
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4.3.7 Verbs with infinitive on -оть  

4.3.7.1 Dictionary data 
The verb pereporo´tþ has the stress pereporǘ as the explicit norm and the variant 
perepo´rü is listed only in RPP with the label prostoreh. 

4.3.7.2 Results 
This verb was not included in the survey. 

4.3.8 Verbs with infinitive on -очь  

4.3.8.1 Dictionary data 
For the verbs vvolo´hþ and svolo´hþ the codified norm is the stress -volohët and there is (only 
in RPP) a variant -volo´het (_/razg.). 

4.3.8.2 Results 

Table 4.3-32. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

vvolo´het _/razg. 16.0 18.9 12.3 0.9 17.9 17.0 13.2 3.8 

 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Almost half of the informants – 47.2 per cent – claim usage of the variant vvolo´het, in RPP 
labelled as razg. and not listed at all in OS, which only gives the normative 
stress vvolohët. The results of the oral part of the survey show a similar fifty-fifty 
relationship between the two variants. Given the rather high reported and actual usage of 
the variant vvolo´het it is quite remarkable that it is not listed in OS. 

Table 4.3-33. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

vvolohët vvolóhet Invalid 
norma _/razg.  

51.6% (16) 45.2% (14) 3.2% (1) 

4.3.9 Verbs with infinitive on -сть/ся/ 

4.3.9.1 Dictionary data 
For the verbs kra´stþsæ and podkra´stþsæ the explicit norm is the stress -kradëtsæ, and there is 
(only in RPP) a variant kra´detsæ (considered prostoreh.). 
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4.3.9.2 Results 

Table 4.3-34. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it 

is 
incorrect

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

podkrádetsæ _/pro. 2.8 2.8 0.9 1. 9 6.6 25.5  58.5  0.9

 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The low reported usage (6.5 per cent) for the stress variant podkra´detsæ (_/prostoreh.) 
could be seen as another example of the inclusion in RPP of rare, perhaps only theoretical 
stress variants. 

4.4 Verbs with variation in the infinitive form 
In addition to the verbs with variation in the infinitive forms and the whole paradigm there 
are verbs with stress variation only in the infinitive forms.416 One possible explanation for 
variation/errors in the stress of the infinitives on -nætþ and -hatþ is that these verbs are 
never used without prefix. And as there are no other orientation points, like for instance 
unprefixed forms, these participles, gerunds and preterite non-feminine forms 
(za´næv, na´havwij, prínäl) can trigger prefix stress in the infinitive. (Compare Кrivenko 
1995:68–69.)  
 Furthermore, this type of stress may be an influence from southern Russian.417 Voron-
cova (1996:310–311) cites as an example M. Gorbačev who uses southern dialectal fea-
tures with prefix stress in the infinitive: na´hatþ, za´nætþ, prínætþ, príbytþ, and she gives 
several other examples, many from politicians.418 The verbs na´hatþ, prínætþ are even called 
by Ivanov (1994:132) the “favourite parliamentary verbs”: “ударение в формах 
‘любимых’ парламентских глаголов”. 

4.4.1 Verbs on -нять, -чать 

4.4.1.1 Dictionary data 
There are five verbs in this group, listed only in OS–1997 (see also Es'kova 1994:439).419 
The infinitives zanǽtþ, zanǽtþsæ, nanǽtþ, naha´tþ, prinæ´tþ have variants that are stressed on 
the prefix: za´nætþ, za´nætþsæ, na´nætþ, na´hatþ, prínætþ, all marked grubo neprav./_. 

–––––––––––––––– 
416 There is only one verb in the sources that has a stress variant in the imperative form only: posóvestitþsæ. It 
is only mentioned in RPP (where it is mis-spelled). The normative imperative form is posóvestisþ, and the 
variant posovesti´sþ is marked prostoreh.  
417 Although not from Ukrainian. 
418 pribytþ is also referred to in this context as it is said to have a weak connection with the verb bytþ and 
other derivations from it (Voroncova 1996:311). This can, as I see it, also be the reason why some other verbs 
retain prefix stress more often than others. Cf. the section on variation in the preterite forms (4.5): if there is a 
strong connection with the meaning of the stem-verb (zapi´l), stress is on the stem, while if this connection is 
weaker stress more often falls on the prefix (prókläl, pródal).  
419 Few researchers mention this type of stress at all: Nen'ko does not, for instance, and these forms have not 
been included in the surveys referred to earlier. Only in OS–1989 (5th ed.) and in Es'kova–1994 they appear 
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4.4.1.2 Results 

Table 4.4-1. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect

and I do not 
know 

whether it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

zanæ´tþ norma 54.7 35.8 5.7 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 1.9
nanæ´tþ norma 53.8 33.0 6.6 0.9 0.9 1.9 1.9 0.9
zánætþ  grubo neprav./_ 5.7 1.9 3.8 1.9 7.5 28.3 50.0 0.9
nánætþ grubo neprav./_ 3.8 3.8 2.8 0.0 9.4 35.8 43.4 0.9
náhatþ grubo neprav./_ 3.8 5.7 0.9 1.9 8.5 20.8 55.7 2.8
zánætþsæ grubo neprav./_ 3.8 3.8 1.9 3.8 13.2 27.4 46.2 0.0
pro´datþ  ne norma 2.8 1.9 0.0 1.9 2.8 23.6 65.1 1.9
prínætþ grubo neprav./_ 3.8 3.8 0.0 0.9 4.7 29.2 55.7 1.9

 
As can be seen in the table above there is correspondence between explicit and implicit 
norms, and there is almost no insecurity among the informants as to the correctness of the 
normative stresses and the incorrectness of the non-normative stresses. The only non-nor-
mative stress for which a slight insecurity is recorded is za´nætþsæ, with somewhat higher 
figures in columns 4 and 5 (“I say it like that myself but I know that it is incorrect” and “I 
do not say it like that myself and I do not know whether it is correct”) than the other vari-
ants. The one form that was pronounced somewhat more often than the others with prefix 
stress was na´hatþ. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Reported usage for all these prefix-stressed infinitives labelled grubo neprav. is low: na´hatþ 
10.4 per cent (non-usage 85.0 per cent), za´nætþ 11.4 per cent (non-usage 85.8 per 
cent), za´nætþsæ 9.5 per cent (non-usage 86.8 per cent), na´nætþ 10.4 per cent (non-usage 88.6 
per cent), prínætþ 7.6 per cent (non-usage 89.6 per cent). The stress pro´datþ (found in 
Lapteva 1990b:386) is not codified as the norm and not listed in the main sources as a 
variant. Only 4.7 per cent claim that they use this stress (non-usage 91.5 per cent). 
 These results are confirmed by the results for the codified normative stresses with high 
reported usage: nanǽtþ 93.4 per cent (non-usage 4.7 per cent), zanǽtþ 96.2 per cent 
(non-usage 1.8 per cent). 
 Further confirmation that the explicit and implicit norms coincide in these verbs is found 
in the elicited usage.420 A majority of the informants, 87.1 per cent, used naha´tþ and 12.9 
per cent na´hatþ. Of the verbs in this group nahatþ is the one with the highest actual usage of 
the non-normative stress. Even if there is no doubt what the implicit norm is, the prefix-
stressed variant is current enough to suggest that this stress variant should generally be in-
cluded in orthoepic works; RPP does not include it, for instance.421 

–––––––––––––––– 
for the first time. Apart from the variation in verbs of this type listed in OS, Es'kova also gives nanæ´tþsæ –
 na´nætþsæ, naha´tþsä – na´hatþsæ, prinǽt'sæ – pri´næt'sæ, in which prefix stress is considered grubo neprav.  
420 There is one informant who consistently uses the stresses za´nætþsæ, na´hatþ, pri´nætþ (twice): a female, born 
1948, native Russian speaker, with secondary, specialised education, having spent most of her childhood in 
Ukraine and most of her life in Moscow oblast'. The stress na´hatþ is used by another three informants: one 
student – a female from Moscow – from the Linguistic University, the male Muscovite who was the only 
informant to be educated to less than secondary level (8–9 yrs) and the informant with Ukrainian as native 
language. 
421 Its inclusion could also be motivated by the frequency of the lexeme. 
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Table 4.4-2. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

naha´tþ na´hatþ 
norma grubo neprav./_ 

87.1 % (27) 12.9 % (4) 
 
The codified norm zanǽtþsæ was used by 93.6 per cent and za´nætþsæ by 3.2 per cent (i.e. 
only one person).  

Table 4.4-3. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zanǽtþsæ za´nætþsæ Invalid
norma grubo neprav./_  

93.6 % (29) 3.2 % (1) 3.2 % (1)
 
The verb prinæt' was included twice in the oral questionnaire, and in both instances thirty 
informants (96.8 per cent) stressed prinǽt' and one (3.2 per cent) prínæt'. 

Table 4.4-4. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

prinǽt' pri´næt' 
norma grubo neprav./_ 

96.8 % (30) 3.2 % (1) 

Table 4.4-5. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

prinǽtþ pri´nætþ 
norma grubo neprav./_ 

96.8 % (30) 3.2 % (1) 

4.5 Verbs with variation in the preterite form 

4.5.1 Types of variation 
As mentioned in Chapter 1.4.2 and as will be shown in the subsequent chapters, much of 
the variation in stress and so-called speech errors occur in groups that have some kind of 
deviation from the main accentological types (Russkaja grammatika 1980:681–682). The 
verbs that show stress variation in the past tense are generally unproductive verbs with mo-
bile stress (Nen'ko 1984a:170), and the reasons for this potential mobility lie in old into-
national patterns of the verbal stem (Nen'ko 1984c:58).  
 The verbs in preterite form that have deviations from the accentological types given in 
the above-mentioned subchapter bear stress on: 
(a) The flexion in the feminine past tense: from the accentological type A422 bytþ, from the 

accentological type B gnitþ, vitþ, litþ, pitþ, vratþ, <ratþ, lgatþ, rvatþ, tkatþ, bratþ,  
dratþ, zvatþ, -meretþ, some verbs on -peretþ, præstþ, <itþ, plytþ, slytþ, klæstþ, -hatþ,  
-nætþ (and vzætþ), roditþ, spatþ, datþ, sozdatþ, and from the accentological type C some 
verbs on -nætþ and the verb gnatþ (Russkaja grammatika 1980:688–689). 

(b) The prefix in the non-feminine past tense forms:423 some of the verbs containing 
-bitþ, bytþ, vitþ, -datþ, -<itþ, -klæstþ, -litþ, meretþ, -nætþ, -peretþ, -pitþ, -plytþ,  

–––––––––––––––– 
422 See Chapter 1.4.2. 
423 The prefixes iz- and voz- are never stressed. In verbs with the prefix pere- stress is on the first syllable of 
the prefix. If a verb has two prefixes stress falls on the second of these: raspro´dal (Russkaja grammatika 
1980:689). 

 162 



 -hatþ (Russkaja grammatika 1980:689). 
(c) The reflexive particle: e.g. zanælsǽ (Russkaja grammatika 1980:691–693). 
(d) The negative particle не in combination with non-feminine forms of the verbs 

bytþ, datþ, <itþ, pitþ and the negative particle ни in combination with non-feminine 
forms of bytþ424 (Russkaja grammatika 1980:693). 

Moreover, it can be added that reflexive verbs generally have the same stress as non-re-
flexive, but for the unproductive verbs the situation is different: feminine forms mostly re-
tain stress on -a´sþ and neuter and plural forms exhibit vacillation between stem stress and 
stress on -o´sþ/-ísþ, the stress variation being larger in originally disyllabic stems in neuter 
and plural forms as well as in the feminine. 
 The accentological variation found in the preterite is mainly of the following types 
(Nen'ko 1984c:56, Stankiewicz 1993:219–220): 
(a) Variation between end stress and stem stress in the feminine, neuter and plural forms: 

sozvala´ – sozva´la; da´lo – dalo´, ply´li – plylí (recessive and progressive tendency). 
There is a tendency towards unification where, on the one hand, the stress pattern of 
feminine forms aligns with the other forms (giving prefix stress or stem stress in the 
feminine forms): na´hala, do´byla, po´dala; spa´la, bra´la, o<i´la, poda´la, doby´la (Vo-
roncova 1996:309). On the other hand, the stress patterns of other forms align with 
those in the feminine, giving neuter end stress, and to a certain extent also plural end 
stress: izdalo,́ o<iló, podalo´; podnälí. These stresses are all generally non-normative 
(Krysin 1974:228, Stankiewicz 1993:219). 

(b) Variation between prefix and stem stress in prefixed verbs in the masculine, neuter and 
plural forms425 (variation between end or stem stress and prefix stress is possible but 
rare in the feminine): pro´<il/o/i/ – pro<i´l/o/i/ (progressive tendency). For these 
there are several possibilities (cf. Lehfeldt 1987:622–623, Stankiewicz 1993:219): (1) 
only stem stress is possible, prefix stress is never used, (2) both prefix stress and stem 
stress are possible within the norm, (3) prefix stress is preferred, (4) only prefix stress 
is possible within the standard norm. 

(c) Variation between end stress and stem stress in reflexive masculine, feminine, neuter 
and plural forms: rodilsæ´ – rodílsä, rodila´sþ – rodílasþ, rodiló́sþ – rodílosþ, 
rodilísþ – rodílisþ (recessive tendency). Stress on the reflexive particle is generally 
antiquated in the masculine form and occurs only in a few verbs, otherwise the main 
tendency is that the stress shifts to the syllable preceding the reflexive particle. In the 
feminine forms end stress is more often retained both in codification and in usage, 
while in the neuter and plural forms the variants (either with stress on the last syllable 
of the stem or on the ending) usually exist alongside, and are more or less equal from a 
normative point of view. 

–––––––––––––––– 
424 There is reason to believe that stress on ne is disappearing except for in combination with bytþ. See Ukiah 
1996 and the results below. 
425 Variation between stress on the negative particle не and stress on the stem of the non-feminine forms of 
the verb can also be found. 
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(d) Variation between end stress and prefix stress in the reflexive forms, generally in the 
masculine, neuter and plural (possible but rare in the feminine): podnälsä´ –po´dnälsä,  
podnälo´sþ – po´dnälosþ, podnälísþ – po´dnälisþ; zapersä́ – za´persä, zaperlo´sþ –
za´perlosþ, zaperlísþ – za´perlisþ (recessive tendency). 

4.5.1.1 Division of verbs into mono- and disyllabic stems 
Verbs with mobile stress can be divided into two different groups: verbs with historically 
monosyllabic and verbs with historically disyllabic stems (before the loss of the reduced 
vowels) (Bulachovskij 1954:223–229). There is a point in maintaining this division in at 
least some discussions as verbs belonging to these two different groups behave quite dif-
ferently stresswise in contemporary Russian also. The differences between the two types of 
stems can be summarised as follows: in verbs with originally monosyllabic stems prefix 
stress in the preterite is possible and stress variation is large (both between and within 
stems) (Gorbačevič 1971:56, Krysin 1974:228, Voroncova 1979:179, Nen'ko 1984c:58). 
Verbs with an originally disyllabic stem (i.e. with a lost reduced vowel) usually maintain 
stress on the stem and there is less stress variation in these (Krysin 1974:228, Voroncova 
1979:171 ff., Nen'ko 1984c:58). 

Приведенный материал показывает, что литературное ударение приставочных образований 
прошедшего времени действительно дифференцировано в зависимости от древнейших интонаций и 
характера основ: на акутированном суффиксе двусложных по происхождению основ оно 
сохраняется, с односложных циркумфлектированных основ переносится на приставки по закону 
А.А. Шахматова. (Nen'ko 1984a:144)426 

The same conclusions have been drawn by Strom (1988:43), although he does not take the 
number of syllables in earlier periods as the point of departure when he claims that the 
stress patterns for the sonorant stems ending in -j- (вить, лить, пить, гнить), -v- (жить, 
плыть, слыть) and -r- (мереть, -переть) as well as for the nasal stems (клясть, -/н/ять, 
взять, -чать) are less uniform than that for the -a-stems. 
 This distinction between originally mono- and disyllabic stems will sometimes be re-
ferred to in the presentation and discussion of the results below, although the results for the 
verbs of the different groups will be presented together in the tables and the text. 

4.5.1.2 Differences in stress placement and course of development 
for different types of stems 
There is a general tendency towards fixed stem stress, but this process is selective, gradual, 
slow and irregular. It has been faster in verbs with originally disyllabic stems 
(bratþ, vratþ, gnatþ, zvatþ, rvatþ, spatþ etc.) and slower in verbs with originally 
monosyllabic stems (bytþ, vitþ, datþ, <itþ, klæstþ, litþ, pitþ, plytþ etc.) and in verbs in 
-ha-, -næ- (Voroncova 1996:308). 
 For verbs with originally disyllabic stems there are currently no forms in the dictionaries 
with stress on the prefix except for so´zdal/o/i/ (and prefixed verbs like 
peresozdal etc.). (See also Voroncova 1979:175–176, Nen'ko 1984a:139.) In the 19th 
century, however, variants with stress on the prefix could be found (cf: po´zval, example 
from Nen'ko 1984c:58; or so´vral (Vjazemskij 1821), example from Bulachovskij 
1954:226). (Compare Pirogova 1959b:126f.) 

–––––––––––––––– 
426 The law of Šachmatov: see Bulachovskij (1953:244f.).  
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 For verbs with originally monosyllabic stems there was also vacillation in the masculine, 
neuter and plural preterite forms in the 19th century. For instance Puškin has the 
stress po´dnäl in Ruslan i Ludmila and the stress podnä´l in Boris Godunov (Gorbačevič 
1971:59). In this verb, and in many others, there is still variation, and any development to-
wards stem stress is slow.427 Stress on the prefix is in some verbs codified as the only norm, 
for other verbs the prefix-stressed and the stem-stressed variants exist alongside and are 
(almost) equally acceptable, yet for others stem stress is considered normative.  
 Divergences from general rules and tendencies are common (Nen'ko 1984c:60, Gorba-
čevič 1978а:106428). While Krysin (1973:41) sees stem stress in prefixed preterite forms as 
a southern Russian influence that is used by a majority of speakers,429 Gorbačevič claims 
that dialects do not play too important a role (1978а:106).  

4.5.1.3 Verbal stems with stress variation in the preterite forms 
The verbs that show variation in the preterite form have been described in an article by 
Nen'ko (1984c). The verbs or stems with mobile stress (variation in the stressing in the 
feminine preterite is generally considered a prerequisite for variation in stress) that she has 
studied are: bytþ, vitþ, gnitþ, datþ, <itþ, klastþ, litþ, pitþ, plytþ, præstþ, slytþ (all with 
originally monosyllabic stems) (see also Nen'ko 1984a:118–120; cf. Bulachovskij 
1954:223–229). Also the verbs or verbal formants -meretþ, -peretþ, -hatþ, -(n)ætþ belong to 
this group.  
 The verbs with originally disyllabic stems included are: bratþ, vratþ, gnatþ, dratþ, <datþ,
<ratþ, zvatþ, -zdatþ, lgatþ, -pratþ, rvatþ, spatþ, stlatþ. Nen'ko also mentions the verbs 
klästþ, tkatþ, roditþ in another place in the article, without including them in the 
discussion about and division into two groups. (The verb sehþ is allotted a whole subchapter 
in Nen'ko’s dissertation, but not touched upon in the article.) 
 Voroncova (1979:170) enumerates the following verbs and verbal formants with mobile 
stress in the preterite and, consequently, with variation in stress: bratþ, bytþ, vitþ, vratþ,  
gnatþ, gnitþ, datþ, dratþ, <datþ, <itþ, <ratþ, zvatþ, -zdatþ, klästþ, lgatþ, litþ, pitþ, plytþ, 
præstþ, rvatþ, slytþ, spatþ, tkatþ, -hatþ, -(n)ætþ, -meretþ, -peretþ, roditþ. 
 In the sources used for this investigation an additional number of verbs with preterite 
stress variation were found, thus adding to the verbs listed above: -bitþ, -brestisþ, -verg- 
nutþ, -vestisþ, -krastþ, -plestisþ, skrestisþ, slatþ, -strihþ, -teretþ, -tolohþ, -wibitþsä. 

4.5.2 Masculine non-reflexive verb forms with and withou prefix 
As the masculine preterite simplex verb forms are monosyllabic, stress variation – if any – 
occurs only in combination with ne. This retraction onto the negation in combination with 
preterite verb forms concerns, as already mentioned, verbs of the mobile type with previous 
circumflex intonation and, consequently, end-stressed feminine form. Retraction of stress 
in the past tense in verbs with mobile stress and two initial consonants could be found up to 
the middle of the 19th century: Æ ne´ spal ... (Deržavin, quoted by Bulachovskij 1953:253). 
–––––––––––––––– 
427 The preterite forms of the prefixed verbs in the two stress handbooks A&O–1959 and OS–1983 have been 
compared by Lehfeldt (1987), who found that stress on the prefix had in a majority of cases been preserved as 
normative (1987:622). 
428 Gorbačevič refers to this unpredictability and arbitrariness in stress placement as “[л]ексикализованный 
характер нормы” (1978a:106). 
429 In Krysin’s survey (RJaSO) the percentage of people using the traditional prefix stress was comparatively 
high only among people from Leningrad and northern Russian towns. 
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Vacillation of the type ne´ dal – ne da´l existed already at the beginning of the 19th century 
(Bulachovskij 1954:229–230). This kind of retraction onto the negative particles не and ни 
is, as suggested by Ukiah (1996:680–682), no longer current with the verbs дать, жить, 
пить and occurs in the modern language only with the non-feminine forms of the verb 
быть. (Cf. 4.5.4.2.) 
 For the prefixed masculine preterite verb forms variation is found between prefix stress 
and stem stress. A general observation is that preterite verb forms with previous prefix 
stress tend towards stem stress, although for some verb forms stem stress is the codified 
norm, for others a condemned variant, for others yet a variant stress which is admissible or 
equal to the codified norm. 
 The assessment of these variants varies both between stems and between verb forms 
with the same stem. One explanation for the variation within a stem is put forward by Gor-
bačevič: prinäl has an open syllable, which promotes traditional stress, while podnäl has a 
combination of consonants that promotes the development of stem stress (1978а:107). 
However, this explanation does not elucidate the difference between, for instance, unäl and 
prinäl.430 
 Gorbačevič (1978а:106) has attempted to put forward “rules” for stress placement in 
prefixed verbs: (1) If the verb contains an originally disyllabic stem or if two consonants 
meet on each side of a morpheme boundary, stress in the modern language tends to fall on 
the stem: nazva´l, sobra´l, otpíl, podlíl; exceptions: so´zdal, pereso´zdal. (2) If three conson-
ants meet at the morpheme boundary, stress is only on the stem: otply´´l. (3) In verbs with 
an originally monosyllabic stem and a prefix consisting of one vowel or ending in a vowel 
stress remains on the prefix (u´byl) or continues to vary (o´<il – o<íl, pro´<il – 
pro<íl). The exceptions are numerous, though. 
 Another, not purely morphonological, reason for the rise of stem-stressed variants may 
lie in the fact that some prefix-stressed forms, particularly those with prefix stress in the 
infinitive, are considered part of prostorečie (na´hatþ, prínætþ) and speakers therefore, as a 
hyper-correction, avoid prefix stress even in cases where this is not necessary (Comrie et 
al. 1996:86). 
 Yet another factor promoting stem stress is a clear morphological structure of the 
prefixed verb (Gorbačevič 1978а:107). The same conclusion is drawn by Comrie et al. 
(1996:85):431 

In current usage, there is a tendency for this to be replaced by stress on the root of the verb, particularly 
where the meaning of the prefixed verb is literally the sum of the meaning of prefix plus root, e.g. otdatþ 
‘give away’, but less so where this is not the case (e.g. prodatþ ‘sell’), or where the root does not exist as a 
separate word (e.g. prinætþ ‘accept’). 

The lexical specialisation of different stress variants seems to be losing its importance, 
meaning that o´tdal and otda´l are not used in different lexical and grammatical contexts (cf. 
Gorbačevič 1978а:107–108 for conclusions from results from a survey in Leningrad 1974; 
cf. also 4.5.2.2.) 

–––––––––––––––– 
430 Stem stress unä´l is considered normative and no variants are mentioned in OS, while stem stress prinä́l is 
considered incorrect (the norm is pri´näl), and stem stress podnä́l is considered admissible with pódnäl as the 
codified norm. 
431 Another theory is proposed by Agrell (1917). See Chapter 1.3.4. 
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4.5.2.1 Dictionary data 
Prefix stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is i/i: pro´bil – probíl,432 po´ddal – podda´l,433 o´b<il – ob<íl, o´t<il – 
ot<i´l, pe´re<il – pere<íl,434 po´d<il – pod<i´l,435 pereso´zdal – peresozda´l,436 do´lil –
doli´l,437 nedo´lil – nedolíl, o´blil – oblíl, o´tlil – otlíl, priza´næl – prizanǽl,  
prina´næl – prinanǽl, do´pil – dopíl,438 o´tpil – otpíl, po´pil – popíl, pro´pil – propíl.  
  Stem stress is dop./razg.: po´byl – poby´l, pro´byl – proby´l, do´dal – doda´l, za´dal – 
zada´l, zapro´dal – zaproda´l, nedo´dal – nedoda´l, o´bdal – obda´l, o´tdal – otda´l, pe´redal – 
pereda´l,439 perepro´dal – pereproda´l, po´dal – poda´l, pre´dal – preda´l, prepo´dal – prepoda´l,  
pro´dal – proda´l, raspro´dal – rasprodál, do´<il – do<i´l, za´<il – za<íl, na´<il – na<i´l,  
po´<il – po<i´l, pro´<il – pro<íl, za´lil – zalíl, na´lil – nalíl, pe´remer – peremër,440  
o´bnæl – obnæ´l, o´tnæl – otnǽl, pe´renæl – perenæ´l, po´dnæl – podnǽl,441 pripo´dnæl – 
pripodnæ´l, po´lil – políl, pro´lil – prolíl, so´zdal – sozda´l.442 
 Stem stress is ne rek./razg.: o´<il – o<i´l, o´tbyl – otby´l, príbyl – priby´l. 
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: do´næl – donæ´l, vosprínæl – vosprinǽl, za´næl – 
zanǽl, na´näl – nanä́l, predprínæl – predprinæ´l, pro´næl – pronǽl, prínæl – prinǽl,  
pereza´næl – perezanæ´l, u´byl – uby´l, pro´klæl – proklǽl, o´tmer – otmër, po´mer – pomër, 
o´tper – otpër. 
 Stem stress is grubo neprav./(grubo) prostoreh.: nedopo´næl – nedoponæ´l (grubo neprav./ 
prostoreh.), po´næl – ponæ´l (grubo neprav./grubo prostoreh.), na´hal – naha´l (grubo neprav./ 
prostoreh.). 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm  

Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh.: podgníl – po´dgnil, razvi´l – ra´zvil and the verbs 
peredra´l – pere´dral, podobra´l – podo´bral, pozva´l – po´zval that contain originally disyl-
labic stems and are only listed in RPP (_/prostoreh.). Verbs containing the prefix pere- 
are not to be stressed on the second syllable of the prefix (neprav./prostoreh.).  
The normative stress is either pe´redal or peredál,443 but not pere´dal; it is either pe´re<il or  
pere<íl, but not pere´<il and it is pe´renæl, not pere´næl. 
 Prefix stress is dop.ustar./ustar.: doby´l – do´byl, pere<íl – pe´re<il444, pri<i´l – 
prí<il, razda´l – ro´zdal, prida´l – prídal. 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
432 In the meaning ‘strike (an hour)’. 
433 i/razg. 
434 i/razg. = ‘испытать; перенести, выдержать’. 
435 i/razg. 
436 (_/i). One of the two verbs with originally disyllabic stems that have prefix stress codified as normative.  
437 i/razg. 
438 i/razg. 
439 = ‘вручить, сообщить и др.’. 
440 pe´remer is the norm in OS and labelled kni<n. in RPP, peremër is labelled dop. in OS and norm in RPP. 
441 dop./prostoreh. 
442 One of the two verbs with originally disyllabic stems that have prefix stress codified as normative. 
443 In the meaning ‘дать лишнего’ stem stress pereda´l is the codified norm, with pere´dal as the only variant. 
Cf. the meaning ‘вручить, сообщить и др.’ above, where prefix stress is the codified norm. 
444 = ‘прожить какое-то время; прожить дольше кого-чего-н., остаться жить после смерти кого-н.’. 
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Stress on ne is the codified norm in ne´ dal with the variant ne dál (dop./_) and in ne´ <il 
with the variant ne <íl (dop./razg.). 
 
Stress on ne is not the codified norm in combination with the verb pit'. Stress retraction to 
the negation (ne´ pil) is considered obsolescent/obsolete and bookish (dop. ustar./ustar. i  
kni<n.) and the codified norm is stress on the verb: ne píl. 

4.5.2.2 Results 

Table 4.5-1. Reported usage and language users‘ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

pro´klæl norma  42.5 35.9 10.4 0.9 2.8 2.8 1.9 2.8
príbyl norma  39.6 38.7 6.6 0.9 3.8 3.8 5.7 0.9
pre´dal norma  44.3 33.0 5.7 0.0 3.8 4.7 7.6 0.9
prínæl norma  37.7 32.1 7.6 1.9 2.8 10.4 4.7 2.8
pro´<il norma  21.7 25.5 11.3 1.9 6.6 22.6 8.5 1.9
pro´bil norma  20.8 31.1 6.6 1.9 7.6 19.8 8.5 3.8
pro´dal norma  24.5 17.9 11.3 1.9 7.6 27.4 8.5 0.9
pe´re<il norma  21.7 21.7 8.5 0.9 13.2 16.0 16.0 1.9
pro´pil norma  17.9 27.4 4.7 3.8 8.5 21.7 13.2 2.8
o´tdal norma  16.0 25.5 4.7 1.9 11.3 15.1 24.5 0.9
o´bnæl norma  13.2 20.8 9.4 2.8 16.0 19.8 15.1 2.8
po´byl norma  12.3 9.4 5.7 1.9 15.1 29.3 24.5 1.9
pripo´dnæl norma  6.6 15.1 4.7 2.8 16.0 34.9 18.9 0.9
o´tpil norma  10.4 11.3 2.8 3.8 15.1 34.0 22.6 0.0
pe´redal norma  5.7 5.7 3.8 2.8 12.3 23.6 43.4 2.8
nálil norma  3.8 1.9 1.9 5.7 7.6 26.4 48.1 4.7
pe´remer  norma/kni<n.  1.9 2.8 0.9 0.0 15.1 33.0 45.3 0.9
pe´re<il dop. ustar. /_  10.4 17.9 1.9 2.8 7.6 33.0 23.6 2.8
prídal dop. ustar./_  3.8 3.8 0.9 1.9 7.6 26.4 53.8 1.9
do´byl dop.ustar./_  3.8 3.8 0.9 1.9 9.4 32.1 46.2 1.9
peredál  norma  36.8 45.3 6.6 0.0 1.9 8.5 0.0 0.9
pere<íl  norma  39.6 38.7 8.5 0.0 2.8 6.6 2.8 0.9
otpíl i/i  34.9 50.0 9.4 0.0 0.9 1.9 0.0 2.8
nalíl dop./razg. 46.2 40.6 5.7 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.9 3.8
pro<íl dop./razg. 35.9 34.9 8.5 0.9 9.4 5.7 3.8 0.9
otdál  dop./razg. 33.0 37.7 7.6 0.9 6.6 7.6 2.8 3.8
prodál dop./razg. 26.4 35.9 8.5 2.8 5.7 11.3 7.6 1.9
pere<íl  i/razg.  36.8 24.5 7.6 2.8 8.5 11.3 8.5 0.0
peremër  dop./norma  30.2 25.5 12.3 0.0 13.2 9.4 6.6 2.8
propíl i/i  17.0 34.0 10.4 3.8 14.2 12.3 3.8 4.7
obnæ´l dop./razg. 18.9 29.3 11.3 0.9 7.6 13.2 11.3 7.6
priby´l ne rek./razg.  11.3 10.4 4.7 2.8 12.3 36.8 20.8 0.9
zanæ´l

445 nepr./pro.  8.5 4.7 7.6 0.9 14.2 31.1 30.2 2.8
prinæ´l nepr./pro.  6.6 10.4 0.9 1.9 10.4 28.3 36.8 4.7
nahál grubo. neprav./pro.  6.6 4.7 0.9 3.8 10.4 19.8 48.1 5.7

 
It is to be noted that stresses such as o´tpil, pe´redal, na´lil, pe´remer, all being the explicit 
norm, are reported to be the usage and believed to be correct as seldom as the prefix-
stressed forms pe´re<il, prídal, do´byl, labelled as obsolescent. This could be an indication 
that o´tpil, pe´redal, na´lil, pe´remer should be labelled the same way. There are also stem-
stressed variants to the norm (most often labelled i/i or dop./razg.) that are the implicit 
norm to as high a degree as the stem-stressed explicit norms. This applies to, for in-
stance, nalíl and pereda´l, and indicates that these variants could be recognised to be “fully 
normative”. 

–––––––––––––––– 
445 One informant replied that there is a difference between zanät' den'gi and zanät' mesto and that stress 
placement would depend on which object follows the verb: den'gi or mesto. 
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 Furthermore, it can be noted that as a group the stem stresses that are codified as nor-
mative show stability, while the prefix stresses do not, as there is a tendency among the 
informants to use stem stress when prefix stress is the norm but not the other way round. 
Thus, there is less hesitancy and less deviance when the codified norm is stem stress than 
when we have stem stress. These conclusions are drawn from the results shown in the table 
above: when prefix stress is the explicit norm it has very varying reported usage (from 5.6 
to 88.8 per cent) and when it is non-normative (obsolescent or obsolete) it is not widely 
used (8.5 to 30.2 per cent). Stem stress is highly used when it is the codified norm (86.8–
88.7 per cent446). When it is a variant to the norm it has highly varying reported usage (from 
12.2 to 94.3 per cent), depending on the individual lexeme or form.  
 All in all, the results of previous surveys and those of reported usage and actual usage in 
the present study point out that a test of only actual usage or only reported usage and speak-
ers’ norm is not enough to assess the actual situation. In fact, two stresses can function 
alongside each other as the implicit norm and one informant’s use of one stress does not 
necessarily exclude his/her use of another. The choice of a stress variant may be linked to 
the context and the meaning, although whether this choice takes place at all is an individual 
feature, as is the actual choice of stress variant in a given context. This will be further 
commented upon when discussing the results. 
 
Prefix stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm447  
For the verb forms listed below the implicit and explicit norm seem to comply, i.e. what in 
the dictionaries is codified as norm is also perceived as such by the language users, as 
manifested by their replies concerning whether they consider it correct or not and by their 
reported and actual usage.  
 On the whole, stem stress for verbs on -нять seems to be rare and not asserting itself as 
the norm. The stress zanǽl (neprav./prostoreh.) was reported to be used by 20.8 per cent, 
while 75.5 per cent claimed they do not use this stress and know or believe that it is incor-
rect. Consequently, this stress does not seem to encroach upon the explicit norm za´næl. 
 Similarly, the reported usage for the stress prinǽl (neprav./prostoreh.) is quite low, 17.9 
per cent, as compared with the figures for the normative prínæl: 77.4 per cent. Analogous 
results are found in Kolesov’s study, where 84.2 per cent used prefix stress and 13.7 per 
cent stressed prinǽl. 
 The variant naha´l is non-normative in the sources (grubo neprav./prostoreh.) and only 
12.3 per cent claim usage of it448 while 78.3 per cent say they do not use it, which indicates 
agreement between the explicit and the implicit norm.  
 Compliance between explicit and implicit norm is also found in príbyl. This stress was 
the reported usage of 84.9 per cent of the informants, while the figure for the stem-stressed 
variant priby´l (ne rek./razg.) was significantly lower: 26.4 per cent.449 Data confirming the 
strong position of prefix stress in this verb can be found in earlier surveys: 96.5 per cent 
usage of príbyl in Kolesov (1964), 90 per cent in Ukiah (1994).  

–––––––––––––––– 
446 Only two instances. 
447 The grouping under these headings should not be seen as absolute, but rather as an indicator, and the 
tendencies are then explained in the text. 
448 0.0 per cent in Ukiah’s study. 
449 Cf. 4.0 per cent usage of pribýl in Kolesov (1964), 7.2 per cent in RJaSO (1963) and 10 per cent in 
Ukiah (1994). 
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 For pre´dal, too, which was the reported usage of and seen as correct by 83.0 per cent of 
the informants, explicit and implicit norms apparently coincide. 
 This is apparently also the case for pro´klæl. The percentage reporting usage of this 
stress, codified as normative, was 88.8, and only 7.5 per cent of the informants discarded it. 
Elicited usage also showed a preference for pro´klæl. This stress was used by 77.4 per cent, 
as compared to 22.6 per cent for proklǽl. In Ukiah’s survey, too, usage of the codified 
norm pro´klæl was high: 95 per cent.  
Table 4.5-2. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

próklæl proklǽl 
norma neprav./prostoreh. 

77.4% (24) 22.6% (7) 
 
The normative stress pro´dal was the reported usage of 53.7 per cent and the alternative 
stress proda´l (dop./razg.) had even higher reported usage: 70.8 per cent. Elicited usage dis-
played quite an even distribution between the two forms: pro´dal was used by 48.4 
and proda´l by 51.6 per cent.450  
Table 4.5-3. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pródal proda´l 
norma dop./razg. 

48.4% (15) 51.6% (16) 
 
Together the results of the two parts of the survey show that two stresses can function as 
the implicit norm. The stem-stressed variant is somewhat more used, though. These vari-
ants could be considered equal according to the implicit norm, and this should be reflected 
in codification. What is very important and has generally not been taken account of in pre-
vious research, is that the results also prove – and there are further examples – that two 
stress variants can exist alongside each other and that there is not always a necessity for 
one individual or one language community to choose between them, as they both (or all451) 
can be considered normative. 
 Another verb form for which there are apparently two stresses – both prefix stress and 
stem stress – belonging to the implicit norm is pro<il. The stress of pro<il was investi-
gated in the oral performance test in two different contexts. In both these the distribution 
between prefix stress and stem stress was rather even. In the context “... pro<il god ...” 
58.1 per cent stressed pro´<il (the codified norm) and 41.9 per cent 
pro<íl (dop./razg.), and in the context “... pro<il bo´lþwuü hastþ svoej <izni ...” 51.6 per 
cent stressed pro´<il and 48.4 per cent pro<i´l. 

–––––––––––––––– 
450 In Pirogova’s study proda´l is used by 45.3 per cent. 
451 In practice some forms have more than two possible stresses. Thus, theoretically there can be more than 
two normative stresses for one form. In practice, however, it seems that not more than two variants are the 
implicit norm. 
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Table 4.5-4. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pró<il452 pro<i´l 
norma dop./razg. 

58.1% (18) 41.9% (13) 
 
Table 4.5-5. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pró<il453 pro<i´l 
norma dop./razg. 

51.6% (16) 48.4% (15) 
 
The replies in the written part of the investigation showed that both stresses are commonly 
used and considered to be normative by a majority of informants, but that the figures are 
higher for the stem-stressed pro<íl (dop./razg.): 79.3 per cent, as compared to 58.5 per cent 
for pro´<il. Likewise, previous surveys indicate quite an even distribution of the two stress 
variants: Gorbačevič pro´<il 53.9 per cent, pro<íl 46.1 per cent, and Pirogova 
pro<íl 50.7 per cent. In Ukiah’s survey, though, the figures were higher for the prefix 
stress: pro´<il 76 per cent, pro<íl 24 per cent.454 Thus, the explicit norm is also the im-
plicit, but there is another implicit norm, not equally recognised in codification. 
 In the verb obnæl both prefix stress and stem stress are used and accepted: the reported 
usage for the codified norm o´bnæl is 43.4 per cent and for the variant stress obnǽl 
(dop./razg.) 59.5 per cent. The actual usage was 64.5 per cent for o´bnæl and 35.5 per cent 
for obnæ´l. In Ukiah’s small scale study (1994) 86 per cent stressed o´bnæl and 14 per cent 
obnæ´l. It seems that in actual speech, when being forced to make a choice, the informants 
choose prefix stress, but that in fact both stresses are the implicit norm.  
Table 4.5-6. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

óbnæl obnǽl 
norma dop./razg.  

64.5% (20) 35.5% (11) 
 

For the verb form otdal the situation is similar with both prefix stress (codified norm) and 
stem stress being the implicit norm. The results of the oral performance test show that the 
prefix stress, i.e. the codified norm, is less common than stem stress in both contexts. It is 
slightly higher, though, in combination with приказ (35.5 vs. 41.9 per cent), perhaps be-
cause it is perceived as a fixed construction and this promotes traditional stress, although 
the difference is too small to be significant.  
Table 4.5-7. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

ótdal455 otda´l 
norma dop./razg. 

35.5% (11) 64.5% (20) 
 
Table 4.5-8. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

ótdal456 otda´l 
norma dop./razg. 

41.9% (13) 58.1% (18)

–––––––––––––––– 
452 “... прожил год ...”. 
453 “... прожил бόльшую часть своей жизни ...”. 
454 “Он прожил там 20 лет.” 
455 In the context “... отдал их ...” (i.e. паспорта). 
456 In the context “... отдал приказ ... ”.  
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In the written questionnaire 46.2 per cent reported usage of the stress o´tdal (prikaz) and a 
slightly larger percentage – 50.9 per cent – claimed not to use it. The reported usage for the 
stem-stressed variant – in the context otda´l (za bescenok) was significantly higher: 78.3 per 
cent. Previous surveys – with the exception of Ukiah – also show higher usage and/or 
reported usage of otda´l. There generally seems to be a preference for the stem-stressed 
variant. In Pirogova (1967) 76.0 per cent used this stress, in Gorbačevič (1974) the usage of 
otda´l, checked in four different contexts, varied between 60.9 and 77.7 per cent, while the 
usage of the prefix stress o´tdal in that survey in all contexts was significantly lower: be-
tween 22.3 and 39.1 per cent. In Ukiah (1994), however, the relation between the elicited 
stresses was the inverse: 67 per cent stressed o´tdal and 33 per cent otda´l.457 Thus, the 
results of the survey at hand458 reveal that the seemingly contradictory results of the other 
surveys in fact show that both stresses are the implicit norm. The stem-stressed variant is 
more widespread and more often seen as correct. There is apparently no reason why otda´l 
should not receive the same stamp of approval in codification as o´tdal. It could also be 
noticed that there might be differences in the employment of the stress variants of this verb 
that are due to the lexico-grammatical context, but such differences are features of an idio-
lect rather than universally observed language rules. 
 Another example of a verb form with two stresses as implicit norm is propil. The usage 
and acceptance of the two stresses are rather equally distributed, although the stem-stressed 
variant seems to be somewhat more widespread. Reported usage of the codified norm 
pro´pil is 50.0 per cent (reported non-usage 43.4 per cent) and for propíl (i/i) it is 61.4 
per cent (30.3 per cent reported non-usage). This is in line with the results of Pirogova’s 
study from the 1960s, where the usage of the stem stress (propíl) was similarly high, 65.3 
per cent, and Ukiah’s 1994 study, in which the distribution was quite even: pro´pil 52 and 
propíl 48 per cent.  
 
Prefix stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
There are also examples of codified prefix stresses that are not the actual norm. 
 The stress po´byl is listed as normative in codification. It seems, however, that the im-
plicit norm is poby´l, in the sources dop./razg. This variant stress is the reported usage and 
the norm of 27.4 per cent of the informants, while a majority – 68.9 per cent – claim that 
they do not use it and believe it is incorrect. The results of Ukiah’s study point in the same 
direction as only 33 per cent used this prefix-stressed codified norm and 67 per cent the 
variant poby´l.459 
 One form for which the explicit norm is certainly not the implicit norm is nalil. The 
results of the oral part of the survey concerning this verb are quite eloquent: there was not 
one single instance of elicited usage of the codified norm na´lil. All informants used the 
alternative stress nalíl, in the sources labelled as dop./razg. 

–––––––––––––––– 
457 The form was included in the context “Он отдал книгу”. 
458 A choice between the variants in actual or reported speech was not required by the method. 
459 For a more certain conclusion regarding this form we would need corroboration from a check of the 
informants’ attitudes towards pobýl and/or from elicited usage. 
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Table 4.5-9. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

na´lil nali´l 
norma dop./razg. 

0.0% (0) 100.0% (31) 
 
Reported usage of the explicit norm was also low: a mere 7.6 per cent, while as many as 
82.1 per cent rejected it, thus confirming the prevalence of nalíl. The results of reported 
usage of nalíl further confirm that this is the implicit norm in contemporary educated Rus-
sian: 92.5 per cent report usage of this stress and only 3.7 per cent claim not to use it. 
 The results from two surveys can be taken as a final piece of evidence that na´lil is not 
currently the actual norm and probably has not been for several decades: in RJaSO (1963) 
78.9 per cent of the 4,300 “standard language speakers” questioned reported usage of 
nalíl460 and in Kolesov’s study (1964) 76.9 per cent used this stress, as compared to 23.1 
per cent for the stress na´lil. Apparently, the actual norm for the past 35 years – at least – 
has been nalíl. Although not totally commensurable, the results from the surveys of the 
1960s and those from the present investigation point to the inexpediency of attempting, 
through codification, to maintain a norm that is obviously obsolescent or obsolete.461 If the 
codified norm should reflect the actual norm, a more adequate labelling of the stresses 
could be obsolescent (dop. ustar etc.) for na´lil, with nalíl listed as normative.462 
 The stress norms for the past tense forms of peremeretþ does, as already touched upon 
above, differ in the orthoepic sources. Here, however, they have been assigned to this head-
ing on the grounds of the labelling in OS, as it is the most “authoritative” source (see Chap-
ter 3). The codification in OS with the stress pe´remer as normative is not supported in cur-
rent educated usage, and consequently, is not the implicit norm. This stress is the reported 
usage of a mere 5.6 per cent of the informants; 93.4 per cent report not using it and believe 
it is incorrect. In RPP this stress is labelled “bookish” (kni<n.), which better seems to re-
flect its actual marginal position in the speech community. It is the stress peremër, norma-
tive in RPP and labelled dop. in OS, and the reported usage of 68.0 per cent, that is the im-
plicit norm. The fact that the sum of reported usage for the two alternative stresses is only 
approximately 73 per cent indicates one of two things. Either this is an infrequent lexeme 
and the informants do not use or understand it, or there is another variant that is used but 
not recorded in the sources (pere´mer ?, pereme´r ?). 
 The results of the oral part of the survey show that both these assumptions seem 
well-founded. Firstly, there is a third stress variant not recorded in the sources: 
peremér, here used by 19.4 per cent of the informants. Secondly, the relatively high number 
of invalid replies is due to the fact that as many as 7 informants read pomer, which could 
suggest that the verb peremeretþ as such is rare. Not one informant used the stress 
pe´remer, and 58.1 per cent used the stress peremër.463 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
460 The assessment of this variant was at that time – i.e. in A&O–1960 – the same as in the sources from the 
1990s. 
461 It is quite remarkable that the compilers of OS–1983–1997 have not taken into consideration the results of 
a large-scale survey of “standard language speakers” conducted by a group at the Russian Language Institute 
of the Soviet (now: Russian) Academy of Sciences (by the way the very institution in which OS was 
elaborated). 
462 Cf. A&Z–1984/1993/2000 which have codified nali´l. Cf. 6.3. 
463 In Ukiah’s survey (1994) 5 per cent (= one informant) used this stress, and 95 per cent stressed peremër. 

 173



Table 4.5-10. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
péremer peremër peremér Invalid

norma/kni<n. dop./norma _/_ (not included)  
0.0% (0) 58.1% (18) 19.4% (6) 22.6% (7)

 
Accordingly, the explicit norm of OS–1997 (as well as of BTS–1998, A&Z–1993, MAS–
1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973) is obsolete and the implicit norm is in accordance with 
the explicit norm of A&Z–2000, RPP–1996 and Ož&Šv–1995: peremër. 
 The codified norm pripo´dnæl does not appear to be the actual norm: 69.8 per cent of the 
informants reject it and only 26.4 per cent of the informants report usage of this stress and 
believe it is correct. 
 The prefix-stressed explicit norm o´tpil is not the implicit norm. As many as 71.7 per 
cent of the informants claim not to use this stress and only 24.5 per cent report usage of it. 
Preference is given to the stem-stressed otpíl, labelled i/i, which is the reported usage of 
94.3 per cent of the speakers in the study. There is conformity with results from previous 
studies: o´tpil was used by 11.1 per cent in Kolesov’s study (1964) and by 15.4 per cent in 
Gorbačevič’s study (1974). These figures should be compared to the results for otpíl. This 
stress was used by a majority of the informants in three previous studies: 84.6 per cent 
(RJaSO), 91.2 per cent (Kolesov) and 84.6 (Gorbačevič).464 Hence, stem stress in this verb 
seems to have been the implicit norm since the 1960s. Despite the low figures for the pre-
fix-stressed variant in the 1960s – and at present – it is still given as the “first norm”, and 
contemporary sources perpetuate a norm apparently already obsolescent 35 years ago. It 
should be observed, though, that there are handbooks which give an explicit norm that is in 
line with the current implicit norm: the 1984, 1993 and 2000 editions of A&Z list otpíl.465 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The explicit as well as the implicit norm is doubtlessly the stem-stressed doby´l. There is no 
indication that the prefix-stressed do´byl (dop. ustar/_) is a widespread variant stress or that 
it is seen as correct by the speakers: it has low reported usage: 8.5 per cent, and 87.7 per 
cent report not to use the stress and believe it is incorrect.466  
 The prefix-stressed prídal (dop. ustar./_) was the reported usage of 8.5 per cent, and it 
was equally low in Ukiah’s study: 14 per cent. This variant stress is therefore not compet-
ing with the explicit norm. Hence, the results for do´byl and prídal suggest that a prefix 
stress that has been labelled as “obsolescent” does not encroach upon current normative 
stem stress. 
 
Different stress codification for different meanings 
Verbs for which different stress variants convey different meanings can be found, at least in 
codification. It appears, though, that the semantic differentiation between stress variants in 
for instance peredatþ and pere<itþ is disappearing and that only one stress becomes 

–––––––––––––––– 
464 Gorbačevič qualifies the listing of ótpil and na´lil as the only normative stresses in a source from 1967 as 
“[п]римером лексикографического пуризма” (1978a:105). 
465 A comparison of the results for the compounds of -пить (with different prefixation) shows the stress 
diversity within one stem. For both propil and otpil the prefix-stressed form is the explicit norm and the 
stem-stressed variant is labelled i/i. However, according to the implicit norm própil is normative alongside 
with propi´l, while otpi´l is the only norm and ótpil is on the way of becoming obsolete. 
466 In Ukiah’s survey 14 per cent used this stress. 
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normative – first in the implicit norm, then in the explicit – and is then used in all contexts. 
An example from Nen'ko (1984c:59) of a word that has followed this course of develop-
ment is razda´tþ, which in dictionaries used to have semantic differentiation (BAS–1950–
1965: razda´l meaning ‘sdelal prostornee, raswiril’ and ro´zdal meaning ‘otdal, rasprede-
lil’; other dictionaries have given double forms considered equal). In contemporary 
sources like OS and RPP there is no semantic differentiation in this verb, and the stresses 
are not equal from a normative point of view: ro´zdal is considered obsolescent and 
razda´l is the norm.  
 The disappearance of semantic differentiation between stress variants is not an unlikely 
form of development for other verbs, too, although there might be verbs for which this dif-
ference is maintained in current usage.  
 The verb probil is one of the few verbs for which there might be a difference in mean-
ing, not only in the dictionaries but also in current usage. It was checked in different con-
texts in the oral and the written part of the survey. In the oral part the context was “... 
probil stenu ...” and for this meaning only one possible stress was given in the normative 
sources: probíl. This was also the stress that was most used by the informants: 87.1 per 
cent, although 12.9 per cent used the stress pro´bil, not mentioned in the sources as a pos-
sible variant for this meaning. 
Table 4.5-11. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

probi´l próbil 
norma _/_(not included) 

87.1% (27) 12.9% (4) 
 
The stress pro´bil was checked in the written part of the survey without specification of the 
context. The reported usage was 58.5 per cent for the prefix-stressed variant.467 In Ukiah’s 
survey pro´bil in the meaning ‘make a hole through’ was used by 26 per cent and 
probíl by 74 per cent, while in the meaning ‘strike’ (a time/an hour) 76 per cent stressed 
pro´bil, which is also the codified norm, and 24 per cent stressed probíl. In his survey the 
difference in meaning was reflected in the informants’ replies. Thus, the implicit norm and 
the explicit appear to comply, but strict separation of stress variants in different contexts is 
not observed and there is some confusion as to the use of the variants. This is reflected in 
the informants’ use of prefix stress also in a context where it is not even given as a variant 
stress in the sources.  
 Firstly, it can be stated that the stress pere´dal was not elicited once (although 31 speak-
ers each twice read a sentence containing this word). This indicates that this stress is rare 
and that it might not even be necessary to warn against it in dictionaries as it seems to be 
more of a theoretical stress variant than a serious “threat” to the existing norm. 
 Secondly, it can be stated that the differentiation in meaning between the stress variants 
– made in OS, but not in RPP – is not supported by contemporary usage.468 The stem-
stressed pereda´l was the most commonly used variant, both in the context where it is nor-
mative according to the sources: peredál sdahu (74.2 per cent) and in a meaning and context 

–––––––––––––––– 
467 The informants generally do not appear to have hesitated because of any semantic differentiation. Two 
informants replied that they use this stress but know it is incorrect, and only one informant added a word 
(час) so as to specify the context in which this stress should be used according to him/her. 
468 Cf. the same findings in Ukiah: he did not find any differentiation in meaning for different stresses of this 
verb linked to differentiation in stress (1996:594–595), neither did he find evidence “for retraction onto the 
second syllable of the prefix, warned against by OS” (1996:619–620). 
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where it is considered dop./razg.: pereda´l herte< (83.9 per cent). For the prefix-stressed 
variant (with stress on the first syllable of the prefix) the elicited usage was 16.1 per cent 
(pe´redal herte< = norma) and 22.6 per cent (pe´redal sdahu; this variant stress is not listed in 
this context in the lexicographic sources). The results in the written part of the survey seem 
to confirm what has been found in the elicited usage: the codified norm pe´redal (pisþmo) is 
reported usage of only 15.2 per cent of the informants, while 79.3 claim not to use it and 
believe it is incorrect. This can be contrasted with the equally normative but stem-stressed 
pereda´l (sdahu), for which the reported usage was 88.7 per cent. This verb, in the meaning 
‘pass, broadcast’, was also included in the survey made by Ukiah, in which 19 per cent 
stressed pe´redal and 81 per cent peredál. Thus, no semantical differentiation is made by the 
language users, and stem stress – peredál – is the implicit norm in both contexts, although 
the stress pe´redal is used to a certain extent. 
Table 4.5-12. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

péredal469 pereda´l perédal 
norma dop./razg. neprav./prostoreh. 

16.1% (5) 83.9% (26) 0.0% (0)
 
Table 4.5-13. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pereda´l470 péredal perédal 
norma _/_ (not included) neprav./prostoreh. 

74.2% (23) 22.6% (7) 0.0% (0)
 
Elicited stress for the verb pere<il shows that usage is higher for the stem-stressed variant 
in both contexts, although it is labelled differently depending on its meaning. In the mean-
ing ‘to live through; to outlive, outlast, survive’ the stress pere<i´l is normative and it was 
used by 74.2 per cent, while in the meaning ‘to experience; to go through; to endure, suffer’ 
it is labelled i/razg. and here it was used by almost as large a percentage: 71.0. The prefix-
stressed variant pe´re<il was less used both in the first meaning, in which it is considered 
obsolescent (22.6 per cent), and in the second, in which it is considered normative (29.0 per 
cent). This shows that semantic differences in stress are probably disappearing and that 
pere<íl is most likely ultimately asserting itself as the only norm. 
Table 4.5-14. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pere<i´l471 pére<il peré<il Invalid
norma dop. ustar./ustar. neprav./prostoreh.  

74.2% (23) 22.6% (7) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 

Table 4.5-15. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
pére<il472  pere<i´l peré<il 

norma i/razg. neprav./prostoreh. 
29.0% (9) 71.0% (22) 0.0% (0)

 

In reported usage, too, the figures were higher for the stem stress. The results indicate, 
though, that both stresses are used and accepted.  
 According to the sources prefix stress is considered dop. ustar./ustar. when the verb has 
the meaning ‘to live through; to outlive, outlast, survive’. In the context pere<il semþü the 

–––––––––––––––– 
469 = ‘вручить, сообщить и др.’. This definition, and most others, are from OS. 
470 = ‘дать лишнего’. 
471 = ‘прожить какое-то время; прожить дольше кого-чего-н., остаться жить после смерти кого-н.’. 
472 = ‘испытать; перенести, выдержать’. 
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variant pe´re<il was the reported usage of 30.2 per cent and the codified norm 
pere<íl (<enu) was the reported usage of 86.8 per cent of the informants. Thus, here there 
is compliance between the implicit and explicit norm. However, also in the context where it 
means ‘to experience; to go through; to endure, suffer’ and in which prefix stress is consid-
ered normative in the sources, the reported usage for the prefix stress pe´re<il (gore) was 
lower – 51.9 per cent (non-usage: 45.2 per cent), than for the stem stress pere<i´l (zimu), 
labelled i/razg. – 68.9 per cent (non-usage: 28.3). In Ukiah’s investigation as well, usage of 
stem stress was higher: pere<íl – 86 per cent and pe´re<il – 14 per cent. 
 As a conclusion it can be stated that there is an indication of a stronger tendency towards 
stem stress than towards prefix stress. Different contexts do not seem to play a role in the 
choice of stress either for the verb pere<il or for peredal. It can also be concluded that, as 
in the case with pere´dal above, stress on the second syllable of the prefix (pere´<il) was 
not elicited once. This stress on the second syllable of the prefix probably only exists in 
theory, i.e. in dictionaries.  

4.5.3 Feminine non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
It can be concluded from a comparison with older dictionaries that the number of feminine 
forms with stress on the flexion (-a) is increasing (Nen'ko 1984c:56).473  
 Feminine end stress and other types of mobile stresses in the past tense are relicts of old 
Slavonic accentuation due to intonational differences. In the contemporary language there 
is only one trace of mobile stress in the past tense of -i-class verbs, viz. rodila´.474 This is an 
old feature, cf. govorila ́ in Domostroj (cited in Bulachovskij 1953:254; cf. Pirogova 
1963:92–95, Voroncova 1979:169, Stankiewicz 1993:215, Lehfeldt 1993:88–89; cf. Kipar-
sky 1962:333, 337–338 for possible explanations of this only remainder).  
 At the same time as there is stabilisation of feminine end stress with this pattern influ-
encing the stress of the neuter forms (nahala´ > nahalo´) there is a tendency towards stem 
stress (or prefix stress) in the feminine either through interior analogy: 
razorva´l, razorva´lo > razorva´la; prínäl, prínälo > prínäla, or through exterior analogy: 
upa´la, uzna´la etc. > razorva´la (Gorbačevič 1978а:108–109, Voroncova 1996:310). The 
stem-stressed feminine preterite forms such as gna´la, otda´la are generally seen as typical 
features of prostorečie (Zemskaja & Šmelëv 1984:9, Offord 1996:9).  
 Another explanation put forward for explaining stem stress in the feminine is that it is an 
influence from southern Russian dialects. (Compare Pirogova 1959а:132–133.) However, 
at least two points must be kept in mind here. Firstly, the belief that all southern dialects 
have stem stress in the feminine preterite forms that in the standard language are end-
stressed is refuted by Danilov’s material from Tula oblast' (1967:113–115). These verbs do 
not unconditionally take stress on the stem, but there is rather vacillation: präla´ – prä́́la;  
brala´ – bra´la (Danilov 1967:86–91). Secondly, stem-stressed feminine preterite forms are  
also found in dialectal areas other than the southern. Stresses like bra´la, zva´la, tka´la,  

–––––––––––––––– 
473 Gorbačevič (1978а:108–109) claims that stem stress in the feminine, especially in the prefixed verbs, is 
becoming productive, and does not consider it as incorrect as stem stress in simplex feminine forms. He 
further alleges that stem-stressed prefixed preterite feminine forms like oborva´la, otorva´la, razorvála are 
widespread in contemporary poetry and in speech (1978а:66). It is doubtful, though, whether this is the case 
(see results below). 
474 All other verbs in the -i-class are in the preterite stressed like in the infinitive (poluhi´t', poluhi´l,  
poluhi´la, poluhi´lo, poluhi´li), a process starting from the 17th century (Voroncova 1979:169). 
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vra´la,spa´la can be found in, for instance, the north-western dialectal zone (Avanesov & 
Orlova 1964:249).475 
 This type of stress can also be found in the other East Slavic languages. In Ukrainian 
bra´la, sla´la, <da´la, me´rla, pe´rla, te´rla (cf. nasal stems: kläla,́ pohala´, vzäla)́ 
(Stankiewicz 1993:256) and in Byelorussian bra´la, lga´la, spa´la, zva´la, <da´la (but dala´; 
oscillations are frequent) (Stankiewicz 1993:282).476 
 The length of the words could also play a role in the stress placement. Gorbačevič 
(1978а:108–109) suggests that as a consequence of a tendency towards rhythmic balance 
there is stem stress particularly often in verbs with disyllabic (or trisyllabic) prefixes 
(podobrala´ > podobra´la, pereizbrala´ – pereizbra´la).477 (Cf. Gorbačevič 1978b:123–126 
and Chapter 1.4.4.2.) 

4.5.3.1 Dictionary data 
End stress is the codified norm  

Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: brala´ – bra´la, vila´ – víla, vrala´ – vra´la, gnala´ –
gna´la, gnila´ – gníla, dala´ – da´la, drala´ – dra´la, <dala´ – <da´la, <ila´ – <íla, <rala´ –
<ra´la, zvala´ – zva´la, klæla´ – klǽla, lgala´ – lga´la, lila´ – líla, pila´ – píla, plyla´ –
ply´la, rvala´ – rva´la, rodila´ – rodíla, slyla´ – sly´la, spala´ – spa´la. This applies to both 
the simplex and prefixed verbs.  

In the following cases only the prefixed verb has this type of variation: -byla´ –
-by´la (with the prefixes iz-, ot-,478 po-, pri-, pro-, s-, u-), -næla´ – -nǽla (with the prefixes  
v-, do-, vospri-, dos-, zas-, na-, ot-, ots-, pereza-, pere-, peres-, pod-, predpri-, priza-, 
prina-, pri-, pripod-, pro-, raz-, s-, u-) and vzæla´ – vzǽla, -hala´ –  -ha´la (with the prefixes  
za-, po-), -zdala´ – -zda´la (with the prefixes vo-, vosso-, pereso-, so-). The variants zalíla,  
obnæ´la, otby´la479 are, like the above-mentioned stem stresses labelled neprav. in OS, while 
they in RPP are less severely assessed (razg.). This variation is also found in peretolkla´ –
pereto´lkla (_/prostoreh.). 
 Stem stress is dop./razg. or i: præla´ – prǽla is marked (i/_) for one meaning 
(præstþ uwami) and dop./razg. in the other (‘to spin’), tkala´ – tka´la (including prefixed 
verbs) (dop./razg.), operla´ – opërla (i/razg.). 
 Stem stress is marked ne rek. etc.: dobyla´ – doby´la (ne rek./_)¸ pri<ila´ – pri<i´la  
(ne rek./prostoreh.), peremerla´ – peremërla (ne rek./razg.). 

Stem stress is grubo neprav./(grubo) prostoreh.: ponæla´ – ponǽla (grubo neprav./grubo  
prostoreh.), nahala´ – naha´la (grubo neprav./prostoreh.), nedoponæla´ – nedoponæ´la (grubo  
neprav./_). 
 Stem stress is marked dop. ustar./ustar.: seklá – se´kla. 
  Prefix stress is marked neprav./prostoreh. (the normative forms are end-stressed and 
most of them are listed above): do´dala, do´<ila, do´lila, do´næla, do´pila, za´dala, za´<ila,  
za´lila, vosprínæla, za´merla, za´næla, za´perla, za´pila, zapro´dala, na´<ila, na´lila, na´näla,  

–––––––––––––––– 
475 In 1912 Černyšëv asserted that non-end stress in feminine preterite (býla, u´merla, náhala) was “not 
seldom” heard in the speech of students from St Petersburg (1912:39).  
476 See also Krylova (1986:175): bra´la, nazva´la etc. are examples of stem stress in feminine preterite forms in 
Byelorussian that in standard Russian are end-stressed. 
477 “Большинство опрошенных (интеллигенты разных профессий) предпочло накоренной акцент 
(pereizbra´la), мотивируя это тем, что он легче произносится, чем pereizbrala”́ (Gorbačevič 1978a:109). 
478 = ‘исполнить’. 
479 = ‘тронуться в путь, отправиться’. 
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na´hala, nedo´dala, nedo´lila, nedopo´næla, o´bdala, o´b<ila, o´blila, o´bmerla, o´bnæla, o´<ila,  
o´tbyla,480 o´tdala, o´t<ila, o´tlila, o´tmerla, o´tnæla, oto´zvala, o´tperla, o´tpila, o´tsnæla,  
pe´redala,481 pere´dala,482 pe´re<ila,483 pere´<ila,484 pereza´næla, pe´renæla, pere´næla,  
perepro´dala, po´byla, po´dala, po´ddala, po´d<ila, po´dnæla, po´<ila, po´zvala, po´lila,  
po´merla, po´næla, po´pila, pre´dala, predpri´næla, prepo´dala, príbyla, prídala, priza´næla,  
prina´næla, prínæla, pripo´dnæla, pro´bila,485 pro´byla, pro´dala, pro´<ila, pro´klæla,  
pro´lila, pro´næla, pro´pila, ra´zvila, ro´zdala, raspro´dala, so´<rala, so´zdala,486 u´byla,  
u´merla. 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: -pere´tþ: upërla – uperla,́ podpërla – podperla´. 

End stress is neprav./prostororeh.: kla´la – klala,́ kra´la – krala´, sla´la – slala,́ stla´la –
stlala´ (including all prefixed verbs with these stems) and – only in RPP: oprove´rgla –
oprovergla,́ -strígla – -strigla´ (like in podstrígla – podstrigla´ etc., also with other 
prefixes) and -tërla – -terla´ (like in stërla – sterla´ etc., also with other prefixes). 

–––––––––––––––– 
480 Labelled razg. in RPP (cf. neprav. in OS). 
481 This variation occurs in both meanings for this verb (cf. masculine forms). 
482 This variation occurs in both meanings for this verb (cf. masculine forms). 
483 This variation occurs in both meanings for this verb (cf. masculine forms). 
484 This variation occurs in both meanings for this verb (cf. masculine forms). 
485 Only in RPP is this variant given in the meaning ‘to make a hole’. 
486 The verb form sozdala is the only one with an originally disyllabic stem that according to the sources has a 
possible prefix-stressed variant in the feminine preterite form. All the other verbs listed here contain 
originally monosyllabic stems. 
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4.5.3.2 Results 

Table 4.5-16. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not 

know 
whether 

it is 
correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

dalá norma 58.5 28.3 1.9 0.0 0.9 0.9 5.7 3.8
spalá norma 48.1 40.6 3.8 0.0 0.0 3.8 2.8 0.9
vralá norma 46.2 36.8 6.6 0.9 0.9 3.8 4.7 0.0
gnalá norma 46.2 33.0 7.6 0.0 3.8 1.9 5.7 1.9
tkalá norma 27.4 35.9 15.1 0.9 6.6 7.6 4.7 1.9
zadalá norma  31.1 43.4 13.2 0.0 0.9 2.8 5.7 2.8
snælá norma  47.2 34.9 4.7 0.0 1.9 4.7 6.6 0.0
obvilá norma  28.3 38.7 7.6 1.9 5.7 11.3 5.7 0.9
izgnalá norma 22.6 30.2 9.4 0.9 10.4 17.0 7.6 1.9
sozdalá norma  39.6 37.7 4.7 2.8 1.9 5.7 2.8 4.7
dotkalá  norma 22.6 30.2 15.1 0.0 7.6 17.0 5.7 1.9
prognilá norma  16.0 14.2 8.5 3.8 15.1 21.7 17.9 2.8
præ´la i/_ 16.0 21.7 5.7 0.0 15.1 24.5 15.1 1.9
<íla  neprav./pro. 5.7 4.7 0.9 2.8 5.7 20.8 56.6 2.8
brála neprav./pro. 3.8 5.7 0.9 1.9 12.3 31.1 42.5 1.9
nahála grubo neprav./pro.  7.6 4.7 0.9 1.9 4.7 26.4 50.0 3.8
zadála neprav./pro.  4.7 4.7 3.8 0.9 14.2 32.1 36.8 2.8
prospála neprav./pro. 6.6 9.4 3.8 14.2 23.6 41.5 0.9 0.0
krála norma 12.3 10.4 14.2 0.9 15.1 26.4 20.8 0.0
podstrígla norma  53.8 37.7 3.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 1.9
oproverglá _/pro.  2.8 3.8 0.0 0.9 6.6 22.6 61.3 1.9
poslalá neprav./pro. 11.3 17.0 7.6 6.6 9.4 25.5 20.8 1.9
záperla neprav./pro. 14.2 15.1 4.7 0.9 7.6 36.8 17.9 2.8
zádala neprav./pro. 5.7 3.8 1.9 0.9 11.3 35.9 39.6 0.9
náhala neprav./pro.  4.7 2.8 2.8 0.9 12.3 27.4 48.1 0.9
po´zvala  _/pro. 1.9 3.8 0.0 2.8 5.7 18.9 63.2 3.8
ne´ byla  ne norma 9.4 5.7 0.9 0.0 7.6 31.1 44.3 0.9

 
Tornow (1984:437) sees two perspectives in the feminine past tense stress: either stem 
stress will assert itself or end stress will prevail, supported by the end-stressed neuter form 
<dalo´ etc. This second course of development seems more likely, judging from the results 
of the present and other surveys. 
 Comrie & Stone (1978) concluded that feminine preterite stress in general poses no 
problem. To this Townsend (1979:307) has objected that: 

The comment that feminine singulars like vzjalá pose no problem in usage [...] may be criticized, since the 
loss of the feminine versus non-feminine distinction in the past and past passive participle of resonant 
stems (resulting in divergences like vzjála and prínjala) is in fact a quite prominent colloquial feature and 
cannot be ignored. 

However, Townsend’s remark seems to be ill-founded. In both Ukiah (1996) and the pres-
ent investigation there is, on the whole, compliance between explicit and implicit norm in 
the preterite feminine in current educated usage. 
 Regardless of whether a verb contains an originally monosyllabic or disyllabic stem or 
whether the verb is prefixed or not, the informants report usage of and use the end-stressed 
norm (dala´, spala,́ vrala´, gnala,́ tkala´, zadala´, snæla,́ obvila´, izgnala,́ sozdala´, dotkala,́  
prognila´). 
 At the same time, the “incorrect” variants stressed on the stem or on ne, like 
<íla, bra´la, naha´la, zada´la, prospa´la, ne´ byla are not widespread and are not believed to 
be correct. The reported usage (and actual usage) is low also for the prefix-stressed non-
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normative stresses (za´perla, za´dala, na´hala, po´zvala), although higher for za´perla than for 
the others. 
 The language users are very sure about the normativity of the stem stress 
podstrígla, and end-stressed variants to stem-stressed codified norm are rare in reported 
usage. However, one of the two stem stresses codified as normative that were included in 
the survey, kra´la, had relatively low reported usage (36.9 per cent; 62.3 per cent reported 
non-usage).  
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
All feminine end stresses which are codified as normative, both prefixed and unprefixed 
are, with one exception (prognila´), also the actual norm.  
 In the recordings all informants stressed dala´ and the reported usage was equally high: 
88.7 per cent (of which as large a percentage as 58.5 claimed that they know it is correct). 
Previous studies also have high figures for dala´: 95.5 per cent in Kolesov (1964) and 100 
per cent in Ukiah (1994).487 
Table 4.5-17. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

dala´ da´la 
norma neprav./– 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 
Another end-stressed form that was used by all speakers in the oral performance test was 
spala.́ Reported usage was 92.5 per cent, which is in line with the results of other surveys: 
92.0 per cent in Kolesov (1964) and 100 per cent in Ukiah (1994).488 
Table 4.5-18. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

spala ́ spa´la 
norma neprav./prostoreh. 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 
Reported usage was high for most end-stressed feminine forms that are codified as norma-
tive in the present investigation, and also, when such material is available, in previous sur-
veys: vrala´ 89.6 per cent (74.1 per cent in Kolesov (1964) and 100 per cent489 in Ukiah 
(1994)), gnala ́ 86.8 per cent (95 per cent in Ukiah (1994)),490 zadala´ 87.7 per cent, at the 
same time as the two variants za´dala and zada´la, labelled neprav./prostoreh., have low 
reported usage (11.4 and 13.2 per cent respectively), snæla´ 86.8 per cent (92.1 per cent in 
Kolesov (1964)491 and 100 per cent in Ukiah (1994)) and sozdala´ 82.0 per cent (95 per cent 
in Ukiah 1994). 
 The stress pozvala´ was the actual usage of 96.8 per cent of the informants, while stem 
stress was used by one informant. Not once was the prefix-stressed po´zvala (_/prostoreh.)  
elicited. It was the reported usage of only 5.7 per cent of the infor-mants and the percentage 
rejecting this stress was very high, with as many as 63.2 per cent claiming that they know 

–––––––––––––––– 
487 Cf. the small usage for the stem-stressed variant da´la both in Pirogova (1.3 per cent) and Kolesov (5.5 per 
cent). 
488 spa´la (neprav./prostoreh.) was used by 21.1 per cent in Kolesov and by 6.7 per cent in Pirogova (1967).  
489 Kolesov (1964): vra´la (neprav./prostoreh.) 29.9 per cent. 
490 Cf. Pirogova (1967) where the stem-stressed variant gna´la (neprav./prostoreh.) was used by only 10.7 per 
cent. 
491 Kolesov (1964): snæ´la (neprav./prostoreh.) 6.6 per cent. 
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this stress is incorrect. This suggests that this is a very rare stress variant, not in any way 
infringing upon the current explicit and implicit norm, which is pozvala´. 
Table 4.5-19. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pozvala ́ pozva´la pózvala 
norma neprav./prostoreh. __/prostoreh. 

96.8% (30) 3.2% (1) 0.0% (0)
 
For the stresses obvila´ and izgnala ́ the reported usage was somewhat lower than for the 
above-mentioned codified end stresses: 74.6 per cent492 and 62.2 per cent respectively. Al-
though a majority of the language users see these stresses as correct, a greater hesitancy is 
displayed as to the normativity of end stress in these verb forms as compared to many other 
feminine end-stressed verb forms. In both these stem stress is condemned, labelled as 
“incorrect”. 
 Another form that had somewhat lower reported usage than the other normative end-
stressed forms was tkala´. Here, 78.4 per cent reported usage (non-usage 18.9 per cent). 
Other surveys, too, evince predominance for end stress, although the figures vary more than 
for the verbs listed above: in Kolesov (1964) 59.1 per cent used this stress and in Ukiah 
(1994) 86 per cent. The results for the stem-stressed variant tka´la (dop./razg.) – 46.1 per 
cent in Kolesov (1964), 25.3 per cent in Pirogova (1967) and 14 per cent in Ukiah (1994) – 
indicate that this stem-stressed variant is more accepted among language users than stem-
stressed variants in most other feminine preterite verbs. This is also reflected in the codifi-
cation, where it is labelled dop./razg. as compared to neprav./prostoreh. for most other verbs 
of the same group. 
 With the prefix do- this verb showed similar results: dotkala´ was the reported usage of 
67.9 per cent of the informants, and elicited usage shows quite an even distribution of the 
two stresses among the informants: slightly more than half of them used the normative and 
slightly less than half used the stem-stressed variant labelled dop./razg. Accordingly, the 
dual norms – or the hesitancy and insecurity – are reflected both in codification (where the 
variant stress is not strongly condemned) and in attitudes and usage. 
Table 4.5-20. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

dotkala ́ dotka´la Invalid 
norma dop./razg.  

51.6% (16) 45.2% (14) 3.2% (1) 
 
The normative nahala´ was not included in the written survey. However, the stem-stressed 
naha´la (grubo neprav./prostoreh.) had low reported usage, 13.2 per cent, as had the prefix-
stressed na´hala (neprav./prostoreh.): 10.3 per cent.493 The oral survey confirmed the strong 
position of the normative end stress, but also showed that the stress na´hala is more widely 
used in spontaneous speech than indicated in surveys, where it is obvious that stress is the 
object of study. This stress is probably an analogical levelling with stress in the masculine 
and other forms. 

–––––––––––––––– 
492 Ukiah (1994): 86 per cent, and 14 per cent stressed obvi´la. 
493 In Ukiah’s survey the figures for these variants were 0 and 5 per cent, respectively. 
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Table 4.5-21. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
nahala ́ na´hala naha´la Invalid494

norma neprav./prostoreh. grubo neprav./prostoreh.  
54.8% (17) 25.8% (8) 0.0% (0) 19.4% (6)

 
Shapiro (1969:28–29) claims that a possible course of development is towards stem stress 
(naha´l, naha´la). It seems more probable, however, that for the foreseeable future the pres-
ent codified and actual norm will persist, and changes, if any, will most likely be towards 
prefix stress in all forms, including the feminine.  
 Further indications – although not absolute proof – of end stress being both the explicit 
and implicit norm can be found in the informants’ rejection of stem- and prefix-stressed 
variants. The non-normative variant ne´ byla was not included in the sources for this inves-
tigation, but was found in Lapteva (1990b) as an example of a speech error from TV. Re-
ported usage of this non-normative form was 16.0 per cent and actual usage 12.9 per cent495 
and a majority of the speakers reporting usage also say that they know it is right. This stress 
might be an influence from the normative ne´ byl/o/i/, which appear to have a strong posi-
tion and which are in fact the only examples of stress retraction to ne that are functioning as 
a norm in current educated speech.496 Although this is not a widely used variant and it is by 
no means competing with the normative form, it can be argued that ne´ byla should be in-
cluded in handbooks of the kind that also list non-normative forms.  
Table 4.5-22. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

æ ne byla´ uverena æ né byla uverena 
norma _/_ (not included)

87.1% (27) 12.9% (4)
 
Another non-normative variant to an end-stressed codified norm is <íla  
(neprav./ prostoreh.) and this stem stress had low reported usage, only 11.3 per cent. It was 
equally low in the other surveys: 5.3 per cent in Pirogova and 0 per cent in Ukiah. The 
percentage of informants who claim that they do not use this stress and know that it is 
incorrect is very high, 56.6 per cent. Consequently, there seems to be no doubt that the 
explicit and implicit norm is <ila´. 
 Another non-normative variant to an end-stressed codified norm is 
bra´la (neprav./ prostoreh.) and for this stress as well reported usage was low: only 10.4 per 
cent. As many as 85.9 per cent of the informants claimed not to use it and believed it was 
incorrect. There was a similar distribution of answers in other studies: brala´ was reported 
in Kolesov (1964) to be the usage of 88.2 per cent and bra´la (neprav./prostoreh.) of 17.4 
per cent. In Ukiah (1994) no one used this latter stress. In the present survey, too, all in-
formants’ elicited usage was end stress. 
Table 4.5-23. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

brala´ bra´la 
norma neprav./prostoreh. 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
494 The relatively large number of invalid replies is due to the fact that several informants read “Миша начал” 
instead of “Маша начала”. 
495 In Ukiah’s study the actual usage was 0 per cent. 
496 Cf. Ukiah (1996:680–682) and the section on results for neuter forms below. 
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Reported usage for prospa´la (neprav./prostoreh.) was low: 19.8 per cent, although higher 
than in previous surveys (2.7 per cent in Pirogova and 5 in Ukiah). As many as 14.2 per 
cent of the informants claim that they use this stress, but know that it is incorrect, and this 
is by far the highest percentage of answers in this column for the whole survey. What is 
interesting, too, is the fact that even if the informants are on the whole negative towards 
this stress, there is only one person who claims that he/she does not use it and knows that it 
is wrong. Still, it appears that the implicit norm is the same as the explicit: prospala´ (cf. 
spala´ above with reported and actual usage of over 90 per cent). 
 The stem-stressed form prǽla (labelled i/_) was the reported usage of 43.4 per cent of 
the respondents. In Ukiah’s study about half the informants (57 per cent) used this stress 
and 43 per cent the codified norm præla´. The conclusion is that the equality of these forms 
in implicit norm is reflected in codification and vice versa. 
 As shown above, po´zvala is a prefix-stressed variant that has low usage. While it was 
not found that prefix stress is claiming normativity in any preterite feminine form, there are 
prefix-stressed variants that are quite frequent: za´perla (neprav./prostoreh.) is seen as the 
norm by 34.0 per cent of the informants in the present survey and was used by 31 per cent 
in Ukiah’s study.497 
  In conclusion, there is no indication that stem stress or prefix stress is infringing upon 
end stress when codified as the norm in the feminine. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
The only normative end-stressed feminine form that sticks out by having relatively low 
reported usage is prognila´: 38.7 per cent (as compared to the 54.7 per cent who claim not 
to use this stress and believe it is incorrect). In Ukiah’s survey the figures were higher for 
end stress, 60 per cent (with 40 per cent stressing progni´la), but still not as high as for the 
other feminine forms with end stress as the codified norm. Accordingly, there appears to be 
some vacillation in this agreement between the implicit and explicit norm. It seems plausi-
ble that reported and actual usage of the stress progni´la (neprav./prostoreh.) is rather high, 
although for firmer conclusions additional results are needed. Why the adherence to end 
stress is smaller in this verb is hardly possible to detect with the present material and 
method. It is most likely not due to the number of syllables (three) as there are other verbs, 
like pozvala´ above, that contain three syllables and which are almost unanimously end-
stressed. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The stress podstrígla is the explicit and undoubtedly also the implicit norm. Reported 
usage is as high as 95.3 per cent (of which 53.8 “know” that it is correct) and only 1.8 per 
cent of the informants claim not to use it. 
 The informants’ rejections of end-stressed variants – through reporting relatively low 
usage of the stem-stressed codified norm and seeing it as incorrect – could also be taken as 
an indication of the strong position of stem stress: 6.6 per cent of the informants claim us-
age of oprovergla´ (_/prostoreh.), while as many as 61.3 per cent “know” that this stress is 
incorrect, and 35.9 per cent report usage of poslala´ (labelled neprav./prostoreh.). 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
497 69 per cent stressed zaperla´ in Ukiah (1994). 
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Stem stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm  
One of the quite few stem-stressed normative preterite feminine forms is kra´la. A minority 
of the informants (36.9 per cent) reported usage of this stress and as many as 62.3 per cent 
reported that they do not use it. The comparatively low figures for this stem-stressed nor-
mative form could be taken as further indication of the strong position of feminine end 
stress. A tentative hypothesis is that it is a sign of hypercorrection (analogical levelling 
with other stems in the feminine with normative end stress); the speakers believe that femi-
nine preterite forms should “always” be end-stressed. This hypothesis would then be appli-
cable to verbs ending in V+ла (klala, krala, slala, stlala; cf. verbs ending in C+ла: 
oprovergla, podstrigla, for which there is no tendency towards hypercorrection with end 
stress). 

4.5.4 Neuter non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
In the neuter past variation occurs between stem stress and end stress in simplex verbs 
(<ílo)́ and between prefix, stem and end stress in prefixed verbs (pro´<ílo´). The variation 
between prefix stress and stem stress has been dealt with at the beginning of this chapter 
and in the section on masculine forms.  
 As for the end-stressed variants, it is sometimes suggested that they are an analogical 
creation from the feminine. As mentioned in Chapter 4.5.3, there are two stress develop-
ment tendencies in the feminine preterite, and it was shown above that the stronger ten-
dency is the one towards end stress, which in its turn has given rise to the neuter past tense 
forms with stress on the gender/number marker (cf. Comrie et al. 1996:86). This type of 
stress is considered quite recent (Comrie et al. 1996:86–87, Voroncova 1979:183–185, 
Ukiah 1996:592) and Ukiah points out that this development is especially current among 
young speakers.498 
 There is generally little unanimity and systematisation in the discussion about end-
stressed neuter forms. Nen'ko suggests that this stress is particularly common in the verbs 
dalo,́ <ilo,́ gnalo´, spalo´ (1984c:58), while Voroncova (1996:309) professes that it is only 
possible in dalo´ and vzælo.́ According to Lapteva (1997:52) the neuter end stress <dalo´ is 
often found in use among the old Moscow intelligentsia and it is, according to her, 
admissible (although in OS it is ne rek. and in RPP prostoreh.). If we turn to normative 
sources we find that most end-stressed neuter forms are considered incorrect (labelled ne  
rek./prostoreh. or neprav./prostoreh.) and the only normative end-stressed neuter forms are  
dalo´ and seklo,́ with vzælo´ (dop./_), ne dalo´ (dop./_), rvalo´ (dop./_),narvalo´ (dop./razg.),  
utkalo´ (ne rek./razg.) being more or less accepted in at least one of the sources.  
 There are different propositions regarding the origin of or motivation for this stress type. 
Agrell (1917:27) suggests that there is a difference in meaning between stresses like 
za´nälo and zanälo´, where stress on the gender/number marker signals definiteness and 
marks an ending. Stankiewicz (1993:219) makes the assumption that the neuter preterite 
forms are stressed by analogy with the reflexive neuter preterite forms, as both have similar 
syntactic functions, and are used “mainly in impersonal constructions”. Another expla-

–––––––––––––––– 
498 It is highly doubtful whether Ukiah has enough informants (he has 21 in all) to make correlations between 
one group of informants and one particular feature. Neither is the material in the present survey sufficient. 
Anyhow, the results showed that daló and ne daló were used by almost all informants and that nahalo´ was 
used by 9 out of 31 informants, of which all were born in 1972 or later, and sozdaló was used by 8 
informants, including informants from older age groups. 
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nation for stress on the gender/number marker in the neuter and plural forms (-o´, -í) could 
be that it is an influence from Ukrainian or Byelorussian. For some verbs that in Russian 
have prefix stress in preterite masculine, neuter and plural, in Ukrainian and Byelorussian 
usually have end stress in all the preterite forms except the masculine: 
zajnä́v, zajnäla,́ zajnälo´, zajnälí (Ukrainian; cf. Russian: za´näl, zanäla,́ za´nälo, za´näli) 
(Gorpinič 1992:234), adda´û, addala´, addalo´, addalý (Byelorussian; cf. Russian: o´tdal,  
otdala´, o´tdalo, o´tdali) (Krylova 1986:175). End stresses like the following are current in 
Byelorussian: lîlo,́ pîlo´, plylo´, <ylo´, klälo,́ nanälo,́ padnälo´, pahalo´, bylo´ (Stankiewicz 
1993:282).  

4.5.4.1 Dictionary data 
Prefix stress is the codified norm  
 Stem stress is i/i: pro´bilo – probílo,499 po´ddalo – podda´lo,500 o´b<ilo – ob<ílo,  
o´t<ilo – ot<ílo, pe´re<ilo – pere<ílo,501 po´d<ilo – pod<i´lo,502 do´lilo – doli´lo,503  
nedo´lilo – nedolílo, o´blilo – oblílo, o´tlilo – otlílo, priza´nælo – prizanǽlo,  
prina´nælo – prinanæ´lo, do´pilo – dopílo,504 o´tpilo – otpílo, po´pilo – popílo, pro´pilo –
propílo. 
 Stem stress is dop./razg.: pro´bylo – proby´lo, po´bylo – poby´lo,505 do´dalo – doda´lo,  
za´dalo – zada´lo, zapro´dalo – zaproda´lo, o´bdalo – obda´lo, nedo´dalo – nedoda´lo, o´tdalo –
otda´lo, pe´redalo – pereda´lo,506 perepro´dalo – pereproda´lo, po´dalo – poda´lo, pre´dalo –
preda´lo, prepo´dalo – prepoda´lo, pro´dalo – proda´lo, raspro´dalo – rasprodálo, do´<ilo –
do<i´lo, za´<ilo – za<ílo, na´<ilo – na<ílo, po´<ilo – po<ílo, pro´<ilo – pro<i´lo,  
so´zdalo – sozda´lo,507 za´lilo – zalílo, na´lilo – nalílo, po´lilo – polílo, pro´lilo –
prolílo, pe´remerlo – peremërlo,508 o´bnælo – obnæ´lo, o´tnælo – otnǽlo, pe´renælo –
perenæ´lo, po´dnælo – podnæ´lo,509 pripo´dnælo – pripodnæ´lo.510 
 Stem stress is ne rek. etc.: príbylo – priby´lo (ne rek./prostoreh.), o´<ilo – o<i´lo  
(ne rek./razg.), o´tbylo – otby´lo (ne rek./razg.).  
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: vosprínælo – vosprinǽlo, do´nælo – donǽlo, za´nælo –
zanǽlo, na´nælo – nanǽlo, pereza´nælo – perezanǽlo, predpri´nælo – predprinæ´lo, prínælo –
prinǽlo, pro´nælo – pronæ´lo, pro´klælo – proklǽlo, u´bylo – uby´lo. 
 Stem stress is grubo neprav./grubo prostoreh.: nedopo´nælo – nedoponǽlo (grubo ne-
prav./_), po´nælo  – ponæ´lo (grubo neprav./grubo prostoreh.), na´halo – naha´lo (grubo ne-
prav./_). 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: po´bylo – pobylo´, u´bylo – ubylo´, do´dalo – dodalo´,  
za´dalo – zadalo´, zapro´dalo – zaprodalo´, nedo´dalo – nedodalo´, o´bdalo – obdalo´, o´tdalo –  

–––––––––––––––– 
499 In the meaning ‘to strike’. 
500 i/razg. 
501 i/razg. = ‘испытать; перенести, выдержать’. 
502 i/razg.  
503 i/razg. 
504 i/razg. 
505 dop./prostoreh. 
506 = ‘вручить, сообщить и др.’. 
507 The only verb with an originally disyllabic stem that has normative prefix stress. 
508 pe´remerlo is the norm in OS and labelled kni<n. in RPP, peremërlo is labelled dop. in OS and is the norm 
in RPP. 
509 dop./prostoreh. 
510 dop./i. 
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otdalo´, pe´redalo – peredalo´,511 perepro´dalo – pereprodalo´, po´dalo – podalo´, po´ddalo –
poddalo´, pre´dalo – predalo´, prepo´dalo – prepodalo´, pro´dalo – prodalo´, raspro´dalo –
rasprodalo´, do´<ilo – do<ilo´, za´<ilo – za<ilo´, na´<ilo – na<ilo´, o´<ilo – o<ilo´,  
o´b<ilo – ob<ilo´, o´t<ilo – ot<ilo´, pe´re<ilo – pere<ilo´,512 po´d<ilo – pod<ilo´,  
po´<ilo – po<ilo´, pro´<ilo – pro<ilo´, so´zdalo – sozdalo´, do´lilo – dolilo´,  
za´lilo – zalilo´, na´lilo – nalilo´, nedo´lilo – nedolilo´, o´blilo – oblilo´, o´tlilo –
otlilo´, po´lilo – polilo´, pro´lilo – prolilo´, do´nælo – donælo´, za´nælo – zanælo´, na´nælo –
nanælo´, o´bnælo – obnælo´, o´tnælo – otnælo´, pereza´nælo – perezanælo´, pe´renælo – perenælo´,  
po´dnælo – podnælo´, predprínælo – predprinælo´, priza´nælo – prizanælo´, prina´nælo –
prinanælo´, prínælo – prinælo´, pripo´dnælo – pripodnælo´, pro´nælo – pronælo´, za´merlo –
zamerlo´, o´bmerlo – obmerlo´, o´tmerlo – otmerlo´, po´merlo – pomerlo´, u´merlo – umerlo´,  
na´halo – nahalo´, pro´klælo – proklælo´. 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: za´perlo – zaperlo,́ o´tperlo – otperlo´. 
 
Stem stress is the norm  

Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh.: razvi´lo – ra´zvilo, and only in RPP (prostoreh.):  
so<ra´lo – so´<ralo, otozva´lo – oto´zvalo, otsnǽlo – o´tsnælo, razorva´lo – razo´rvalo. The 
verbs containing the prefix pere- are never stressed on the second syllable of the prefix. 
According to codification they may be stressed on the first syllable of the prefix 
(pe´redalo, pe´re<ilo, pe´renælo) or on the stem (peredálo, pere<ílo) (cf. above), but never 
pere´dalo, pere´<ilo, pere´nælo (neprav./prostoreh.). 
 Prefix stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: doby´lo – do´bylo, pridálo – prídalo, razda´lo –
 ro´zdalo, pere<ílo – pe´re<ilo,513 pri<i´lo – prí<ilo. 

End stress is dop./razg.: vzǽlo – vzælo´, narva´lo – narvalo.́514 
 End stress is labelled ne rek./prostoreh.: bra´lo – bralo´ (vo-, do-, doiz-, za-, iz-, na-,  
nedo-, obo-, oto-, pere-, pereiz-, po-, podo-, pona-, pri-, pro-, razo-, razu-, so-, u-), vra´lo –
vralo´ (na-, pere-, pri-, so-), gna´lo – gnalo´ (vo-, do-, za-, iz-, na-, obo-, oto-, pere-, po-, podo-,  
pri-, pro-, razo-, so-, u-), gni´lo – gnilo´ (do-, za-, iz-, nad-, ob-, ot-, pere-, po-, pod-, pro-, s-),  
dra´lo – dralo´ (do-, za-, izo-, na-, obo-, oto-, pere-, po-, pro-, razo-, so-, u-), <dálo – <dalo´  
(obo-, pere-, podo-, pro-), <ílo – <ilo´ (iz-, pere-,515 pri-, s-), <ra´lo – <ralo´ (po-, so-),  
zva´lo – zvalo´ (za-, na-, obo-, oto-, podo-, po-, pri-, pro-, so-), klǽlo – klælo´, lga´lo – lgalo´  
(na-, obo-, pri-, so-), lílo – lilo´ (v-, voz-, iz-, pere-, pod-, pri-, raz-, s-), ply´lo – plylo´  
(v-, vs-, do-, za-, na-, o-, ot-, pere-, pod-, po-, pri-, pro-, s-, u-), rva´lo – rvalo´ 516 (vzo-, do-, izo-,  
nado-, na-, obo-, oto-, pere-, podo-, po-, pre-, pro-, razo-, so-, u-), rodílo – rodilo´, sly´lo –  
slylo´ (pro-), spa´lo – spalo´ (do-, za-, nedo-, pere-, po-, pro-), tka´lo – tkalo´ (vo-, do-,  za-, izo-,  
na-, po-, pro-, razo-, so-, u-517). And the following, only with prefixes:probílo – probilo´,518  
-da´lo – -dalo´519 (iz-, nad-, napod-, pere-,520 pereiz-, peres-, pri-, raz-,521 s-), -zdálo – -zdalo´  
–––––––––––––––– 
511 = ‘вручить, сообщить и др. ’. 
512 = ‘испытать; перенести, выдержать’. 
513 = ‘прожить какое-то время; прожить дольше кого-чего-н., остаться жить после смерти кого-н.’. 
514 narvaló is labelled dop. in the meaning ‘тошнить’ and ne rek. in the meaning ‘выдергивать и др. ’. 
515 = ‘прожить какое-то время; прожить дольше кого-чего-н., остаться жить после смерти кого-н.’. 
516 In the meaning ‘тошнить’ rvaló is labelled dop. 
517 ne rek./razg. 
518 Variant only listed in RPP, meaning ‘to make a hole’. 
519 End stress is normative for the simplex verb. 
520 = ‘дать лишнего’. 
521 razdaló – rózdalo.  
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(vo-, vosso-, pereso-, so-), -nǽlo – -nælo´ (v-, dos-, zas-, ots-, peres-, raz-, s-, u-). 
 
End stress is the codified norm  

Stem stress is i/_: dalo´ – da´lo. 
 Stem stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: seklo´ – se´klo (simplex and with the prefixes za-, is-,  
nad-, na-, ob-, o-, ot-, pere-, pod-, po-, pre-, pro-, ras-, s-, u-).  
 
Stress on ne is the codified norm in ne´ dalo, with the variants ne dalo´ (dop./_) and ne da´lo  
(dop./_) and in ne´ <ilo with the variant ne <ílo (dop./razg.).  
 
Stress on ne is not the codified norm in ne´ pilo (dop. ustar./ustar. i kni<n.) and the 
explicit norm is ne pi´lo. 

4.5.4.2 Results 

Table 4.5-24. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

náhalo  norma  31.1 28.3 5.7 1.9 4.7 16.0 11.3 0.9
so´zdalo norma 10.4 17.9 7.6 0.0 19.8 22.6 18.9 2.8
zálilo norma  8.5 10.4 5.7 1.9 17.0 26.4 24.5 5.7
o´tperlo norma  3.8 9.4 6.6 0.9 11.3 41.5 24.5 1.9
do´lilo norma  1.9 0.9 0.9 1.9 16.0 41.5 32.1 4.7
ne´ dalo norma 0.9 8.5 2.8 0.0 13.2 29.3 43.4 1.9
prolílo dop./razg.  7.6 30.2 7.6 0.0 14.2 23.6 15.1 1.9
zalílo dop./_  8.5 20.8 11.3 0.9 11.3 25.5 19.8 1.9
poddálo i/razg.  6.6 16.0 4.7 0.9 16.0 34.9 16.0 4.7
prognílo norma  32.1 51.9 7.6 0.9 2.8 1.9 2.8 0.0
vzælo ́ dop./_  18.9 36.8 18.9 0.0 4.7 10.4 8.5 1.9
nabralo´ ne rek./pro. 11.3 26.4 13.2 0.9 16.0 18.9 9.4 3.8
dalo ́ norma 42.5 35.9 8.5 1.9 3.8 2.8 3.8 0.9

 
For some prefixed verbs with prefix stress as the explicit norm reported usage (and, where 
applicable, elicited usage) is low or very low. This is the case with, for instance, 
do´lilo, za´lilo, o´tperlo, so´zdalo.522 Stress on the negation (ne´ dalo) was neither used, 
reported to be used or considered correct.  
 Regarding the stem-stressed forms, only one such stress codified as normative was in-
vestigated. However, there was in this survey (with supportive material from a previous 
study) no hesitation among the informants as to whether progni´lo is correct. In addition, 
for the three stem-stressed variants investigated and labelled as equal to the norm or admis-
sible/colloquial, the reported usage was between 27.3 and 45.4 per cent, which is higher 
than for several prefix-stressed codified norms.  
 As far as the end-stressed forms are concerned, reported (and actual) usage was high 
both in the cases when they are normative, like dalo,́ and when they are not: ne dalo ́
(dop./_), vzælo ́ (dop./_), and nabralo´ (neprav./prostoreh.). The only exception is nahalo´. 
Strom (1988:443–444) concluded from his field data that neuter end stress “only occurs 
together with the maintenance of feminine end stress”: 

Since its retraction off the feminine gender/number marker which results in the failure to distinguish 
feminine from neuter (both forms having identical phonetic realizations – [↔] – and identical stress 

–––––––––––––––– 
522 The only prefix stress of those investigated which is widely spread and seen as correct is na´halo. 
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placement), the development of neuter end stress in conjunction with steadfast feminine end stress is better 
understood as amplification of the feminine : neuter distinction than as a manifestation of a tendency to 
neutralize the distinction. 

It seems to be a reasonable assumption that feminine end stress is a prerequisite for, but 
does not necessarily entail, neuter end stress (cf. nahala ́: na´halo). 
 To sum up, there is in the neuter forms both a tendency towards stem stress and towards 
end stress.523 Prefix stress is a weakening tendency, although there are a few exceptions 
like na´halo, where it is still retained. 
 
Prefix stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
A majority of the informants agree with the codified norm na´halo: 65.1 per cent report us-
age of this stress and it was the elicited usage of 71.0 per cent.524 The end-stressed variant 
was the actual usage of 25.8 per cent of the informants in the present survey, while stem 
stress seems hardly to be used. 
Table 4.5-25. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

na´halo nahaló naha´lo 
norma ne rek./prostoreh. grubo neprav./_ 

71.0% (22) 25.8% (8) 3.2% (1)
 

Thus, the position of this prefix-stressed form is rather strong: it is the explicit and the im-
plicit norm, although other forms – notably end stress – are spread. Further testimony of its 
viability is the fact that normative prefix stress in this verb (na´hal, na´halo, na´hali) appears 
to influence the stressing of the feminine form and the masculine reflexive form (> 
na´hala, na´halsä). 
 The only verb with an originally disyllabic stem and prefix stress as explicit norm is 
so´zdalo. While elicited usage showed that this stress was the most current one among the 
language users, the two alternative stresses sozda´lo (dop./razg.) and sozdalo´ (ne rek./ 
prostoreh.) were quite frequent and the distribution between these variants was rather even. 
The reported usage for so´zdalo was 35.9 per cent (61.3 per cent reported non-usage). In 
Ukiah (1994) it was used by just over half the informants (55 per cent), while sozda´lo was 
used by 20 per cent and sozdalo´ by 25 per cent. Accordingly, so´zdalo, sozda´lo and sozdalo´ 
are all frequent, although prefix stress apparently prevails.525 
Table 4.5-26. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sózdalo sozda´lo sozdaló 
norma dop./razg. ne rek./prostoreh. 

45.2% (14) 25.8% (8) 29.0% (9)
 
No conclusions as to the position of prefix-stressed codified norms can be drawn solely 
from the results for stem-stressed variants of these. Nevertheless, the reported usage of 
prolílo (dop./razg., 45.4 per cent, 33 per cent in Ukiah526) and podda´lo (i/razg., 27.3 per 

–––––––––––––––– 
523 The relationship between these requires further studies, both as to which tendency is the stronger and as to 
whether one stage generally precedes the other, i.e. if there is a line of development such as prefix stress > 
stem stress > end stress. 
524 In Ukiah’s survey usage of this stress was 57 per cent, while 43 per cent stressed nahaló and no 
one naha´lo. 
525 Cf. the results in Ukiah for pro<ilo: pró<ilo 48 per cent, pro<i´lo 19 per cent, pro<iló 33 per cent. 
526 In Ukiah’s survey 24 per cent stressed prólilo (codified norm) and 43 per cent 
proliló (ne rek./prostoreh.).  
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cent) indicate that stem stress is not the strongest tendency for all preterite neuter forms. In 
certain verbs, prefix stress can be retained, yet in others end stress prevails. 
 
Prefix stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
With the exception of na´halo and to a certain extent so´zdalo, reported and actual usage was 
low for the neuter forms with prefix stress as explicit norm. For do´lilo it was even very 
low: only 3.7 per cent reported usage for this stress, while 89.6 per cent of the informants 
reported that they do not use it and know or believe it is wrong. 
 Another prefix-stressed norm with low reported usage (19.8 per cent) is o´tperlo.  
 For za´lilo the figures are somewhat higher, although here, too, only a minority agree 
with this explicit norm (24.6 per cent; 67.9 report not using it). This could be compared to 
the figures for the admissible variant zalílo (dop./_) which can be considered to be the 
norm of 40.6 per cent of the informants. The comparatively low total figure for these two 
variants (only about 65 per cent) leads us to assume that the variant zalilo ́
(ne rek./prostoreh.), not included in the survey, is probably at least as widespread as the 
codified norm za´lilo.  
 In this connection stress on the negative particle ne will be dealt with. Not one informant 
used the explicit norm ne´ dalo in the oral part of the investigation, and it was the reported 
usage of and considered correct by 12.2 per cent of the informants, as compared to 85.9 per 
cent who reported non-usage. The stem-stressed variant ne da´lo (labelled dop./_) was used 
by 9.7 per cent, and the stress variant that had the largest usage – 83.9 per cent – was 
ne dalo ́(labelled dop./_). End stress thus seems to be the implicit norm for dalo both with 
and without ne, and in the latter case it is also the explicit norm (see below).  
Table 4.5-27. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

né dalo ne daló ne da´lo Invalid
norma dop./_ dop./_  

0.0% (0) 83.9% (26) 9.7% (3) 6.4% (2)
 
In Ukiah’s survey no informant used the stress ne´ dalo either; 20 per cent stressed ne da´lo 
and 80 ne dalo.́ He concludes that “[i]n the modern language retraction onto the negative 
particles не and ни only occurs with the verb быть (non-feminine forms) and it is no 
longer current with the verbs дать жить пить” (Ukiah 1996:680–682). Consequently, 
the results of the present investigation, corroborated by another survey, lead to the conclu-
sion that although the stress ne´ dalo is the explicit norm, it is not the implicit norm. It has as 
such been replaced by ne dalo ́and this awaits reflection in codification.527 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The only stem-stressed neuter normative stress investigated, progni´lo, is undoubtedly also 
the implicit norm (91.6 per cent reported usage). (Compare Ukiah: 86 per cent.) 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Reported usage of the end-stressed norm dalo´ was high: 86.9 per cent, as was actual usage: 
87.1 per cent.528 The stem-stressed da´lo (i/_) was used by only one of the informants. Con-
sequently, dalo ́is the explicit and the implicit norm. 
–––––––––––––––– 
527 Remarkably enough, when BTS–1998 lists two stresses as normative and equal, it gives 
ne da´lo and ne´ dalo, but not ne daló. 
528 In Ukiah’s survey there was also high usage: 90 per cent. 10 per cent stressed da´lo. 
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Table 4.5-28. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
daló da´lo Invalid 

norma i/_  
87.1% (27) 3.2% (1) 9.7% (3) 

 
In Ukiah (1998:318) a majority of speakers used what he calls “[t]he surprising desinence-
stressed forms dalo´ and <ilo”́.529 Actually, they are not quite that surprising, as neither is 
rare in contemporary speech. They are not, however, equally surprising from a normative 
point of view as dalo´ is even considered perfectly normative in for instance OS–1997, 
while <ilo ́is labelled ne rek./prostoreh. 
 In the survey results there was no example of a normative end stress that was not ad-
hered to. On the other hand, there were examples of non-normative end stress with high 
reported usage: nabralo ́(ne rek./prostoreh.) – 50.9 per cent530 and vzælo´ (dop./_), – 74.6 per 
cent (76 per cent in Ukiah 1994531). This further underlines the strong tendency towards end 
stress in the neuter past form, although it seems unlikely that it encompasses all verbs.532 

4.5.5 Plural non-reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
The variation in the plural preterite is, like in the masculine and neuter forms, mainly be-
tween prefix stress and stem stress. (See 4.5.2.) 
 There is also variation between prefix stress/stem stress and end stress, like in the neuter 
forms. It has been put forward that end stress is less common in plural than in neuter forms 
(Nen'ko 1984c:58), and in the sources examples of end stress in the preterite plural are in-
deed fewer than those in neuter. In fact, only the following verbs or verbal formants are 
listed in both sources as having an end-stressed variant: klæli, -merli (ob-, ot-, po-, u-), 
-perli (za-, ot-), -plyli (without prefix and with po-). Apart from these there are several 
forms that are listed only in RPP, but even if these are taken into account the number of 
plural end-stressed variants is smaller than for neuter end stress. 
 End stress in the neuter is not only more frequent533 than in the plural, it is also more ac-
cepted. While there are several neuter end-stressed variants that are considered admissible, 
all plural end stresses are in RPP labelled prostoreh., and, as can be seen in the assessment 
of OS for the end-stressed variants poplylo´ (ne rek.) and poplylí (neprav.), end stress is 
less condemned in neuter than in plural. 

4.5.5.1 Dictionary data 
Prefix stress is the codified norm 

Stem stress is i/i: pro´bili – probíli,534 po´ddali – podda´li,535 o´b<ili – ob<íli,  
o´t<ili – ot<íli, pe´re<ili – pere<íli,536 do´lili – dolíli,537 nedo´lili – nedolíli,  

–––––––––––––––– 
529 The stress <iló was used by 60 per cent and <i´lo by 40 per cent. 
530 The explicit stress norm for this verb is nabra´lo. 
531 In Ukiah (1994) 24 per cent used the codified normative stress vzǽlo. 
532 In Kolesov (1964) for instance, 67.6 per cent stressed <da´lo and 36.0 <daló. In Ukiah (1994) 24 per cent 
used <da´lo (codified norm), 76 per cent <daló (ne rek./prostoreh.), 29 per cent snæ´lo (codified norm) and 71 
per cent snæló (ne rek./prostoreh.). 
533 “Frequent” here refers to the number of forms in which end stress in the neuter is found in the 
lexicographic sources. 
534 In the meaning ‘to strike’. 
535 i/razg. 
536 i/razg. In the meaning ‘испытать; перенести, выдержать’. 
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o´blili – oblíli, o´tlili – otlíli, priza´næli – prizanǽli, prina´næli – prinanǽli, 
do´pili – dopíli,538 o´tpili – otpíli, po´pili – popíli, pro´pili – propi´li. 
 Stem stress is dop./razg.: po´byli – poby´li, pro´byli – proby´li, do´dali – doda´li,  
za´dali – zada´li, zapro´dali – zaproda´li, nedo´dali – nedoda´li, o´bdali – obda´li, o´tdali –
otda´li, pe´redali – pereda´li,539 perepro´dali – pereproda´li, po´dali – poda´li, pre´dali –
preda´li, prepo´dali – prepoda´li, pro´dali – proda´li, raspro´dali – rasprodáli,540 do´<ili –
do<i´li, za´<ili – za<íli, na´<ili – na<íli, po´<ili – po<íli, pro´<ili – pro<i´li,  
po´d<ili – pod<i´li,541 so´zdali – sozda´li, za´lili – zalíli, na´lili – nalíli, po´lili –
políli, pro´lili – prolíli, pe´remerli – peremërli,542 o´bnæli – obnǽli, o´tnæli – otnǽli,  
pe´renæli – perenǽli, po´dnæli – podnæ´li, pripo´dnæli – pripodnæ´li.543  
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: o´tbyli – otby´li,544 príbyli – priby´li, o´<ili –
o<íli.545  
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: most verbs on -nǽtþ: vosprínæli – vosprinǽli, 
do´næli – donǽli, za´næli – zanǽli, na´næli – nanǽli, pereza´næli – perezanæ´li, predprín- 
æli – predprinæ´li, prínæli – prinæ´li, pro´næli – pronæ´li; and also verbs with two other 
stems: u´byli – uby´li, pro´klæli – proklǽli. 
 Stem stress is grubo neprav. etc.: two verbs on -nǽtþ (cf. above): nedopo´næli – nedo-
ponæ´li (prostoreh. in RPP), po´næli – ponǽli (grubo prostoreh. in RPP); and also na´hali –
naha´li (prostoreh. in RPP). 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: Only the verbs on -mere´tþ and -pere´tþ are listed in both 
sources with an end-stressed variant (labelled neprav./prostoreh.): o´bmerli – obmerlí,  
o´tmerli – otmerlí, po´merli – pomerlí, u´merli – umerlí, za´perli – zaperlí, o´tperli –
otperlí. The following end-stressed variants are listed only in RPP (as prostoreh.): u´byli – 
ubylí, za´dali – zadalí, nedo´dali – nedodalí, perepro´dali – pereprodalí, pre´dali –
predalí, pe´re<ili – pere<ilí,546 so´zdali – sozdalí, pro´klæli – proklælí, nedo´lili –
nedolilí, po´lili – polilí, do´næli – donælí, pe´renæli – perenælí, po´dnæli – podnælí,  
pro´næli – pronælí. 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm  
 Prefix stress is _/prostoreh.: probíli – pro´bili,547 podobra´li – podo´brali, razvi´li – 
ra´zvili, podgni´li – po´dgnili, pozva´li – po´zvali, peresozda´li – preso´zdali, otsnǽli – 
o´tsnæli. The verbs containing the prefix pere- are never stressed on the second syllable of 
the prefix. According to the book norm they may be stressed on the first syllable of the pre-
fix (pe´redali, pe´re<ili, pe´renæli) or on the stem (peredáli,548 pere<íli) (cf. above), but 
never pere´dali, pere´<ili, pere´næli (all labelled neprav./prostoreh.). 

–––––––––––––––– 
537 i/razg. 
538 i/razg.  
539 = ‘вручить, сообщить и др.’. 
540 Stem stress is dop. in OS, in RPP it is the norm and prefix stress is labelled prostoreh. 
541 i/razg.  
542 peremërli is labelled dop. in OS and is the norm in RPP. The norm in OS – pe´remerli – is in RPP labelled 
kni<n. 
543 dop./i.  
544 ne rek./razg. 
545 ne rek./razg. 
546 = ‘испытать; перенести, выдержать’. 
547 In the meaning ‘make a hole’. 
548 pereda´li is the codified norm in the meaning ‘дать лишнего’ and here pere´dali is the only variant. 
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 Prefix stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: doby´li – do´byli, prida´li – prídali, pere<íli –
 pe´re<ili,549 pri<i´li – prí<ili, razda´li – ro´zdali. 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: klǽli – klælí (ne rek./prostoreh.). 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: ply´li – plylí (neprav./prostoreh.). The only prefixed 
verb of this type included in both dictionaries is poply´li –poplylí  
(neprav./prostoreh.).550 The following are listed only in RPP (_/prostoreh.): bra´li – bralí  
(na-, podo-), vra´li – vralí, <da´li – <dalí (pere-), zva´li – zvalí (po-), lga´li – lgalí,  
-gna´li – -gnalí (oto-, pere-, pro-), sgníli – sgnilí, peresda´li – peresdalí, peredra´li –
peredralí, -<íli – -<ilí (pere-,551 pri-, s-), -líli – -lilí (pere-, pod-), snǽli – snælí,  
-ply´li – -plylí (o-, pere-, u-), -rva´li – -rvalí (obo-, pere-, po-). 
 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: seklí – se´kli552 (the simplex verb and with prefixes). 
 
Stress on ne is the codified norm in ne´ dali with the variant ne da´li (dop./_) and in 
ne´ <ili, with the variant ne <íli, labelled dop./_.  
 
Stress on ne is not the codified norm in ne´ pili (dop. ustar./ustar. i kni<n.) and the 
codified norm is ne píli. 

–––––––––––––––– 
549 = ‘прожить какое-то время; прожить дольше кого-чего-н., остаться жить после смерти кого-н.’. 
550 The inclusion of this verb is most certainly motivated by the stress in the well-known poem/song 
“Катюша” by Isakovskij (see also Nen'ko 1984c).  
551 = ‘прожить какое-то время; прожить дольше кого-чего-н., остаться жить после смерти кого-н.’. 
552 Nen'ko devotes a whole subchapter to this verbal stem. There is much more variation in earlier sources 
than in the contemporary ones used for the present study, but both OS–1997 and RPP–1996 and the 
informants seem to confirm that the norm in this stem is fixed now and that this stress has taken over both in 
usage and in codification (Nen'ko 1984a:166–170).  
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4.5.5.2 Results 

Table 4.5-29. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 
whether 

it is 
correct

but I 
know 

that it is 
incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I know 
that it is 

incorrect
 

zádali norma  34.0 41.5 8.5 0.0 0.9 3.8 4.7 6.6
náhali norma  38.7 34.0 5.7 0.9 2.8 10.4 7.6 0.0
o´<ili norma  18.9 22.6 15.1 0.9 15.1 12.3 11.3 3.8
pro´<ili norma  17.9 29.3 8.5 1.9 11.3 18.9 7.6 4.7
zá<ili norma  16.0 30.2 8.5 1.9 5.7 21.7 13.2 2.8
pro´pili

553 norma  16.0 20.8 15.1 4.7 6.6 18.9 12.3 4.7
raspro´dali norma/pro.  17.9 27.4 9.4 0.9 10.4 21.7 8.5 3.8
po´dnæli norma  7.6 17.0 1.9 2.8 10.4 36.8 20.8 2.8
o´t<ili norma  1.9 17.0 7.6 2.8 16.0 38.7 16.0 0.0
pripo´dnæli norma  5.7 13.2 3.8 1.9 17.0 25.5 28.3 4.7
pe´renæli norma  6.6 3.8 1.9 1.9 9.4 30.2 42.5 3.8
dopíli i/razg.  48.1 42.5 6.6 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.9
perenæ´li dop./razg.  34.0 47.2 7.6 0.9 3.8 3.8 1.9 0.9
ot<íli i/i  31.1 37.7 9.4 0.0 9.4 9.4 2.8 0.0
propíli i/i  26.4 40.6 10.4 0.9 4.7 11.3 4.7 0.9
prodáli dop./razg.  22.6 42.5 9.4 0.9 6.6 9.4 8.5 0.0
poby´li  dop./razg.  29.3 29.3 15.1 0.0 8.5 9.4 5.7 2.8
podnæ´li dop./razg.  25.5 45.3 1.9 1.9 5.7 10.4 4.7 4.7
pro<íli dop./razg.  27.4 32.1 5.7 0.9 13.2 14.2 5.7 0.9
proby´li dop./razg.  18.9 37.7 8.5 0.9 10.4 16.0 6.6 0.9
o<íli ne rek./razg.  19.8 28.3 10.4 0.9 14.2 16.0 9.4 0.9
naháli grubo neprav./pro.  5.7 7.6 0.0 0.0 18.9 16.0 51.9 0.0
prosékli dop. ustar./ustar.  2.8 2.8 2.8 1.9 8.5 30.2 50.9 0.0
o´tsnæli  _/pro.  1.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 8.5 29.3 48.1 3.8
otmerlí  neprav./pro.  6.6 11.3 8.5 2.8 11.3 27.4 27.4 4.7
nabralí _/pro. 1.9 1.9 0.0 1.9 9.4 25.5 58.5 0.9

 
Some prefix-stressed plural preterite forms are definitely the explicit and the implicit norm: 
za´dali, na´hali, o´tmerli, o´<ili (although o<íli also has a strong position554). 
 For some verb forms the implicit norm is both prefix stress and stem stress, with stem 
stress appearing as the stronger one for most, but not for all, of these: pro<íli – 
pro´<ili, za<íli – za´<ili, propíli – pro´pili, podnæ´li – po´dnæli (and probably also 
pripodnæ´li – pripo´dnæli), proda´li – pro´dali, proby´li – pro´byli, rasproda´li – 
raspro´dali. 

For a few other verb forms prefix stress appears to be on the way of becoming – or has 
already become – obsolete, while the position of the stem stress is strong and it is already 
the implicit norm, asking for reflection in codification. This applies to ot<i´li and 
o´t<ili, perenǽli and pe´renæli, and probably also dopíli and do´pili and poby´li and  
po´byli. 
 When prefix stress is not the codified norm, it is not widespread. The opposite, however, 
i.e. high usage of non-normative stem stress, is quite common.  
 Obsolescent forms (here prose´kli, and there is further evidence in other parts of the 
study) are never used to a high degree once they have been codified as antiquated. It seems 

–––––––––––––––– 
553 One informant claims not to use the stress, but “knows that it is correct”. 
554 The label “not recommended” in OS might be too strong a condemnation for this stress variant. The 
labelling in RPP, “colloquial”, or even a recognition of it as normatively equal to prefix stress is perhaps 
more appropriate.  
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that once a form receives the notation “obsolescent” etc. it has already such a weak position 
in the language community that it hardly poses a threat to the new explicit norms. 
 For end stress in the plural preterite forms there is low usage – elicited and/or reported – 
and it is generally much lower than for the neuter forms. As an example a comparison of 
the informants’ attitudes to the end-stressed nabralo´ and nabralí can be adduced. Ap-
proximately half the informants – 50.9 per cent –claim to use the stress nabralo´ (ne rek./ 
prostoreh.) and believe it is correct, while nabralí (_/prostoreh.) gets almost no recogni-
tion at all: only 3.8 per cent (4 out of 106 informants) say they use it and believe it is right. 
Consequently, if end stress is impinging on prefix and stem stress in the neuter forms, this 
hardly seems to be the case for the plural preterite forms. (Compare Strom 1988, who 
claims that the rise of end stress is taking place also in the plural.) 
 
Prefix stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
There is no doubt that explicit and implicit norms coincide for na´hali. The reported usage 
of this codified norm was 78.4 per cent. This form was included twice in the sentences used 
for the oral part of the investigation and all (60) valid replies except one gave the stress 
na´hali.555 The other elicited usage was nahalí, not listed as a variant in the dictionaries. 
The stress naha´li, labelled as grubo neprav./prostoreh., was not elicited once.556  
Table 4.5-30. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

na´hali naha´li nahali´  Invalid
norma grubo neprav./prostoreh. _/_(not included)

93.5% (29) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1) 3.2% (1)
 
Table 4.5-31. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

na´hali naha´li nahali´ 
norma grubo neprav./prostoreh. _/_(not included) 

96.8% (30) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 
Another verb with a strong position for prefix stress is za´dali: 84.0 per cent of the infor-
mants reported usage of this stress and the actual usage was equally high: 74.2 per cent. 
The stem-stressed variant was used by 22.6 per cent and no one used end stress. The results 
in Kolesov (1964) showed a similar distribution of the replies between the different vari-
ants, with a majority for prefix stress: 91.0 per cent used za´dali, 13.1 per cent zada´li (cf. 
11.9 per cent in RJaSO 1963) and 0.5 per cent used zadalí. 
Table 4.5-32. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

za´dali zada´li zadali´ Invalid
norma dop./razg. _/prostoreh.  

74.2% (23) 22.6% (7) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 

The explicit norm o´tmerli was the actual usage of 77.4 per cent, while otmerlí (marked as 
neprav./prostoreh.) was used by 12.9 per cent of the respondents. The variants otme´rli and 
otmërli were each elicited once. When asked whether they use the end-stressed variant 
otmerlí and whether they see it as correct 26.4 per cent of the informants answered that 
they did so. These results show (1) that the explicit norm is also the implicit norm, (2) that 
the end-stressed variant is used to a certain extent, although not competing with the norm, 
and (3) that variants not listed in the orthoepic sources do exist. 

–––––––––––––––– 
555 In Ukiah all 21 informants stressed na´hali. 
556 Reported usage of this stress was 13.3 per cent. 
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Table 4.5-33. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
ótmerli otmerli ́ otmérli otmërli Invalid 
norma neprav./prostoreh. _/_ (not included) _/_ (not included)  

77.4% (24) 12.9% (4) 3.2% (1) 3.2% (1) 3.2% (1) 
 
Apart from the above-mentioned verb forms, in which prefix stress appears to be the only 
implicit as well as explicit norm, there are forms for which this prefix stress is existing in 
parallel with an implicit stem-stressed norm that in codification is generally not on par with 
prefix stress. 
 One such form is o<ili. The reported usage was high for two stress variants of this 
verb: 56.6 per cent for the prefix-stressed norm o´<ili, and 58.5 per cent for the stem-
stressed variant o<íli (ne rek./razg.). In actual usage, in less monitored speech, stem stress 
is somewhat more common: 58.1 stressed o<i´li and 38.7 per cent o´<ili.557 The results of 
the two parts of the survey taken together show that both stresses are used and accepted, 
and that the labelling “colloquial” in RPP for the stem stress might be more appropriate 
than the more severe “not recommended” in OS, although it could be argued that these 
stress variants should even be recognised as equal in codification.   
Table 4.5-34. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

ó<ili o<i´li o<ili ́
norma ne rek./razg. _/_ (not included) 

38.7% (12) 58.1% (18) 3.2% (1)
 

For the verb pro<ili as well a majority of the informants claim that they use both stresses, 
although the majority is larger for the stem-stressed variant pro<íli (dop./razg.): 65.2 per 
cent, as compared to 55.7 per cent for pro´<ili (codified norm). The results of the oral 
survey confirm that there are two norms (pro´<ili and pro<i´li) and that stem stress is 
prevailing in actual usage: pro´<ili: 38.7 per cent; pro<íli: 61.3 per cent.558  
Table 4.5-35. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pró<ili pro<i´li 
norma dop./razg. 

38.7% (12) 61.3% (19) 
 

The prefix-stressed za´<ili is the explicit norm and 54.7 per cent of the informants reported 
usage of this stress. Together with the results of Ukiah – za´<ili 57 per cent, za<íli 43 per 
cent – and of Pirogova – za<íli 60 per cent – this indicates that both prefix stress and stem 
stress are widespread and functioning as the implicit norm. 
 Another form with two stresses as implicit norm is propili. The reported usage for 
pro´pili (codified norm) was 51.9 per cent559 and for the “equal variant to the norm” 
propíli (i/i) it was higher: 77.4 per cent. The results of the other surveys are at least su-
perficially conflicting, although they indicate rather high usage for both stresses: 

–––––––––––––––– 
557 In Ukiah’s study (1994), which implied a choice between the two variants, 81 per cent stressed ó<ili and 
19 per cent o<i´li. 
558 Cf. congruous results in other surveys: pró<ili was used by 52 per cent in Ukiah (1994) and 
pro<i´li was used by 60 per cent in Pirogova (1967) and by 48 per cent in Ukiah (1994). The results can also 
be compared with the results for this verb in the masculine, where the words were checked in two contexts. 
The results were similar for the two contexts and quite similar for the two variants: just above 50 per cent for 
the prefix-stressed normative form and just below 50 per cent for the stem-stressed. The number of syllables 
could play a role for the difference in the results between the masculine and plural forms. 
559 One informant claims not to use the stress, but “knows that it is correct”. 
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pro´pili 67 per cent and propíli 33 per cent in Ukiah (1994), and propíli 62.7 per cent in 
Pirogova (1967). 
 Yet another form with two stresses as implicit norm is prodali. Reported usage for the 
stem stress proda´li (dop./razg.) was high: 74.5 per cent (non-usage 24.5 per cent). The 
survey of actual usage showed that the prefix-stressed pro´dali (explicit norm) was used by 
74.2 per cent of the respondents, while proda´li was used by 22.6 per cent.560 Both prefix 
stress and stem stress seem to be used and accepted; in more or less unmonitored speech 
pro´dali is more common, but still a majority of the informants accept and claim to use the 
stress proda´li. 
 Table 4.5-36. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pródali proda´li Invalid 
norma dop./razg.  

74.2% (23) 22.6% (7) 3.2% (1) 
 
Another verb form for which it is necessary to take the results of both parts of the survey in 
order to get the full picture of the norm situation is probyli. In actual speech preference 
was given to prefix stress: pro´byli (codified norm) was used by 67.6 per cent and 
proby´li (dop./razg.) by 32.3 per cent.561 Reported usage, however, showed a large accep-
tance of the variant proby´li, as 65.1 per cent claimed to use this stress and believed it was 
correct. 
Table 4.5-37. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

próbyli probýli 
norma dop./razg. 

67.6% (21) 32.3% (10) 
 
The stress raspro´dali is the explicit norm of OS and labelled prostoreh. in RPP (a labelling 
that differs not only from OS, but also from other sources). Reported usage of this stress is 
54.7 per cent, and actual usage is 61.3 per cent (38.7 per cent for rasprodáli). This 
suggests that raspro´dali is also the implicit norm and that the sources giving this stress as 
the explicit norm are in line with current educated usage. Hence the labelling in RPP seems 
peculiar as it deviates both from the explicit norm in the other sources and from the implicit 
norm. 
Table 4.5-38. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

raspródali rasproda´li 
norma/prostoreh.  dop./norma 

61.3% (19) 38.7% (12)
 
Prefix stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm  
For podnæli both reported and actual usage were larger for the stem-stressed variant than 
for the prefix stress, codified as normative: 72.7 per cent of the informants reported usage 
of podnǽli (dop./razg.) and claimed that they believe it is correct (20.8 per cent non-usage), 
and 51.6 per cent actually pronounced podnǽli. The reverse figures were found 
for po´dnæli, which was the reported usage of 26.5 per cent (non-usage 67.9 per cent) and 
the actual usage of 38.7 per cent. These results suggest that stem stress in this verb is the 
implicit norm and while prefix stress is still used and accepted, the position of stem stress 
in this case is stronger. 

–––––––––––––––– 
560 proda´li was used by 45.3 per cent in Pirogova (1967). 
561 Stem stress was used by 38.7 per cent in Pirogova (1967). 
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Table 4.5-39. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
pódnæli podnǽli podnæli´ Invalid
norma dop./razg. _/prostoreh.  

38.7% (12) 51.6% (16) 3.2% (1) 3.2% (1)
 

Reported usage for the explicit norm pripo´dnæli was 22.7 per cent (with 70.8 per cent 
non-usage). The results for this verb form are thus similar to those for po´dnæli above. 
 Another verb in which prefix stress is the codified norm, although stem stress has a 
stronger normative position among the speakers, is ot<ili. For this form the proportion 
between the replies is about the same as for podnæli. Reported usage of prefix stress 
(o´t<ili) is 26.5 per cent (non-usage: 70.7 per cent), while for the stem-stressed 
ot<i´li (i/i) it is 78.2 per cent (non-usage: 21.6 per cent). It could be assumed that 
o´t<ili might be disappearing. 
 Yet another prefix stress which does not seem to function as a norm, although it is codi-
fied as such, is pe´renæli. The percentage reporting usage of this stress is 12.3 (non-usage 
82.1 per cent). At the same time, perenæ´li (dop./razg.) is the reported usage of 88.8 per cent 
(non-usage of 9.5 per cent). Thus, there seems to be no doubt that stem stress is the implicit 
norm, and that prefix stress is on the way to becoming obsolete. This process has perhaps 
gone even farther in perenæli than in ot<ili above. 
 Two final examples of prefix stress being the explicit norms, but probably not existing 
as implicit norms are do´pili and po´byli. Since the prefix-stressed forms were not inves-
tigated for these two verbs, conclusions cannot be drawn as for their diffusion. Still, based 
on the high figures for the stem-stressed variants, it seems reasonable to postulate that these 
are two of the many verbs where stem stress – codified as a variant to the norm in the 
sources – is in fact the implicit norm. Reported usage is high, 73.7 per cent (23.6 per cent 
non-usage) for the stem-stressed variant poby´li (dop./razg.),562 and it was even higher for 
dopíli (i/razg.): as many as 97.2 per cent of the informants claim to use this variant and 
consider it correct, while a mere 1.9 per cent report not using it.563  
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
Both prefix-stressed and end-stressed variants to the stem stresses codified as normative 
were discarded. This is a token that the explicit norm is at least not being ousted by these 
variants. Although this does not automatically imply that the explicit norm with stem stress 
is also the implicit norm, it is the reasonable conclusion in these cases, as the general ten-
dency is towards stem stress. That prefix stress is not widespread when not normative is 
proved by the results for the stress variant o´tsnæli (see also masculine above).564 It is listed 
only in RPP (as prostoreh.) and is discarded by as many as 85.9 per cent of the users, with 
only 7.5 per cent reporting usage.565  
 The end-stressed variant in the plural preterite nabralí (_/prostoreh.) also had very low 
reported usage: 3.8 per cent (cf. 93.4 per cent reported non-usage). 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
562 In Ukiah’s survey stem stress prevailed: póbyli 38 per cent, pobýli 62 per cent. 
563 In Ukiah (1994) dopíli was used by 79 per cent and dópili by 21 per cent. 
564 The exception to this are some reflexive verbs with the stems -hat', -nät' , -peret' in the non-feminine 
forms. 
565 N.B. Nevertheless this “incorrect” prefix stress is more accepted than some prefix-stressed forms codified 
as norms (na´lil, pe´remer, dólilo). 
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End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
That the end-stressed proseklí is both the explicit and the implicit norm can be conjectured 
from the results for the stress prose´kli (considered dop. ustar./ustar.). This stress is the 
reported usage of only a small number of the informants (8.4 per cent). A large majority, 
89.6 per cent, claim not to use it and know or assume it is incorrect. 

4.5.6 Masculine reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
Masculine preterite reflexive forms stressed on -sä́ are, according to Voroncova (1979:187–
190), hardly found in 18th century poetry, and it was not until the beginning of the 19th 
century that these stress variants became frequent.566 In poetry from the first half of the 19th 
century there is vacillation between stress on the reflexive ending and on the stem in the 
masculine form of the preterite of verbs containing an originally monosyllabic stem. By 
way of example, Puškin vacillates between rodílsä and rodilsä́, podnä́lsä and podnälsä´, 
vzvi´lsä and vzvilsä́ (Černyšëv 1912:65–66). He uses, for instance, both stresses in one and 
the same poem (“Гусар” 1833, quoted from Gorbačevič 1971:56): “Kak vzvi´lsæ, kak ponës 
menæ ...” and “No kverxu vdrug vzvilsæ´ æ puxom”.567 Up to the beginning of the 20th century 
several verbs had end stress in the masculine reflexive preterite form: bralsä,́ vzälsä́,  
vpilsä́, dalsä,́ udalsä́ (etc.), do<dalsä́, zavelsä́, zapersä́ (etc.), zvalsä́, klälsä́,nazvalsä́,  
nahalsä́, opersä́, polilsä,́ pro<ilsä́, prinälsä́, priplelsä́ (etc.), razbrelsä́, rodilsä,́ 
splylsä́ (Černyšëv 1908:58–59).568 
 As shown in the table below the stress otdalsǽ was considered normative in Ušakov–
1935–1940, while from at least 1950 it has not been considered normative in codification. 
It is still, however, included as an obsolescent variant in contemporary dictionaries. This 
raises the question as to how long it is necessary to include such variants in handbooks. 
How likely is it that a stress that probably even before 1950 was seen as obsolete is still 
used today and has to be “warned against”? 

Table 4.5-40. Normative notation for the stresses otda´lsä́ in sources from the 1930s to the 1990s. 

 otdalsæ´ otdálsæ 
Ušakov–1935–1940 norma ––– 
BAS–1950–1965 ––– norma 

A&O–1960 ustar. norma 

A&Z–1970 ––– norma 

Gorbačevič–1973 ustarevaüqee norma 

A&Z–1984 ––– norma 

RPP–1996 ustar. norma 

OS–1997 dop. ustar. norma 

 
In contemporary sources stress on -sä́ is preferred by dictionaries and handbooks for a few 
verbs only. Nen'ko (1984c:61) draws the conclusion that end stress is somewhat more 
widespread among verbs containing the roots -(n)æ-, -klæ-, -ha- and in the verb roditþsæ. In 
reply to this statement, three remarks must be made. Firstly, Nen'ko does not explicitly say 
that there are also verbs on -nætþsæ that, according to contemporary normative sources, are 

–––––––––––––––– 
566 The origin of and explanation for this stress type is discussed in, among others, Pirogova (1959a:134–136) 
and Voroncova (1979:186–191). 
567 In Ušakov’s dictionary from 1935–1940 the two variants are considered equal: vzvi´lsæ and vzvilsæ´. The 
end-stressed variant is now considered obsolescent. 
568 “Постепенно ударение на основе (характерное для южнорусских говоров) становилось преобла-
дающим” (Gorbačevič 1971:57). 

 199



stem-stressed (snǽlsæ, unæ´lsæ) and in which end stress (snælsǽ, unælsǽ) is looked upon as 
obsolescent. Secondly, -klæ- is mentioned by Nen'ko as one of the stems in which end 
stress can still be found, but in our – more recent – sources (and also in Gorbačevič–1973  
and A&O–1960, referred to by Nen'ko), poklælsǽ and klælsǽ are definitely dated 
(dop. ustar./ustar.) and the contemporary norm is klǽlsæ, poklǽlsæ. Thirdly, she does not 
mention -pere´tþsæ as one of the stems which still has end stress as the codified norm  
(zapersǽ, otpersǽ). 
 Apparently, there is no consensus regarding in which verbs end stress in the reflexive 
masculine preterite form is normative. According to the Academy grammar (Russkaja 
grammatika 1980:692) еnd stress is from a normative point of view more or less equal to 
stem stress in zanælsǽ, nanælsæ,́ otnælsæ,́ podnælsǽ, prinælsǽ and rodilsǽ. 
 Some similarities with – but also divergences from – the above recommendations are 
found in Ostrogorskaja-Jakšič (1987:61–62). Based on ten normative sources, she gives 
recommendations for students and teachers of Russian as a foreign language and lists the 
following six verbs with stress on -sǽ: zanælsæ´, nanælsæ,́ prinælsǽ, nahalsæ,́ zapersǽ,  
otpersǽ, and with admissible end stress otnælsǽ, podnælsǽ, rodilsǽ. Other examples are 
given in Gorbačevič (1971:57–58): prinælsǽ, nahalsæ,́ nanælsæ,́ in Voroncova (1979:190): 
nahalsä́, zanälsä,́ obnälsä́, zapersä́ and in Krysin (1974:228): nahalsǽ, prinælsǽ. 
 Stress on the reflexive particle in the masculine preterite forms seems to be disappear-
ing, as it is generally classified as obsolescent or obsolete and is the codified norm only for 
a few verbs. This conclusion is drawn by, for instance, Nen'ko (1984c:60–61), Nicholson 
(1968:31) and Krysin (1974:228). Garde (1976:275) vindicates that “Il reste en russe 
moderne quelques rares traces d’accent sur un -sja resté syllabique: zanjalsj'a «il 
s’occupa», načalsj'a «il commença», mais ces formes sont concurrencées dans la langue 
moderne par nač'alsja, zanj'alsja, elles sont en voie de disparition.” However, it is doubtful 
whether the stem-stressed variants naha´lsä (neprav.) and zanä́lsä (dop.) are the more serious 
competitors or successors of the end-stressed forms. It seems more likely that the prefix-
stressed variants of these verbs, na´halsä and za´nälsä (both labelled neprav.), will ultimately 
assert themselves.569  

4.5.6.1 Dictionary data 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: bra´lsæ – bralsæ ´ (vzo-, vo-, do-, za-, izo-, na-, pere-,  
podna-, podo-, pona-, pri-, pro-, razo-, so-, u-), -brëlsä – -brelsä´ (raz-, s-), сby´lsæ –
sbylsä́, vëlsæ – velsæ´ (v-, za-, iz-, obza-, pere-, po-, raz-, s-), vílsæ – vilsǽ  
(vz-, za-, iz-, na-, ob-, pere-, pod-, pri-, raz-, s-), -vra´lsæ – vralsǽ (do-, za-, pro-),  
gna´lsæ – gnalsǽ (po-, razo-, u-), da´lsæ – dalsǽ (v-, za-, ob-, ot-, pere-, po-, pod-, pre-,  
pro-, raz-, s-, u-), dra´lsæ – dralsæ ́(za-, izo-, na-, obo-, oto-, pere-, po-, pri-, pro-,  
razo-, so-), -<da´lsæ – -<dalsæ´ (do-, za-), -<ílsæ – -<ilsä́ (v-, za-, na-, ob-, poob-,  
pri-, pro-, raz-, s-, u-), <ra´lsæ – -<ralsæ´ (za-, na-, obo-), zva´lsæ – zvalsǽ (do-, na-, oto-,  
pro-), -zda´lsæ – -zdalsæ´  (vosso-, so-), klǽlsæ – klælsǽ (po-), prokra´lsæ – prokralsǽ,  
lílsæ – lilsǽ (v-, do-, za-, iz-, na-, ob-, pere-, pod-, po-, pro-, raz-, s-), -përsä – -persä́  
(o-, pod-), pílsæ – pilsæ´ (v-, do-, na-, o-, pere-, pro-, s-, u-), plëlsæ – plelsǽ  
(za-, pere-, po-, pro-, ras-, s-), -ply´lsä – -plylsä´ (ras-, s-), rva´lsæ – rvalsǽ  
–––––––––––––––– 
569 I agree with Nicholson in his comment about the early editions of A&Z: “It may, however, be legitimate to 
express doubt whether načalsjá is more viable than náčalsja” (1968:34). 
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(vzo-, vo-, do-, za-, izo-, nado-, na-, obo-, oto-, pere-, podo-, poobo-, po-, pre-, pro-,  
razo-, so-, u-), -/n/ä́lsä – -/n/älsä́ (vz-,570 s-, u-).  
 End stress is _/prostoreh.: skrëbsä – skrebsä́. 
 Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh.: do´lilsæ, za´dalsæ, za´<ilsæ, za´lilsæ, na´<ilsæ,  
na´lilsæ, o´bdalsæ, o´b<ilsæ, o´blilsæ, o´tdalsæ, pe´redalsæ, pere´dalsæ, po´dalsæ, po´ddalsæ,  
po´lilsæ, pre´dalsæ, pro´dalsæ, pro´<ilsæ, pro´lilsæ, pro´pilsæ, so´zdalsæ.571 
 
End stress is the codified norm 
Almost all verbs on -næt'sä572 are in codification end-stressed and the stem-stressed vari-
ants of these are labelled differently. There are, however, also other stems with this type of 
stress as codified norm. 
 Stem stress is i etc.:573 obnälsǽ – obnǽlsæ, otnælsæ´ – otnǽlsæ, podnælsæ´ – podnæ´lsæ,574 
pripodnælsǽ – pripodnǽlsæ,575 rodilsǽ – rodílsæ. 
 Stem stress is dop./razg.: vosprinælsǽ – vosprinǽlsæ, zanælsæ´ – zanǽlsæ, nanælsæ´ –
nanǽlsæ, prinælsǽ – prinæ´lsæ, otpersǽ – otpërsæ. 
 Stem stress is neprav./_: nahalsǽ – naha´lsæ. 
 Prefix stress is ne rek.: zapersǽ – za´persæ. 
 Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh.: vosprinælsǽ – vosprínælsæ, zanælsæ´ – za´nælsæ,  
nanælsǽ – na´nælsæ, obnælsǽ – o´bnælsæ, otnælsæ´ – o´tnælsæ, podnælsǽ – po´dnælsæ, prinælsǽ –
prínælsæ, pripodnælsæ´ – pripo´dnælsæ, nahalsæ´ – na´halsæ, otpersæ ́– o´tpersæ. 

4.5.6.2 Results 

Table 4.5-41. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know that 

it is 
correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

nahalsæ´ norma 15.1 14.2 4.7 3.8 12.3 20.8 24.5 4.7
rodilsæ ́ norma 4.7 1.9 3.8 2.8 14.2 28.3 41.5 2.9
obnælsæ´ norma 3.8 11.3 6.6 1.9 10.4 31.1 34.0 0.9
vosprinælsæ ́ norma 3.8 2.8 1.9 0.9 16.0 26.4 45.3 2.8
zapersæ´ norma 6.6 10.4 7.6 1.9 16.0 31.1 24.5 1.9
rodílsæ i/_ 57.6 29.3 6.6 0.9 1.9 0.9 0.9 1.9
obnæ´lsæ i/_ 37.7 35.9 12.3 0.0 1.9 7.6 1.9 2.8
razvëlsæ norma 61.3 27.4 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.9 3.8
perebrálsæ norma 45.3 37.7 8.5 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0 2.8
razvelsæ ́ dop. ustar./ustar. 4.7 0.9 0.0 1.9 3.8 38.7 48.1 1.9
pereplelsæ´ dop. ustar./ustar. 3.8 3.8 2.8 0.9 10.4 34.0 43.4 0.9
o´bnælsæ neprav./_ 4.7 6.6 8.5 1.9 13.2 38.7 25.5 0.9
náhalsæ neprav./_ 18.9 24.5 13.2 1.9 7.6 14.2 17.9 1.9

 
Throughout the informants are rejecting the variants with stress on the reflexive particle in 
the masculine, both when this is the codified norm (obnælsǽ, vosprinælsǽ, zapersǽ, nahalsæ)́ 
and when it is labelled “obsolescent” (razvelsæ,́ pereplelsǽ).  

–––––––––––––––– 
570 vzǽlsæ´. 
571 All of these verbs, except sozdalsæ, have an originally monosyllabic stem. 
572 The exceptions are snæ´lsæ and unǽlsæ, the end-stressed variants of which are marked dop. ustar./ustar. like 
for most reflexive masculine forms with variation. 
573 Only the verbs podnælsæ and pripodnælsæ are listed in RPP. 
574 i/razg. 
575 i/razg. 
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 In fact, stress on -sǽ is perceived as incorrect and has low reported usage almost as often 
when it is the codified norm as when it is given as an obsolescent stress in the handbooks. 
Cf. pereplelsæ´ (10.4 per cent reported usage) and razvelsæ´ (5.6 per cent), both labelled 
dop. ustar./ustar., with the explicit norms vosprinælsǽ (8.5 per cent), rodilsæ´ (10.4 per 
cent), obnælsǽ (21.7 per cent), zapersǽ (24.6 per cent) and nahalsǽ (34.0 per cent).  
 Evidently, this stress pattern is senescent, and in at least vosprinælsǽ and rodilsǽ is it 
already dated. Thus, stress on -sä́ will in all likelihood eventually disappear as it is per-
ceived as archaic. It is likely to be replaced by stem stress for some verbs (rodílsæ and 
obnæ´lsæ) and by prefix stress for others (na´halsæ, za´persæ and probably also vosprínælsæ). 
Furthermore, it can be added that there is no hesitation among the informants regarding the 
normativity of the stem stresses razvëlsæ and perebra´lsæ. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm  
The survey gave no example of stem stress being the explicit norm when it was not also the 
implicit norm: perebra´lsæ had 91.5 per cent reported usage (3.8 per cent non-usage) and 
razvëlsæ had 94.4 per cent (1.8 per cent non-usage), while the obsolescent 
form razvelsǽ was the reported usage of 5.6 per cent. The stress pereplelsæ,́ also 
obsolescent, had low support among the language users; only 10.4 per cent report usage of 
this stress, so stem stress (pereplëlsæ) most likely prevails in usage as well as in 
codification. Thus, there is no reason to believe that reflexive masculine preterite forms that 
are stem-stressed according to the explicit norm are not complying with the implicit norm. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm ≠ implicit norm 
Almost all informants, 93.5 per cent, pronounced rodílsæ (i/_), and only one used end 
stress, which is the codified norm. The results regarding reported usage confirm the preva-
lence of rodílsæ (reported usage 93.5 per cent, non-usage 3.7 per cent) over rodilsǽ (re-
ported usage 10.4 per cent, non-usage 84.0 per cent).576 Other surveys show commensurate 
results: Kolesov (Leningrad 1964) rodilsǽ 10.1 per cent, rodílsæ 93.9 per cent; Ukiah 
(Moscow 1994) rodilsǽ 0 per cent, rodílsæ 100 per cent. Thus, rodílsæ is the implicit 
norm, and has probably been so since at least the middle of the 1960s. Still, rodilsǽ is in 
several contemporary sources the stress that is mentioned in the first place or as the only 
norm. There are, however, sources which better reflect the current implicit norms. BTS–
1998 and Ož&Šv–1995 give the stress rodilsǽ as the second option and A&Z–1993 and 
A&Z–2000, which usually give only one stress as the norm, list rodílsæ. 
Table 4.5-42. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

rodilsǽ rodi´lsæ Invalid 
norma i/_  

3.2% (1) 93.5% (29) 3.2% (1) 
 
The verb form with stress on -sǽ that had the highest reported and actual usage was 
nahalsǽ, although even here the reported usage was lower than could perhaps be 

–––––––––––––––– 
576 According to dictionaries and grammars this applies to the pf aspect, while in the ipf aspect there is stress 
on -i- in all forms. Ukiah, however, objects to this (1996:653–654). From his informants’ replies he suggests 
that the current normative stress is rodi´lsæ, rodila´sþ, rodilósþ, rodili´sþ, in both aspects, and that “the 
aspectual distinction by stress is by no means universally upheld” (ro<datþsä is suggested as an ipf verb 
instead of making use of stress distinction). This appears to be a reasonable assumption, although this 
question would need further investigation. 
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“expected” from a form listed as normative: 34.0 per cent. As large a percentage as 57.6 
claim not to use this stress and even “believe” or “know” it is incorrect. This could be com-
pared to the results for the prefix-stressed na´halsæ (neprav./_) with 56.6 per cent of the 
informants reporting this as their usage and considering it correct. Elicited usage indicates 
that in speech na´halsæ is even more prevalent: 80.6 per cent of the respondents used this 
stress as compared to 16.1 for the codified norm nahalsǽ. No one used the stress variant 
naha´lsæ (neprav./_).  
 If we turn to other surveys for a comparison, we find that in Kolesov’s survey (Lenin-
grad 1964) nahalsǽ prevailed with 58.2 per cent of the replies, while 26.8 per cent stressed 
na´halsæ and 22.2 per cent naha´lsæ. In Ukiah’s survey (Moscow 1994), the results were in 
line with those of the present investigation: 19 per cent stressed nahalsǽ as compared to 67 
per cent for na´halsæ.577 Accordingly, usage of end stress was low even in Ukiah’s survey, 
where the subjects could easily detect the purpose of the study and were therefore perhaps 
monitoring their pronunciation to a higher degree. From these results he draws the conclu-
sions that there is a new pattern for this verb, with prefix stress in the masculine and end 
stress in the past feminine, neuter and plural, and that the recommended stress on the re-
flexive particle in the masculine is not reflecting modern usage (1996:648). The results of 
the present survey corroborate these findings, although it might be too early totally to dis-
card this probable last stronghold of reflexive end stress in the masculine preterite.578  
Table 4.5-43. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

nahalsǽ na´halsæ naha´lsæ Invalid
norma neprav./_ neprav./_  

16.1% (5) 80.6% (25) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 
Another verb apparently taking the same course of development as nahalsæ is zapersæ. Pre-
fix stress za´persæ (ne rek./_) was used by 61.3 per cent of the informants, while a mere 9.7 
per cent pronounced zapersǽ, which is the explicit norm. Reported usage for zapersǽ was 
somewhat higher, but still low: 24.6 per cent. The investigation also showed that there is a 
stem-stressed variant, not recorded in the sources (zapërsæ), here used by 29.0 per cent of 
the respondents.579 This implies that this variant is probably at least as widespread as the 
explicit norm zapersǽ. In both the other surveys that investigated the stress of this verb 
form, usage of prefix stress was higher than that for end stress: in Kolesov (1964) 37.4 per 
cent stressed zapersǽ and 56.8 per cent za´persæ, and in Ukiah (1994) 5 per cent stressed 
zapersǽ and 95 per cent za´persæ.580 Thus, enough evidence seems to be at hand to claim that 
the current implicit norm is za´persæ.581 

–––––––––––––––– 
577 In Ukiah the stress naha´lsæ was used by 14 per cent (3 out of 21 informants). 
578 Not one source – not even the lexicographically bold A&Z–1993 and A&Z–2000 – gives a norm other 
than end stress for this verb.  
579 The variant zapërsæ was also found in Kolesov’s 1964 survey, there used by 5.8 per cent of the 
respondents. It is also found in the sources as the only normative stress in the meaning ‘не признаваться в 
чем-н.’. 
580 “The past m[asculine] is, unusually, almost universally prefix-stressed, with only one older speaker giving 
stress on the reflexive particle” (Ukiah 1996:655). 
581 In Russkaja grammatika (1980:692) prefix stress and end stress are considered equal in one meaning. 
“Нужно отличать формы zapersæ ́и za´persæ, zaperla´sþ, -lósþ, -li´sþ ‘закрылся’, otpersæ´, -la´sþ, -lósþ, -li´sþ 
от разг. zapërsä, -lasþ, -losþ, -lisþ, otpërsä, -lasþ, -losþ, -lisþ ‘не сознался, отказался от ч. -л.’ – с 
постоянным ударением на корне.” 
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Table 4.5-44. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zapersǽ za´persæ zapërsæ 
norma ne rek./_ __ 

9.7% (3) 61.3% (19) 29.0% (9) 
 
In obnælsæ, too, end stress seems to be disappearing, although here it seems that stem stress, 
not prefix stress, is prevailing. The explicit norm obnælsǽ is the reported usage and the 
norm of 21.7 per cent, while 75.5 per cent reject it. That the explicit norm is not the same 
as the implicit norm is confirmed by the results for the variant obnæ´lsæ (i/_), which is 
reported usage and norm for a large majority of the informants: 85.9 per cent. The reported 
usage for the prefix-stressed variant o´bnælsæ (neprav./_) – 19.8 per cent – is almost as high 
as that for the normative end stress. The matching results of elicited usage (obnæ´lsæ 61.3 
per cent, o´bnælsæ 22.6 per cent, obnälsǽ 16.1 per cent) are an affirmation that the implicit 
norm is obnæ´lsæ, that obnälsǽ is disappearing and that a variant o´bnælsæ is used to a certain 
degree, probably analogically with the non-reflexive verb, where prefix stress prevails. 
Table 4.5-45. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

obnälsǽ obnǽlsæ óbnælsæ 
norma i/_ neprav./_ 

16.1% (5) 61.3% (19) 22.6% (7) 
 
The results of previous surveys are strikingly similar to the findings of the present study: 
obnælsǽ 21.2 per cent in Kolesov (1964); obnæ´lsæ 68.5 per cent in Kolesov and 80.0 per 
cent in RJaSO 1963; o´bnælsæ 13.5 per cent in Kolesov. 
 The normative end stress with the lowest reported usage is vosprinælsǽ. Only 8.5 per 
cent claim to use this stress and consider it correct, while 87.7 per cent discard it. Other 
variants were not included in the study. There is, however, a stem-stressed variant 
vosprinǽlsæ (dop./_) and a prefix-stressed variant vosprínælsæ (labelled neprav./_). One of 
these is the current norm and it could be assumed that it is vosprínælsæ.582 

4.5.7 Feminine reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 

4.5.7.1 Dictionary data 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh. (both for unprefixed and prefixed verbs with the 
following stems):583 -byla´sþ – -by´lasþ, brala´sþ – bra´lasþ, vila´sþ – vílasþ, -vrala´sþ –
-vra´lasþ, gnala´sþ – gna´lasþ, dala´sþ – da´lasþ, drala´sþ – dra´lasþ, -<dala´sþ – -<da´lasþ,  
-<ila´sþ – -<ílasþ, -<rala´sþ – -<ra´lasþ, zvala´sþ – zva´lasþ, -zdala´sþ – -zda´lasþ, klæla´sþ584–
klǽlasþ, -lgala´sþ – -lga´lasþ, lila´sþ – lílasþ, pila´sþ – pílasþ, -plyla´sþ – -ply´lasþ,  
-(n)æla´sþ585 – -(n)ǽlasþ, rvala´sþ586 – rva´lasþ, -spala´sþ – -spa´lasþ, -hala´sþ – -ha´lasþ.  
 Two verbs with the stem -peretþsä (zaperla´sþ and otperla´sþ) are also end-stressed 
according to the codified norm and have this type of variation.587 As the verbs with this 

–––––––––––––––– 
582 The micro-survey made in the newsgroups elicited a larger number of replies for vospri´nælsæ than for 
vosprinǽlsæ. Cf. pri´næl. 
583 N.B. some stems appear only in combination with prefixes.  
584 But: zaklæ´lasþ is labelled ne rek./prostoreh. 
585 Including vzæ´la´sþ. 
586 N.B. prorva´lasþ is labelled ne rek./prostoreh. 
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stem are so complicated and heterogeneous – the assessment of the stresses is not remotely 
predictable from the stem, but depends on what prefix is attached to it – the norm and 
variation of verbs on -peretþsä will be presented in a table.588  

Table 4.5-46. Norms, variants and assessment for feminine reflexive preterite verbs with the stem -peretþsä. 

 End stress (-perlásþ) Stem stress (-përlasþ) Prefix stress 
operetþsä norm i/_ - 
zaperetþsä norm – neprav./prostoreh. 
otperetþsä norm _/prostoreh. neprav./prostoreh. 
podperetþsä  ne rek./prostoreh. norm – 
uperetþsä  ne rek./_ norm – 

 
 Stem stress is i/_: operla´sþ – opërlasþ.  
 Stem stress is dop./razg.: tkala´sþ – tka´lasþ (with and without prefixes), rodila´sþ – 
rodílasþ.589 
 Stem stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: sekla´sþ – se´klasþ (with and without prefixes) 
 Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh. (these variants exist to some of the end stresses listed 
above): vosprínælasþ, do´lilasþ, za´dalasþ, za´<ilasþ, za´lilasþ, za´nælasþ, na´<ilasþ,  
na´lilasþ, na´nælasþ, na´halasþ, o´bdalasþ, o´b<ilasþ, o´blilasþ, o´bnælasþ, o´tdalasþ, o´tnælasþ,  
pe´redalasþ, pere´dalasþ, po´dalasþ, po´ddalasþ, po´dnælasþ, po´lilasþ, pre´dalasþ, prínælasþ,  
pripo´dnælasþ, pro´dalasþ, pro´<ilasþ, pro´lilasþ, pro´pilasþ, so´zdalasþ.  
 
Stem stress is the codified norm 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: podpërlasþ – podperla´sþ, upërlasþ – uperla´sþ. 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: kra´lasþ – krala´sþ, stla´lasþ – stlala´sþ, obtërlasþ –
 obterla´sþ, owíblasþ – owibla´sþ.  

–––––––––––––––– 
587 They have the variants za´perlasþ (neprav./_), otpërlasþ (_/prostoreh.), ótperlasþ (neprav./ prostoreh.). 
588 That there also is some confusion as to the stressing of these verbs among the language users could be 
seen in the informants’ answers. 
589 N.B. According to the sources this variation pertains only to the pf aspect. In the ipf aspect the only stress 
possible in the preterite is on the -i- (for all persons). 
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4.5.7.2 Results 

Table 4.5-47. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

nahalásþ norma 54.7 30.2 5.7 0.9 0.9 1.9 2.8 2.8
dralásþ norma 39.6 44.3 5.7 0.9 0.9 5.7 0.9 1.9
razorvalásþ norma 32.1 34.0 10.4 1.9 2.8 9.4 7.5 1.9
vilásþ  norma  20.8 27.4 10.4 1.9 10.4 17.9 7.6 3.8
otperlásþ norma 25.5 24.5 16.0 1.9 10.4 10.4 7.6 3.8
operlásþ norma 16.0 29.3 19.8 1.9 4.7 14.2 12.3 1.9
opërlasþ i/_ 23.6 8.5 8.5 0.9 11.3 24.5 17.0 5.7
ope´rlasþ _/_ 16.0 18.9 4.7 0.9 14.2 25.5 17.9 1.9
podnæ´lasþ neprav./pro. 6.6 9.4 1.9 0.9 14.2 30.2 35.9 0.9
rodílasþ dop./_ 2.8 7.6 0.9 1.9 14.2 33.0 34.9 4.7
otpërlasþ _/pro. 4.7 15.1 5.7 0.0 16.0 36.8 19.8 1.9
podpërlasþ norma 23.6 17.9 6.6 0.0 9.4 26.4 12.3 3.8
upërlasþ norma 46.2 30.2 13.2 0.0 1.9 1.9 2.8 3.8
podkralásþ neprav./pro. 18.9 17.9 5.7 1.9 13.2 23.6 16.0 2.8
podperlásþ ne rek./pro. 12.3 22.6 9.4 1.9 23.6 20.8 8.5 0.9
obterlásþ _/pro. 4.7 2.8 1.9 0.9 7.6 30.2 49.1 2.8
owiblásþ _/pro. 2.8 2.8 0.0 2.8 0.9 19.8 69.8 0.9
o´tperlasþ neprav./pro. 2.8 4.7 1.9 1.9 10.4 32.1 43.4 2.8
náhalasþ neprav./_ 5.7 4.7 1.9 0.9 10.4 30.2 45.3 0.9

 
The conclusions that can be drawn from the results for the reflexive feminine preterite 
forms is that on the whole there is compliance between explicit norm and implicit norm for 
end-stressed, as well as for stem-stressed explicit norms. However, in the verbs on 
-peretþsä the motley codification situation is reflected by quite a high degree of vacillation 
in the informants’ replies.590 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm  
The stress nahala´sþ is the explicit and implicit norm. All informants except one used this 
stress (one stressed na´halasþ and no one naha´lasþ).591 The large reported usage for 
nahala´sþ – 90.6 per cent592 – and the relatively small reported usage for na´halasþ 
(neprav./_) – 12.3 per cent – confirm the strong position for the end stress.  

Table 4.5-48. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

nahala´sþ na´halasþ naha´lasþ 
norma neprav./_ neprav./_ 

96.8% (30) 3.2% (1) 0.0% (0) 

–––––––––––––––– 
590 For operlasþ the normative end stress has the highest reported usage, but stem stress (with both -é- and 
-ë-) has high actual or reported usage. For otperlasþ, too, the normative end stress is prevailing among the 
informants, although the stem-stressed variant is the reported usage of about ¼ of them. For podperlasþ and 
uperlasþ the reported and/or actual usage is somewhat higher for the normative stem stress, but the end-
stressed variants have figures almost as high (especially in podperlasþ). This could be a sign of 
hypercorrection (generalising feminine end stress) and/or influence from operlasþ, zaperlasþ, otperlasþ. (See 
results section below.) 
591 In Ukiah (1994) all informants stressed nahala´sþ, no one na´halasþ.  
592 With an exceptionally high percentage in the first column: 54.7. 
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There is likewise correspondence between explicit and implicit norms for drala´sþ. This 
stress was the elicited usage of all the informants who gave a valid answer and it was also 
the reported usage of 89.6 per cent of the informants.593 

Table 4.5-49. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

drala´sþ dra´lasþ Invalid 
norma neprav./_  

96.8% (30) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1) 
 
The stress rodila´sþ (normative in the sources) was produced by 100 per cent of the respon-
dents in the oral part of the survey. No one stressed rodílasþ, which is the same result as in 
Ukiah. This stem stress, labelled dop./_, was approved of by only 11.3 per cent in the writ-
ten part of the present survey. In consequence it can be stated that there is no doubt that the 
norm – explicit and implicit – is rodila´sþ, and that the codificators’ relatively large accep-
tance of the variant has no correspondence in the attitudes and norms of the language users. 

Table 4.5-50. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

rodila´sþ rodi´lasþ 
norma dop./_ 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0)
 
An additional example of correspondence between the implicit and explicit norms in the 
feminine preterite reflexive forms is podnæla´sþ. All informants used this stress in actual 
speech,594 and the low reported usage (17.9 per cent) of the stem-stressed variant 
podnǽlasþ (neprav./prostoreh.) further attests that podnæla´sþ is the only norm. 

Table 4.5-51. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

podnæla´sþ podnǽlasþ pódnælasþ 
norma neprav./prostoreh. neprav./prostoreh. 

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0)
 
The stress razorvala´sþ is the explicit norm and most informants, 76.5 per cent, report usage 
of this. However, the position for this normative end stress is somewhat less strong than for 
the above-mentioned verbs. 
 Another explicit norm for which a majority – although small – claims usage is 
vilásþ (58.6 per cent).595 The present material and method would not allow for anything but 
conjectures regarding the reasons why the reported usage is lower for this form than for the 
other feminine end-stressed forms. 
 The reported usage of 66.0 per cent of the informants is the codified norm otperla´sþ. 
End stress thus appears to have a strong position for this verb form, although it experiences 
some competition from variant stresses: 25.5 per cent of the informants report usage of 
otpërlasþ, a variant not even listed in OS (and in RPP labelled prostoreh.), while 9.4 per 
cent report usage of o´tperlasþ (neprav./prostoreh.). 

A similar situation is found in operlasþ: the explicit norm operla´sþ receives the largest 
support from the language users: 65.1 per cent reported usage. However, two alternative 

–––––––––––––––– 
593 In Ukiah (1994) 95 per cent used drala´sþ. 
594 In Ukiah (1994) 0 per cent used podnæ´lasþ. 
595 In Ukiah vila´sþ was used by 95 per cent. 
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stresses have rather high reported usage: opërlasþ (i/_; 40.6 per cent)596 and ope´rlasþ (not 
listed in the sources; 39.6 per cent).597 
 There is thus generally for the feminine end stresses codified as normative agreement 
with the implicit norms, although for some verbs, particularly those on -perlasþ, the coin-
cidence between explicit and implicit norms is less obvious and the informants’ answers 
show that the dispersion between different stresses is larger. The explanation for this could 
possibly lie in the influence from other verbs containing the same verbal formant and for 
which the codified stress sometimes is the stem-stressed variant. 
 
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
It seems, however, that there is hesitation also for the verbs on -perlasþ in which stem 
stress is the codified norm.598 This suggests that the analogy or over-extension between the 
two groups of verbs on -perlasþ cuts both ways. 
 The codified norm podpërlasþ is supported by 48.1 per cent of the informants, and as 
large a percentage – 48.1 per cent – reject it. A similar distribution is found in the replies 
for the variant podperla´sþ (labelled ne rek./prostoreh.), where 44.3 per cent report usage 
and 52.9 per cent report that they do not use it.599 In Ukiah’s study the distribution between 
the two variants was similarly equal: podpërlasþ 52 per cent, podperla´sþ 48 per cent.
 Stem stress is also the codified norm in the verb upërlasþ. Here there seems to be some-
what less insecurity regarding the stress: 89.6 per cent report that they use it and only 6.6 
per cent reject it. In actual usage, however, the end-stressed variant uperla´sþ (ne rek./_), 
pronounced by 25.8 per cent, was more common than suggested by the reported usage, al-
though a majority – 64.5 per cent – still preferred the explicit norm upërlasþ. In Kolesov’s 
study the prevalence of the codified norm was even smaller: upërlasþ 57.5 per cent, 
uperla´sþ 41.6 per cent and u´perlasþ (a variant not mentioned in the sources) 0.9 per cent. 
Table 4.5-52. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

upërlasþ uperla´sþ Invalid 
norma ne rek./_  

64.5% (20) 25.8% (8) 9.7% (2) 
 
The other end-stressed variants not codified as normative caused little hesitation among the 
informants, except for perhaps podkrala´sþ, labelled as neprav./prostoreh. (codified 
norm podkra´lasþ), which 42.5 per cent of the informants claimed to use and believed was 
correct and 52.8 per cent dismissed. For obtërlasþ (the reported usage of the 
variant obterla´sþ, _/prostoreh. was 9.4 per cent) and for owíblasþ (the reported usage of 
the variant owibla´sþ, _/prostoreh. was 5.6 per cent) there is most likely no discrepancy 
between explicit and implicit norms. 

–––––––––––––––– 
596 Probably influenced by the codified norm upërlasþ. 
597 This stress variant was also elicited in Kolesov (1964): ope´rlasþ 7.6 per cent; operla´sþ was used by 92.4 
per cent. 
598 “Hesitation” in this context signifies (a) that the codified and actual norms are not always or not in a large 
majority of cases the same and (b) that the informants as a group do not agree between them. 
599 Most informants answer that they use one of the variants and at the same time they answer that they do not 
use the other. However, 23 informants do not report usage of any of the variants and 19 informants report 
usage of both variants. This could be taken as further evidence of insecurity concerning the stressing of this 
verb form. 
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4.5.8 Neuter reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 
The general tendency in the neuter and plural reflexive preterite forms is for the stress to 
move from the ending to the stem. Even if these variants are not common in speech or codi-
fied as norms, they do, according to Nen'ko (1984a:185–186), appear increasingly often in 
normative dictionaries. However, as can be seen in the table below, the existence of a vari-
ant or its inclusion in dictionaries is not necessarily a sign of its strong position in the lan-
guage community. A variant to the codified norm can be listed as such for several decades 
without it necessarily entailing normativity in codification and/or among the language us-
ers. Compare the table below. 

Table 4.5-53. Normative notation for the stresses otda´lós' in sources from the 1950s to the 1990s. 

 otdalo´sþ otdálosþ 
BAS–1950–1965 norma ––– 
A&O–1960 norma razg. 

A&Z–1970 norma ––– 
Gorbačevič–1973 norma ne 

A&Z–1984 norma ––– 
RPP–1996 norma razg. 

OS–1997 norma dop. 

4.5.8.1 Dictionary data 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is i/_: operlo´sþ – opërlosþ.  

Stem stress is dop./razg.:600 bralo´sþ – bra´losþ, vilo´sþ – vílosþ, -vralo´sþ – -vra´losþ,  
gnalo´sþ – gna´losþ, dalo´sþ – da´losþ, dralo´sþ – dra´losþ, -<dalo´sþ – -<da´losþ, <ilo´sþ –  
<ílosþ,601 -<ralo´sþ – -<ra´losþ, -zvalo´sþ – -zva´losþ, -zdalo´sþ – -zda´losþ, klælo´sþ –
klǽlosþ, lilo´sþ – lílosþ,602 pilo´sþ – pílosþ,603 -plylo´sþ – -ply´losþ, rvalo´sþ – rva´losþ,  
rodilo´sþ – rodílosþ, tkalo´sþ – tka´losþ.  

Most verbs with the stem -nǽtþsæ also belong here with the variation -(n)ælo´sþ –
-(n)ǽlosþ. This applies to vzælosþ and the verbs with the prefixes ob-, ot-, peres-, pod-,  
pripod-, s-, u-.604 In some cases, though, the stem-stressed variant of verbs on -(n)ælosþ is 
more negatively assessed; see below. 
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.:605 -(n)ælo´sþ – -(n)ǽlosþ (with the prefixes 
vospri-, za-, na-, pri-), sbylo´sþ – sby´losþ, spalo´sþ – spa´losþ.606 
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: nahalo´sþ – naha´losþ, otperlo´sþ – otpërlosþ.  
 Stem stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: seklo´sþ – se´klosþ (with and without prefixes). 
 Prefix stress is ne rek./_: zaperlo´sþ – za´perlosþ 
 Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh. (normative end stresses given above): vosprínælosþ, 
do´lilosþ, za´dalosþ, za´<ilosþ, za´lilosþ, za´nælosþ, na´<ilosþ, na´lilosþ, na´nælosþ, na´halosþ, 
o´bdalosþ, o´b<ilosþ, o´blilosþ, o´bnælosþ, o´tdalosþ, o´tnælosþ, o´tperlosþ, pe´redalosþ, pere´- 
dalosþ, po´dalosþ, po´ddalosþ, po´dnælosþ, po´lilosþ, pre´dalosþ, prínælosþ, pripo´dnælosþ, 
pro´dalosþ, pro´<ilosþ, pro´lilosþ, pro´pilosþ, so´zdalosþ.  
–––––––––––––––– 
600 N.B. some stems appear only in combination with prefixes, while others appear only without prefixes. 
601 But for the unprefixed <ilósþ the stem-stressed variant <i´losþ is more condemned (ne rek./_) than for the 
prefixed verbs.  
602 podli´losþ is prostoreh. in RPP. 
603 upi´losþ is prostoreh. in RPP. 
604 unæ´losþ is prostoreh. in RPP. 
605 For many of these verbs variation is recorded only in OS. 
606 Cf. for the prefixed verbs with the stem -spatþ end stress and stem stress are equal variants.  
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Stem stress is the codified norm  
 End stress is i/i: -lga´losþ – -lgalo´sþ, -spa´losþ – -spalo´sþ (for the prefixed verbs).607  
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: podpërlosþ – podperlo´sþ, upërlosþ – uperlo´sþ. 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: kra´losþ – kralo´sþ. 
 
Verbs with the stem -pere´tþsæ are as complicated in the neuter forms as in the feminine, but 
the assessment is the same as in the feminine, except for the prefix-stressed variants of 
zaperetþsä which are neprav./prostoreh. in the feminine and ne rek./prostoreh. in the neuter 
form. 

Table 4.5-54. Norms, variants and assessment for neuter reflexive preterite verbs with the stem -peretþsä. 

 End stress (-perlo´sþ) Stem stress (-përlosþ) Prefix stress 
operetþsä norm i/_ – 
zaperetþsä norm – ne rek./prostoreh. 
otperetþsä norm _/prostoreh. neprav./prostoreh. 
podperetþsä  ne rek./prostoreh. norm – 
uperetþsä ne rek./_ norm – 

4.5.8.2 Results  

Table 4.5-55. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress 
variant 
examined 

Notation and I 
know that 

it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect 

 

<ilo´sþ norma 40.6 44.3 6.6 0.9 0.9 2.8 1.9 1.9
prodalo´sþ norma 20.8 40.6 12.3 1.9 5.7 14.2 4.7 0.0
sozdalo´sþ norma 42.5 36.8 8.5 0.0 4.7 4.7 1.9 0.9
rasplylo´sþ norma 34.9 27.4 8.5 1.9 7.6 12.3 3.8 3.8
otorválosþ dop./i 8.5 17.0 9.4 0.0 15.1 32.1 16.0 1.9
otdálosþ dop./razg. 3.8 10.4 3.8 2.8 17.0 35.9 26.4 0.0
sozdálosþ dop./_ 2.8 14.2 1.9 0.9 10.4 37.7 31.1 0.9
prodálosþ dop./razg. 6.6 8.5 3.8 0.9 16.0 34.0 29.3 0.9
dálosþ dop./razg. 3.8 4.7 2.8 0.9 8.5 28.3 48.1 2.8
spálosþ ne rek./pro. 4.7 5.7 0.9 12.3 35.9 39.6 0.9 0.0
pro´dalosþ neprav./pro. 1.9 2.8 2.8 0.9 8.5 41.5 39.6 1.9
o´tdalosþ neprav./pro. 0.9 0.9 1.9 1.9 12.3 25.5 54.7 1.9

 
Generally speaking, there is agreement between explicit and implicit norms in the preterite 
neuter reflexive forms; the end-stressed forms codified as norms are the reported and actual 
usage and the language users believe them to be correct. From this relatively small amount 
of data it can also be concluded that stem-stressed variants are used to a certain extent, 
while prefix-stressed variants are virtually non-existent. 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
The end-stressed <ilo´sþ with 91.5 per cent reported usage in the present survey608 is the 
explicit as well as the implicit norm. 
 This holds good for prodalo´sþ as well. This stress is the reported usage and the norm of 
73.7 per cent of the informants. Figures for the other variants are significantly lower: 18.9 
per cent reported usage (79.2 per cent non-usage) for proda´losþ (dop./razg.) and 7.5 per cent 
reported usage (89.6 per cent non-usage) for pro´dalosþ (neprav./prostoreh.)  
–––––––––––––––– 
607 As mentioned above, for the unprefixed verb the stress spalósþ is the norm, spa´losþ is ne rek./prostoreh. 
608 100 per cent usage in Ukiah (1994). 
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 Yet another reflexive neuter form with end stress as both explicit and implicit norm is 
rasplylo´sþ. This stress was reported to be used by 70.8 per cent of the respondents and 
was the actual usage of 77.4 per cent of the informants, while 16.1 per cent stressed 
rasply´losþ (labelled dop./razg.). Other surveys show a similar prevalence for the normative 
end stress: rasplylo´sþ: 85.8 and 70.6 per cent609 in Kolesov (1964) and 95 per cent in 
Ukiah (1994). Compare the relatively low usage of rasplýlosþ: 18.2 and 29.2 per cent in 
Kolesov.  
Table 4.5-56. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

rasplylósþ rasplýlosþ Invalid
norma dop./razg.  

77.4% (24) 16.1% (5) 6.4% (2)
 
The elicited pronunciation of the verb form sozdalosþ showed that 83.9 per cent used 
sozdalo´sþ, 12.9 per cent sozda´losþ (dop./_), and no one so´zdalosþ (neprav./_). Reported 
usage further confirms the strong position of the stress that is the explicit norm: 87.8 per 
cent claimed to use sozdalo´sþ and said that they believe it is correct, while the figure was 
much lower for sozda´losþ: 18.9 per cent. The results of other studies confirm that end stress 
is both the explicit and implicit norm, that stem stress is used to a certain extent and that 
prefix stress has very low usage: sozdalo´sþ 75.7 per cent in Kolesov (1964), 95 per cent in 
Ukiah (1994); sozda´losþ 15.0 per cent in RJaSO (1963), 23.0 per cent in Kolesov; 
so´zdalosþ 0.9 per cent in Kolesov, 5 per cent in Ukiah.  

Table 4.5-57. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sozdalósþ sozda´losþ sózdalosþ Invalid
norma dop./_ neprav./_  

83.9% (26) 12.9% (4) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 
The verb sobralosþ was not part of the written survey as it was initially not included in the 
survey material. However, since it was included in the oral part of the survey for the con-
struction of a test sentence it provided additional material on actual stress. A majority of the 
elicited stresses were in line with the codified norm: 83.9 per cent used sobralo´sþ and 12.9 
per cent sobra´losþ (dop./razg.). 
Table 4.5-58. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sobralósþ sobra´losþ Invalid
norma dop./razg.  

83.9% (26) 12.9% (4) 3.2% (1)
 
The end-stressed norm dalo´sþ is adhered to by the informants. All of them stressed ac-
cording to the explicit norm. The variant da´losþ, labelled dop./razg. and thus quite accepted 
in codification, was not elicited once and the reported usage of this variant was low: only 
11.3 per cent.610  

–––––––––––––––– 
609 Different contexts. 
610 Neither in Ukiah (1994) was da´losþ used. 
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Table 4.5-59. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
dalósþ da´losþ 
norma dop./razg.  

100.0% (31) 0.0% (0) 
 
The actual and/or reported usage for the stem-stressed alternatives was low: 0 to 34.9 per 
cent, with the highest figures for otorva´losþ, which might be due to the length of this 
word.611 These stem-stressed variants are no threat to the end stress, which is obviously 
both the explicit and implicit norm. The low reported usage – 18.0 per cent – for 
otda´losþ (dop./razg.) as well as for the prefix-stressed variant (see below) indicates that the 
implicit norm is the same as the explicit: otdalo´sþ. This apparently applies to spalo´sþ, too: 
the reported usage of the variant stress spa´losþ (ne rek./prostoreh.) was small, 11.3 per 
cent.612 The following stresses were not widespread either: proda´losþ (dop./razg.) with 18.9 
per cent reported usage, sozda´losþ (dop./_) with 12.9 per cent actual and 18.9 per cent 
reported usage, da´losþ (dop./razg.) with 11.3 per cent reported usage and 
sobra´losþ (dop./razg.) with 12.9 per cent actual usage (cf. above).  
 As for the prefix-stressed alternatives, they have an even weaker position than the stem-
stressed variants: o´tdalosþ (neprav./prostoreh.) was the reported usage of 3.7 per cent 
and pro´dalosþ (neprav./prostoreh.) of 7.5 per cent. As was shown above, explicit and im-
plicit stress norms comply for these verb forms. 

4.5.9 Plural reflexive verb forms with and without prefix 

4.5.9.1 Dictionary data 
End stress is the codified norm 
 Stem stress is i/_: operlísþ – opërlisþ. 
 Stem stress is dop./razg.:613 bralísþ – bra´lisþ, vilísþ – vílisþ, -vralísþ – -vra´lisþ, 
gnalísþ – gna´lisþ, dalísþ – da´lisþ, dralísþ – dra´lisþ, -<dalísþ – -<da´lisþ, <ilísþ –
<ílisþ, -<ralísþ – -<ra´lisþ, -zvalísþ – -zva´lisþ, -zdalísþ – -zda´lisþ, klælísþ – klǽlisþ,  
lilísþ – lílisþ,614 pilísþ – pílisþ,615 plylísþ – ply´lisþ, rvalísþ – rva´lisþ, rodilísþ –
rodílisþ,616 tkalísþ – tka´lisþ. 
 Most verbs with the stem -nǽtþsæ also belong here. They exhibit the variation -(n)ælísþ –
-(n)ǽlisþ, with stem stress labelled as dop./razg. This applies to vzælisþ and the verbs with 
the prefixes ob-, ot-, peres-, pod-, pripod-, s-, u-.617 
 Stem stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: sbylísþ – sby´lisþ, -(n)ælísþ – -(n)ǽlisþ (with the 
prefixes vospri-, za-, na-, pri-). 
 Stem stress is neprav./prostoreh.: nahalísþ – naha´lisþ, otperlísþ – otpërlisþ. 

–––––––––––––––– 
611 It has four syllables, which might increase the propensity to stress closer to the central syllable(s); the 
other forms investigated here contain two or three syllables. This variant otorva´losþ is also somewhat more 
mildly labelled in RPP (i, i.e. it is an “equal” variant to the norm; in OS it is marked dop.). 
612 In Ukiah (1994) no one used this stem stress. It can also be noted that in the present investigation 12.3 per 
cent of the informants claimed that they use this stress but “know that it is wrong”, which is quite a high 
percentage for this column. 
613 N.B. some stems appear only in combination with prefixes, while others appear only without prefixes. 
614 podli´lisþ is prostoreh. in RPP. 
615 upi´lisþ is prostoreh. in RPP. 
616 Cf. Lapteva (1997:52) who qualifies rodi´lisþ as obsolete. 
617 unæ´lisþ is prostoreh. in RPP. 
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 Stem stress is dop. ustar./ustar.: seklísþ – se´klisþ (with and without prefixes). 
 Prefix stress is ne rek./_: zaperlísþ – za´perlisþ. 
 Prefix stress is neprav./prostoreh. (stresses that are the codified norm are listed above): 
vosprínælisþ, do´lilisþ, za´dalisþ, za´<ilisþ, za´lilisþ, za´nælisþ, na´<ilisþ, na´lilisþ, na´n- 
ælisþ, na´halisþ, o´bdalisþ, o´b<ilisþ, o´blilisþ, o´bnælisþ, o´tdalisþ, o´tnælisþ, o´tperlisþ, 
pe´redalisþ, pere´dalisþ, po´dalisþ, po´ddalisþ, po´dnælisþ, po´lilisþ, pre´dalisþ, prínælisþ,  
pripo´dnælisþ, pro´dalisþ, pro´<ilisþ, pro´lilisþ, pro´pilisþ, so´zdalisþ. 
 
Stem stress is the codified norm  

End stress is i/i: -lga´lisþ – -lgalísþ, -spa´lisþ – -spalísþ (for the prefixed verbs). 
 End stress is ne rek./prostoreh.: podpërlisþ – podperlísþ, upërlisþ – uperlísþ. 
 End stress is neprav./prostoreh.: kra´lisþ – kralísþ. 
 
The assessments for the verbs with the stem -pere´tþsæ are, in the plural forms, as compli-
cated as they are in the feminine and neuter; the variation in the plural forms is the same as 
that in the neuter forms. 

Table 4.5-60. Norms, variants and assessment for plural reflexive preterite verbs with the stem -peretþsä. 

 End stress (-perlísþ) Stem stress (-përlisþ) Prefix stress 
operetþsä norm i/_ – 
zaperetþsä norm – ne rek 
otperetþsä norm _/prostoreh. neprav./prostoreh. 
podperetþsä  ne rek./prostoreh. norm – 
uperetþsä ne rek./_ norm – 

4.5.9.2 Results 

Table 4.5-61. Reported usage and language users’ norm. Percentage of respondents for each category of answers. 

Percentages (%) I say it like that myself I do not say it like that myself Invalid 
Stress variant 
examined 

 Notation and I 
know 

that it is 
correct 

and I 
believe 

that it is 
correct

but I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

but I know 
that it is 

incorrect 

and I do 
not know 

whether it 
is correct

and I 
believe 

that it is 
incorrect  

and I 
know that 

it is 
incorrect

 

sbylísþ norma 36.8 40.6 10.4 1.9 1.9 1.9 4.7 1.9
zanælísþ norma 36.8 32.1 6.6 0.9 6.6 10.4 4.7 1.9
sobralísþ norma 33.0 29.2 8.5 1.9 7.5 8.5 10.4 0.9
napilísþ norma 24.5 34.9 11.3 4.7 6.6 11.3 3.8 2.8
razobralísþ norma 28.3 32.1 7.5 1.9 7.5 11.3 10.4 0.9
zanælísþ norma 28.3 30.2 14.2 0.9 7.6 9.4 8.5 0.9
podnælísþ norma 16.0 28.3 14.2 5.7 8.5 16.0 9.4 1.9
oblilísþ norma 16.0 20.8 10.4 1.9 10.4 22.6 17.0 0.9
pridralísþ norma 19.8 19.8 7.5 1.9 3.8 28.3 17.9 0.9
oblílisþ dop./_ 24.5 34.0 11.3 0.0 6.6 11.3 9.4 2.8
podnæ´lisþ dop./razg. 23.6 30.2 7.6 0.0 7.6 13.2 15.1 2.8
podnæ´lisþ dop./razg. 15.1 31.1 7.6 1.9 4.7 26.4 10.4 2.8
rválisþ dop./_ 23.6 32.1 8.5 0.0 11.3 13.2 9.4 1.9
sobrálisþ dop./razg. 16.0 26.4 8.5 0.9 9.4 17.0 18.9 2.8
napílisþ dop./razg. 21.7 24.5 7.6 1.9 11.3 18.9 13.2 0.9
do<dálisþ dop./razg. 15.1 30.2 6.6 0.9 11.3 20.8 11.3 3.8
upílisþ dop./pro. 11.3 14.2 12.3 0.9 13.2 23.6 23.6 0.9
zanæ´lisþ ne rek./_ 7.6 7.6 0.9 1.9 14.2 28.3 37.7 1.9
podkrálisþ norma 28.3 37.7 15.1 0.0 4.7 4.7 6.6 2.8
zalgálisþ norma 17.0 31.1 5.7 0.9 9.4 23.6 10.4 1.9
podkralísþ neprav./pro. 8.5 11.3 4.7 3.8 12.3 34.0 22.6 2.8
otospalísþ i/i 6.6 3.8 3.8 2.8 16.0 34.0 31.1 1.9
zánælisþ neprav./_ 11.3 14.2 2.8 5.7 7.6 31.1 26.4 0.9
po´dnælisþ neprav./pro. 2.8 2.8 0.0 2.8 13.2 25.5 48.1 4.7

 

Generally speaking, there is agreement between explicit and implicit norms in the preterite 
reflexive plural forms, both for verbs in which end stress is the norm and in which stem 

 213



stress is the norm. However, in several cases a stem-stressed variant with a strong position 
exists alongside the normative end stress, and for some verbs it can be claimed that there 
are two stress variants that are the norm.618 
 
End stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm 
For the form zanælisþ, the explicit and implicit stress norm coincide (zanælísþ). This stress 
was included twice in the written part of the questionnaire and it was the reported usage of 
75.5 and 72.7 per cent of the informants (non-usage 21.7 and 25.5 per cent), respectively. 
Neither of the variants that are non-normative according to the sources has the approval of 
a large percentage of the informants: za´nælisþ (neprav./_) 28.3 per cent (vs. 65.1 per cent 
reported non-usage) and zanǽlisþ (ne rek./_) 16.1 per cent (vs. 80.2 per cent reported non-
usage). The results of the oral part of the investigation confirmed the predominance of end 
stress for this form, there included in two sentences: “Vrahi zanælisþ leheniem ...” and 
“Nalogovye inspektor_ vplotnuå zanælisþ prowlogodnim othetom ...”. In both contexts 
end stress was the most current: 54.8 and 61.3 per cent of the informants stressed zanælísþ, 
as compared to 41.9 and 29.0 per cent for the prefix-stressed variant za´nælisþ. Firstly, it 
should be noted that the more condemned variant za´nælisþ, labelled as “incorrect”, has 
larger reported and actual usage than zanǽlisþ, labelled “not recommended”. Secondly, it 
should be noted that the actual usage of the prefix stress is rather high. While not rivalling 
the normative end stress, it cannot be excluded that za´nælisþ will become the prevalent 
usage and perhaps the norm in the future, which would be in line with the development for 
na´halsä and za´persä. (Cf. 4.5.6.2.) 
Table 4.5-62. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zanæli´sþ za´nælisþ zanǽlisþ Invalid
norma neprav./_ ne rek./_  

54.8% (17) 41.9% (13) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 
Table 4.5-63. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

zanæli´sþ za´nælisþ zanǽlisþ Invalid
norma neprav./_ ne rek./_  

61.3% (19) 29.0% (9) 6.4% (2) 3.2% (1)
 
The end stress sbylísþ, of which 87.8 per cent of the informants reported usage,619 is the 
explicit as well as implicit norm. 
 This also applies to razobralísþ, although its normative position appears somewhat 
weaker. It was the reported usage of 67.9 per cent and the actual usage of 64.5 per cent. 
The variant razobra´lisþ (dop./_) was used by 35.5 per cent. 
Table 4.5-64. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

razobrali´sþ razobra´lisþ 
norma dop./_ 

64.5% (20) 35.5% (11) 
 
One verb form for which in all likelihood both end stress and stem stress are the implicit 
norm is oblilisþ. The explicit norm oblilísþ has among the informants about as large a 
measure of acclaim (47.2 per cent) as dismissal (50.0 per cent), and for the stem-stressed 

–––––––––––––––– 
618 The prefix-stressed variants to the norm are not particularly widespread. 
619 In Ukiah (1994) the usage was similarly high: 90 per cent. 
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variant oblílisþ (dop./_) reported usage is higher than for the codified norm: 69.8 per cent 
(vs. 27.3 per cent rejecting this stress). 
 Another form with both end stress and stem stress as implicit norm is podnælisþ. The 
reported usage of the explicit norm podnælísþ was 58.5 per cent and the reported usage for 
the stem-stressed variant podnæ´lisþ (dop./razg.), included twice in the questionnaire, was 
similar: 61.4 per cent in one instance and 53.8 per cent in the other.620 The prefix-stressed 
variant po´dnælisþ (neprav./prostoreh.) was approved of by only 5.6 per cent.  
 The results of the oral part of the survey show that in actual usage the codified norm 
podnælísþ is likely to be the most common. The stressing of this verb form was checked in 
two different contexts, and in “Trebovaniä na zavode podnælisþ ...” the stress podnælísþ was 
used by 80.6 per cent of the informants, podnǽlisþ by 16.1 per cent and po´dnælisþ by no 
one. However, in the context “In<enery podnælisþ na 6-j öta< ...” prefix stress was 
elicited four times (i.e. by 12.9 per cent of the informants) at the cost of the end stress, 
which was here used by 64.5 per cent of the speakers, while stem stress was used by 19.4 
per cent.621  
 Thus, the most common elicited usage was end stress, which is also the norm given in 
codification, and most informants were consistent in their usage, although there is a fair 
amount of intrapersonal variation.622 However, it should also be noted that the two sen-
tences were placed close to each other in the questionnaire (numbers 46 and 48 respec-
tively), thus probably increasing the propensity of the informants to use the same stress in 
the two sentences. The variation in the choice of stress variants could be due to the 
different contexts in which the verb was included, although the most likely assumption – 
supported by the results of the written part of the survey – is that both end stress and stem 
stress comprise the implicit norm and these variants are at times used interchangeably. 
Table 4.5-65. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

podnæli´sþ podnǽlisþ pódnælisþ Invalid
norma dop./razg. neprav./prostoreh.  

80.6% (25) 16.1% (5) 0.0% (0) 3.2% (1)
 

Table 4.5-66. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
podnæli´sþ podnǽlisþ pódnælisþ Invalid

norma dop./razg. neprav./prostoreh.  
64.5% (20) 19.4% (6) 12.9% (4) 3.2% (1)

 

In napilisþ both end stress and stem stress are seemingly the implicit norm. The reported 
usage for both stresses is high: 70.7 per cent for the explicit norm napilísþ and 53.8 per 
cent for napílisþ (dop./razg.). The results for the oral part of the survey which showed that 
54.8 per cent of the informants stressed napilísþ and 35.5 per cent napílisþ, confirm that 

–––––––––––––––– 
620 For the possibility that the order of the items in the investigation influences the results see Chapter 4.6.4. 
621 The results of other surveys also show – like the oral part of the present survey – that when presented with 
a choice the speakers choose end stress: podnæli´sþ 85.2 per cent in Kolesov (1964), 95 per cent in Ukiah 
(1994); podnæ´lisþ 18.8 per cent in RJaSO (1963), 13.8 per cent in Kolesov and 5 per cent in Ukiah; 
pódnælisþ 2.4 per cent in Kolesov and 0 per cent in Ukiah.  
622 19 subjects stressed podnäli´sþ in both instances, 2 stressed podnä´lisþ in both instances, 4 used 
podnä´lisþ and podnäli´sþ, 2 used podnäli´sþ, and one other, invalid, response, 1 pódnälisþ and podnäli´sþ, and 
3 pódnälisþ and podnä´lisþ. 
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the prevailing stress is end stress, but that both can probably be considered the implicit 
norm.623  
Table 4.5-67. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

napili´sþ napi´lisþ Invalid 
norma dop./razg.  

54.8% (17) 35.5% (11) 9.7% (3)
 
Yet another verb form for which there appear to be two normative stresses is sobralisþ. A 
majority of the informants – 70.7 per cent – claim usage of the codified norm sobralísþ and 
a majority, although smaller (50.9 per cent), report that they use sobra´lisþ (dop./razg.) and 
believe that it is correct. The results of the oral investigation, where sobralísþ was used by 
77.4 per cent and sobra´lisþ by 22.6 per cent, point in the same direction: both stresses are 
used, but the end-stressed codified norm has a stronger position.624 
Table 4.5-68. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

sobrali´sþ sobra´lisþ 
norma dop./razg. 

77.4% (24) 22.6% (7) 
 
About half the informants – 47.1 per cent – replied that they use the stress pridralísþ and 
believe it is correct, and about as many – 50.0 per cent – rejected it. Actual usage shows 
quite an equal distribution between end stress and stem stress: pridralísþ was elicited from 
51.6 per cent and pridra´lisþ from 48.4 per cent. In other surveys usage of stem stress was 
higher: pridralísþ was used by 14.4 per cent in Kolesov (1964), pridra´lisþ by 86.1 per 
cent in Kolesov and by 71.4 per cent in RJaSO (1963), prídralisþ by 1.9 per cent in 
Kolesov. A real change towards end stress and greater agreement with the book norm might 
have taken place since these studies were carried out in the 1960s, although the results on 
the whole indicate that both stresses are highly used and accepted. 
Table 4.5-69. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

pridrali´sþ pridra´lisþ 
norma dop./razg. 

51.6% (16) 48.4% (15) 
  
The percentage of actual usage of the codified norm do<dalísþ was 64.5 and of 
do<da´lisþ (dop./razg.) 32.3. Accordingly, in actual speech the language users prefer the 
end-stressed explicit norm. However, as the results of the other part of the survey show, 
acceptance of the stem-stressed variant is high: 51.9 per cent declare that they use this 
stress and consider it correct (cf. with the 43.4 per cent who dismiss it). Other surveys show 
similar figures: do<dalísþ 44.4 per cent in Kolesov (1964) and 60 per cent in Ukiah 
(1994); do<da´lisþ 54.1 per cent in RJaSO (1963), 57.0 per cent in Kolesov and 40 per cent 
in Ukiah.625 
 

–––––––––––––––– 
623 Other investigations show varying results. In Ukiah (1994) all informants used end stress and no one stem 
stress, while in Kolesov (1964) 50.4 per cent stressed napili´sþ, 54.9 per cent napi´lisþ and 0.4 per 
cent na´pilisþ. In RJaSO (1963) 48.1 per cent stressed napi´lisþ (no figures given for other variants). 
624 The results of other surveys are in line with the present findings: sobrali´sþ 54.6 per cent in Kolesov 
(1964); sobra´lisþ 42.6 per cent in Kolesov, 34.1 per cent in RJaSO (1963); sóbralisþ 2.8 per cent in 
Kolesov.  
625 The prefix stress dó<dalisþ was also elicited in Kolesov (0.5 per cent of the respondents used it). 
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Table 4.5-70. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 
do<dali´sþ do<da´lisþ Invalid

norma dop./razg.  
64.5% (20) 32.3% (10) 3.2% (1)

 
For two forms only the stem-stressed variants were investigated. The reported usage of the 
variant rva´lisþ (dop./_) was quite high: 64.2 per cent (reported non-usage 33.9 per cent). 
This could be compared to Ukiah (1994) where only 5 per cent used the stress rva´lisþ. The 
stress rvalísþ is likely to be the implicit norm, as well as the explicit, but there is consider-
able tolerance of the stem-stressed variant. 
 The stem-stressed variant upílisþ, which is assessed differently in the two sources 
(dop. in OS and prostoreh. in RPP), was accepted by and reported to be the usage of 37.8 
per cent of the informants, suggesting (a) that end stress is more accepted and is thus both 
the implicit and explicit norm and (b) that the labelling in RPP could be too condemnatory. 
  
Stem stress is the explicit norm = implicit norm  
There is compliance between explicit and implicit norms for the form podkralisþ as the 
stem-stressed podkra´lisþ is the codified norm and 81.1 per cent reported usage of this 
stress, while the end-stressed variant podkralísþ (neprav./prostoreh.) was the reported 
usage of 24.5 per cent of the respondents. 
 The stem-stressed codified norm zalga´lisþ is the reported usage of 53.8 per cent of the 
informants (43.4 per cent non-usage). This suggests that explicit and implicit norms comply 
for this form, but that there is some hesitancy regarding its stressing. 
 The end-stressed variant otospalísþ, which is well accepted by the sources (labelled i/i) 
is not embraced by the language users. Only 14.2 per cent report usage of this stress. 
Elicited usage confirms the strong position of the codified norm otospa´lisþ, which was 
used by 77.4 per cent, while otospalísþ was used by 22.6 per cent. 

Table 4.5-71. Actual usage. Percentage of respondents for each stress variant. 

otospa´lisþ otospali´sþ 
norma i/i 

77.4% (24) 22.6% (7) 
 
Thus, although the pool of data is quite small, it can be assumed that when stem stress in 
the plural reflexive preterite is the explicit norm it is also the implicit norm, although there 
seems to be some hesitation concerning the stressing of zalgalisþ. 

4.6 Several instances of one form in the written 
questionnaire 
For several verbal forms two or more variant stresses were included in the investigation – 
for instance both the codified norm nahala´sþ and the variant stress na´halasþ, labelled 
neprav./_ – so that internal comparison within the questionnaire could be effectuated.626 
This internal comparison shows that either there is only one stress that is the implicit norm 
(this stress can be both = the explicit norm and ≠ the explicit norm), or there are two or sev-

–––––––––––––––– 
626 Ideally, all variants, both normative and non-normative stresses, should have been included but this was 
not possible within the scope of this survey. 
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eral coexisting implicit norms, i.e. there is variation in the individual and variation in soci-
ety. 

4.6.1 One implicit norm is equal to the explicit norm 
The results from the questionnaire show that for many verbs or forms the informants as a 
group have one and only one implicit norm, which is equal to the explicit norm. This would 
appear to be supported by figures showing that a large majority (approximately two thirds 
of the informants) approved of one stress (marked in bold below), whereas a minority (not 
more than a quarter to a third) approved of the other stress. This is at the same time as the 
second stress variant is rejected by a majority and the sum for the percentages for the stress 
alternatives is around 100 per cent.627 Still it should be kept in mind that for this kind of 
comparison no strict numerical borders can be set and that a sliding scale is dealt with here. 
zanǽtþ norma  96.2%
za´nætþ  grubo neprav./_  11.4%
prikléitþ  norma  95.3%
priklei´tþ  ne rek. ustar/prostoreh.  11.3%
nanǽtþ  norma  93.4%
na´nætþ  grubo neprav./_  10.4%
razvëlsæ  norma  94.4%
razvelsǽ  dop. ustar./ustar.  5.6%
nahala´sþ  norma  90.6%
na´halasþ  neprav./_  12.3%
sozdalósþ  norma 87.8%
sozda´losþ  dop./_  18.9%
zadala´  norma  87.7%
za´dala  neprav./prostoreh.  11.4%
zada´la  neprav./prostoreh.  13.2%
herka´tþ  norma  83.0%
hërkatþ  i/i  24.5%
podkra´lisþ  norma  81.1%
podkrali´sþ  neprav./prostoreh.  24.5%
pri´næl  norma  77.4%
prinǽl neprav./prostoreh.  17.9%
prodalósþ norma  73.7%
proda´losþ  dop./razg.  18.9%
pródalosþ  neprav./prostoreh.  7.5%
pozvoni´m  norma  67.9%
pozvónim  ne rek./prostoreh.  32.0%
sólit  norma  67.0%
soli´t  dop./i  20.7%
weveli´t  norma  66.1%
wevélit  dop./i  39.6%
otperla´sþ  norma  66.0%
otpërlasþ  _/prostoreh.  25.5%
ótperlasþ  neprav./prostoreh.  9.4%

–––––––––––––––– 
627 In the listing below the conventional border has been set at 95 to 115 per cent, the figures being chosen to 
allow for a certain number of invalid replies and a certain overlapping in the answers of the informants. 
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4.6.2 The implicit norm is not equal to the explicit norm  
For some forms, though, the stresses that are the implicit norm are not given as the explicit 
norm in the handbooks, and the stress that is codified as normative has low reported usage. 
Thus for these forms there is one implicit stress norm (in bold below), but it is not equal to 
the stress codified as normative in the sources. These stresses that function as actual norms 
are, with two exceptions, marked i or dop./razg., which means that they are within the 
norm, but not the preferred stress. The two exceptions are vklǘhiwþ and doherpa´tþ. 
nali´l  dop./razg.  92.5%
na´lil  norma  7.6%
rodi´lsæ i/_ 93.5%
rodilsǽ  norma  10.4%
perenǽli  dop./razg.  88.8%
pérenæli  norma  12.3%
poséliwþ  dop./razg.  88.7%
poseli´wþ  norma  9.4%
zar<avétþ  i/_  88.7%
zar<a´vetþ  norma  15.0%
poméstætsæ  dop./razg.  87.7%
pomestǽtsæ  norma  18.8%
pereperhi´tþ  dop./i  85.9%
perepérhitþ  norma  15.1%
vklü´hiwþ  neprav./razg.  85.8%
vklühi´wþ  norma  27.4%
ot<i´li  i/i  78.2%
ót<ili  norma  26.5%
doherpa´tþ  ne rek./prostoreh.  75.5%
dohérpatþ  norma  21.7%
dohërpatþ _/prostoreh.  9.4%
podnǽli  dop./razg.  72.7%
pódnæli  norma 26.5%
zasloni´t  i/i  70.8%
zaslónit  norma  26.5%

 
As the method for this study did not imply a choice between two (or more) forms, but 
rather investigated the acceptance and usage (mainly reported, but also actual) of stress 
variants, a method which more clearly shows the norm, it was possible to prove that one 
person can use and accept several different forms on different occasions or in different 
contexts. 

4.6.3 Two or several stresses are the implicit norm 
There are answers indicating that there are two or several stresses that are the implicit 
norm (marked in bold below), here defined as the cases where a majority of informants are 
in favour of each of the two alternative forms.  
 As suggested by Greenbaum & Quirk (1970:6) “some subjects can prefer one form 
while other subjects prefer a different one (variation in society); and they also show that 
some subjects give an identically high ranking to two or more forms (variation in the indi-
vidual)”. As will be shown below, this is confirmed in the present study. These findings 
could be contrasted with, for instance, Graudina (1980:71, 125–126) who has as a point of 
departure that there are two variants and that the informants have to choose between these. 
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 The results for the verbs ending on -lisþ for which two or more stresses were investi-
gated resemble each other: both end- and stem stress are used by more than 50 per cent of 
the informants and the codified norm (stressed -lísþ) is the most used form, or at least as 
much used as the variant form marked dop./razg. This indicates that the informants accept 
both end-stressed and stem-stressed plural preterite forms, but that the normative 
end-stressed form is prevailing.628 
napili´sþ  norma  70.7%
napi´lisþ  dop./razg.  53.8%
podnæli´sþ  norma  58.5%
podnǽlisþ  dop./razg.  61.4%
podnǽlisþ  dop./razg.  53.8%
pódnælisþ  neprav./prostoreh.  5.6%
sobrali´sþ  norma  70.7%
sobra´lisþ  dop./razg.  50.9%

 
For the masculine and plural forms of preterite verbs with originally monosyllabic stems 
for which both variants were investigated there is a uniform pattern: both prefix stress and 
stem stress are the reported usage of more than 50 per cent of the informants. The 
stem-stressed forms (labelled i, dop., razg.) are more current (61–79 per cent reported us-
age), and the prefix-stressed forms which are the codified norms are the reported usage of 
50–58 per cent. This indicates that both the stem-stressed and the prefix-stressed forms are 
the implicit norm, but that stem stress is gaining ground. It also shows, which could be ex-
pected, that there is no correspondence between the label of the stem-stressed variant and 
acceptance in the language community: a stress marked i is not always more often seen as 
normative than a variant labelled dop./razg.629 
pro<i´l  dop./razg.  79.3% 
pró<il  norma  58.5% 
pro<i´li  dop./razg.  65.2% 
pró<ili  norma  55.7% 
pere<i´l i/razg  68.9% 
pére<il norma  51.9% 
propi´li  i/i  77.4% 
própili  norma  51.9% 
propi´l  i/i  61.4% 
própil  norma  50.0% 
proda´l  dop./razg.  70.8% 
pródal  norma  53.7% 

 
To conclude, the importance of not necessarily making the informants choose between two 
variants, but rather to assess given variants, is demonstrated clearly by the above.  

4.6.4 The importance of distance in the questionnaire 
As already mentioned the intention was to mix the order of stresses of the same type so 
that, for instance, not all preterite reflexive verbs in the plural form would be placed adja-

–––––––––––––––– 
628 The figures for the end-stressed form podnæli´sþ are between those for the two instances of stem stress 
podnæ´lisþ. 
629 This leads to the following questions: On what basis is that labelling made? It is neither linked to usage 
nor to structure. What indicates that pere<i´l (zimu) should be labelled i/razg. and pro<i´l dop./razg., 
or pro<i´l dop./razg. and propi´l i/i?  
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cently in the questionnaire. It can be conjectured that such a placement influences the sur-
vey results as the informants are more likely to give similar answers to two similar forms if 
these two are placed one after another than if they are on separate pages. In order to study 
this the results for the variant pro<íli (number 145, page 4) and for pro<íl (number 239, 
page 6) will be compared with the results for the prefix-stressed variants pro´<il and 
pro´<ili which were – with the purpose of making such a comparison – placed next to each 
other on page 5 as numbers 189 and 190 respectively.630 The table below shows this 
comparison. 
Table 4.6-1. The informants' answers about reported usage for variants in the questionnaire placed at a distance or 
adjacently. 

 Placed on separate pages: 
pro<i´li pro<íl 

Adjacent to each other: 
pró<il pró<ili 

Exactly the same answer 43 77 
Similar answer631 29 5 
Different answer 32 18 
At least one invalid answer  2 6 
Total  106 106 

 
The conclusion that can be drawn from this quite limited material is that the fact that two 
similar stress types are placed next to each other increases the likelihood that the respon-
dent assesses them in the same way. On the other hand, what was shown above and in 
Chapter 4.5 should be kept in mind, i.e. that the informants can use the two stresses indis-
criminately and do not believe they have to make a choice between two stresses: they 
report usage of the codified norm pro´<il (58.5 per cent) and pro´<ili (55.7 per cent) 
alongside the even more popular dop./razg.-marked stresses pro<íl and pro<íli (79.3 and 
65.2 per cent). 

4.7 Comparison of the results of the oral performance test 
(usage) and the written judgement test (attitude) 
The relation between reported and actual usage is important both for an understanding of 
the normative structure (4.7.3) and for an evaluation of the individual parts of the survey. 
The following section sets out to investigate this relation briefly. 
 As for the reliability of the speaker-reported material, Panov states that the objectivity of 
the facts obtained is often questioned as the informants can ascribe to themselves speech 
habits – particularly in morphology and phonetics – that they believe are correct, although 
they do not use them. Panov asserts, however, that material collected shows that the num-
ber of variants and deviations from the norms often reaches the level found in observations 
of speech (1968a:44).632 The same conclusion was reached by Krysin who compared re-
cordings to the answers in the questionnaire for the RJaSO survey. This comparison 
showed that there was insignificant deviation from the questionnaires, and the conclusion 

–––––––––––––––– 
630 Nothing of course implies that a masculine and a plural form of the same verb should unconditionally have 
the same stress in codification or in the usage of one individual. However, it is quite probable that a person 
who stresses pró<ili is also likely to use the stress pró<il. 
631 Answers are considered “similar” where, for instance, the informant claims to use the variant, but in one 
case believes it is right and in the other knows it is right.  
632 “Их количество часто достигает предела, который был найден из наблюдений над живой речью” 
(Panov 1968a:44). See also 4.1.1.1. 
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he draws is that the material can basically be seen as a reflection of actual usage (1974:34). 
And although Greenbaum & Quirk claim that “[i]t is also important to recognise that a 
preference in use need not correspond to a preference in attitude” (1970:6) they, too, infer 
that “there is in general a fairly close harmony between attitude and use” (1970:6). 

4.7.1 Method 
As the methods for the two parts of the survey were different, it is not justifiable simply to 
compare percentages of reported usage and percentages of actual usage. What has to be 
checked is the agreement of each singular answer for each individual informant. And, as it 
cannot be checked when the reported and actual usage do agree – there are several variants 
and one informant can use several of them – I have here counted the cases when there is no 
agreement between actual usage (the oral part of the survey) on the one hand and reported 
usage (the written part of the survey) on the other. 
 The number of normative stresses, codified as normative, which were represented in 
both parts was 60, and the number of variant stresses (non-normative and also “equal vari-
ants to the norm”) was 63.633 If one word or form appears twice in the oral part of the sur-
vey, the number of disagreements in reported usage and actual usage was added, but one 
disagreement cannot be counted more than once for one informant. 
 Comparisons on a more detailed word level are made in the preceding parts of this 
chapter, in connection with the results for each group of verbs or forms. 

4.7.2 Results 
The results show that reported usage and actual usage do more often than not tally. Of the 
total of 3,875 observations634 there was incongruity between reported and elicited usage in 
904 cases, i.e. 23.3 per cent.635 
 The comparison showed that there are cases where the differences between reported us-
age and actual usage are particularly large. This either indicates a norm insecurity (both on 
an individual level and in the society) or an acceptance of several stress norms. This applies 
to the following: 
 In preterite non-reflexive masculine and plural forms (prefix stress and stem stress): 
o´tda´l, pro´<íli, pro´da´l, pro´da´li, raspro´da´li, pe´re<íl, o´<íli, pro´<íl, po´dnä́li, 
pro´by´li, pro´klä́l, o´bnä́l, pro´bíl. 
 In preterite reflexive masculine forms (prefix stress and end stress, sometimes root 
stress): na´halsä́, o´bnä́lsä́. 
 In preterite reflexive plural forms (prefix stress and end stress, sometimes root stress): 
po´dnä́lísþ and za´nälísþ. For some plural forms with other roots/stems than -ня- (and per-
haps also -ча-) the insecurity or acceptance touches stem stress and end stress: 
sobra´lísþ, napílísþ, do<da´lísþ, razobra´lísþ.  
 Some present tense verbs (stem stress and end stress): prislo´níwþ, weve´li´wþ, mo´rít,  

–––––––––––––––– 
633 There are in this context three stresses for which the sources do not agree as to whether a stress is 
normative or not (dop./norma, dop./norma, norma/prostoreh.). Here I have, for simplicity and consistency, 
followed the notations of OS when deciding whether to regard a stress as codified norm or not. 
634 31 informants x 125 stresses checked. 
635 Accordingly, there was correspondence between reported usage and actual usage in 76.7 per cent of the 
cases. The correspondence in the cross-check of reported and actual usage in Krysin was 73.7 per cent 
(Krysin 1974:163). 
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glu´wíwþ, zvo´nít, pozvo´ním, zaklǻhím, vvolo´hët. 
 The infinitive and the whole paradigm: premírova´tþ, ba´lu´ewþsä. 

4.7.2.1 Analysis of the non-coincidence of answers 
However, as the cases where reported usage and belief about norms are not in accordance 
with actual usage are important for the study of the language users’ norms these will be 
studied more in detail here. The table below shows more specifically how the informants 
responded when their reported usage and belief about norms were not in accordance with 
their actual usage. 
Table 4.7-1. Number of cases when reported usage and belief about norms are not in accordance with actual usage. 

 CODIFIED NORM VARIANT TO THE CODIFIED NORM 
 Informant claims 

to use (+) 
Informant claims not 

to use (–) 
Informant claims to 

use (+) 
Informant claims not 

to use (–) 
Informant does actu-
ally use (+) 

–––––– 187 –––––– 104 

Informant does not 
actually use (–) 

266 –––––– 383 –––––– 

 
The most common case is that informants claim to use a variant stress not codified as the 
norm but do not use it (383), and second comes the case where they claim to use the codi-
fied norm, but do not use it (266). The number of cases where they actually do use stresses 
– normative and non-normative – which they say that they do not use is on the other hand 
smaller (187 and 104 respectively). The lowest figure is found for the situation where the 
informant claims not to use, but actually uses, a variant to the codified norm. 
 Clearly, the acceptance of variants among the informants is rather high. It is more com-
mon that informants claim to use a stress which they do actually not use (this applies to 
both normative and non-normative stresses) than the other way round. Nevertheless, it is – 
quite remarkably – more common that the speakers under-report usage of explicit norms 
than of non-normative variants, and it is also more common that they over-report usage of 
non-normative forms than of explicit norms. Still, the fact that there are cases when they 
claim to use normative stresses which they do not use in speech could indicate a certain 
awareness of the norm and an ideal that they are striving for, although it is not as strong as 
their acceptance of variants. Consequently, the speakers acknowledge the variants and do 
not consider them wrong, although they, in speech, more often use the stress that is codified 
as normative. 
 Generally it is assumed that informants over-report usage of prestige variants. “This 
mismatch between actual usage and what people publicly claim to think constitutes one of 
the many paradoxes in sociolinguistics” (Milroy & Milroy 1991:19). 

A major task of sociolinguistics is to explain why linguistic differences that are essentially arbitrary are 
assigned social values. Another associated task is to explain why people continue to use non-standard 
varieties when they claim publicly to agree that only the ‘standard’ is ‘correct’. What is the function of 
prescriptive attitudes and what effects do they have? (Milroy & Milroy 1991:19) 

It seems that people are willing to pay lip-service to correctness and prestige variants, but at the same time 
they continue to speak the variety current in their own speech communities. In fact, statistical counts of 
variants actually used are probably the best way of assessing attitudes. Despite the views of the guardians, 
most people do not put into effect absolute views that particular usages are ‘right’ or ‘wrong’. (Milroy & 
Milroy 1991:19) 

However, as shown in the table above it is not necessarily the case that discrepancies be-
tween self-reporting and actual usage go in this direction (if one assumes that the codified 
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norm is the prestige form). The informants in the present investigation do not seem to strive 
towards some known ideal norm in an attempt to be “educated” and correct, and they are 
not guilty of “idealisation” of their own language through over-reporting usage of stresses 
that are the codified norm. It is rather the other way round. This does, it should be pointed 
out, create a difference and lends further weight to the argument that the codified norm in 
certain cases is not perceived as the prestige variant. 
 Another tentative proposal for an explanation of this type of discrepancy is that this 
might be an indication that acceptance and recognition of variants can be as wide as that of 
norms. As Greenbaum & Quirk rightly point out, usage in others can be tolerated even if 
this usage does not coincide with one’s own reported usage or what one believes is recom-
mended: 

If elicited behaviour is different from the ‘actual’ behaviour casually observed and (if one is lucky) 
collected in a corpus, it is at least equally important to distinguish elicited usage from attitudes to usage. 
And these attitudes can be seen as reflecting three potentially quite distinct but often interacting factors. 
We may have strong beliefs about the forms we habitually use and we may also have strong views about 
the forms that ought to be used; these may be in harmony or in rueful conflict, but – needless to say – our 
beliefs about our own usage in no way necessarily correspond to the facts of our actual usage. 
Furthermore, we may tolerate usage in others that corresponds neither to the forms we believe we use 
ourselves nor to the forms that we believe are the most to be commended. (Greenbaum & Quirk 1970:2–3) 

4.7.3 Conclusion 
While this comparison between elicited usage and speaker-report results shows that by and 
large they comply, there is a certain incongruity between usage and the ideas about this 
usage. The character of this incongruity points towards an underlying normative structure636 
where the Russian informants on the whole use what they genuinely believe are the norms, 
whether or not these stresses actually comply with the explicit norms given in dictionar-
ies.637 On that account, it can be argued that there is rather a low level of language 
insecurity among these Russian informants, and if there is any insecurity at all, it is a latent 
insecurity (cf. Labov 1966:477 f.). 

636 Cf. Labov (1966:480). 
637 Cf. Labov (1966) where New Yorkers, when reporting their own usage, gave their norms of correctness, 
i.e., the norms they were aiming at, not their usage and consequently showed linguistic insecurity.  



5 Adherence to the codified norm for particular groups 
of informants 

 
 
 
 
The topics that will be investigated in this chapter are: 
(a) to what extent the informants’ implicit norm coincides with the explicit norm (5.1); 
(b) whether the group defined as standard language speakers is the one that most often re-

ports usage in accordance with the explicit norms (5.1 and 5.10–5.11); 
(c) which groups of informants (based on the variables age, sex, native language, child-

hood residence, place of longest residence, type of longest residence: town or country-
side and educational level; and also samples units, i.e. places used in the investigation) 
are closest to the explicit norm and which groups’ implicit norm deviates most from 
the explicit norm (5.2–5.9); 

(d) which are the characteristics of the informants with the ten highest and ten lowest 
scores for replies in accordance with the explicit norm (5.10–5.11). 

In order to investigate to what extent the informants report usage of the explicit norm, a 
comparison of the assessments of dictionaries/handbooks and of the results of the attitude 
questionnaire was made. 
 Only the results of the first dimension of the questionnaire were taken into account, i.e. 
whether the informants do or do not report usage of a stress variant, not their belief about 
normativity (the second dimension). When an informant’s answer coincided with the codi-
fied norm it was coded as a 1, when not, it was coded as a 0. Then the number of 1s for 
each informant was added, and these numbers were used for the following calculations. 
 The number of cases (min. 0, max. 289) in which an informant’s replies were in line 
with the explicit norm was counted.638 Below, the results are presented for each group of 
informants and for each social variable. In the following averages (mean values) will be 
used and it should be kept in mind that mean values are symbols which do not exist in re-
ality. The number of individuals in each group is given in parentheses.  
 This investigation was only made on the totality of the results of the questionnaire, not 
per singular word or type of variation.639 It should be observed that the number of speakers 
in some groups is very small. Those results are therefore by no means representative and 
should rather be seen as a presentation of the survey results according to the social vari-
ables than as an indicator of norm adherence for certain groups. Naturally, this material is 
skewed as the informants were not sampled on the basis of these social parameters.  
 According to Krysin, norms in pronunciation are in general – to a higher degree than 
lexical and inflectional norms – considered to be dependent on social factors. He suggests 
that this could be explained by the fact that pronunciation is an automated speech habit, i.e. 

–––––––––––––––– 
638 Although the normative assessment is in most cases the same in both main sources, there is, as already 
shown, no coincidence between these in several cases. In such situations the codified norm of OS, for the 
sake of argument, has been equated with the explicit norm. 
639 The sample is not suited to a correlational study of the type investigating questions like how women aged 
45–60 from central Russia stress reflexive preterite neuter forms, and such questions will therefore not be 
investigated here. 
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not controlled in the communication process (Krysin 1973:49).640 The most important fac-
tors for the distribution of language variants are territorial factors,641 then comes the time 
factor (age differences; Krysin 1973:42, 48–49). Krysin (1973:47–48) suggests that differ-
ences in social status have little impact on language and also that these differences are 
small and (seemingly) decreasing.642 

5.1 The whole informant group 
The average score of adherence to the explicit norm for all informants is 165.0 out of 289, 
i.e. ≈ 57.1 per cent of the answers given are in line with the prescribed norm. In reality the 
scores vary between 203 and 95 and the standard deviation (s) is 20.3. The dispersion of 
the results is shown below: 
 
203 190 183 177 173 167 164 158 155 146 127 
202 189 181 176 171 166 163 158 155 146 121 
201 188 181 176 171 166 162 157 155 145 118 
200 188 181 175 169 165 162 157 150 144 111 
199 186 180 175 169 165 161 157 148 144 110 
194 185 179 175 169 164 160 157 148 142   95 
194 185 178 174 168 164 160 156 147 141  
194 184 178 174 168 164 160 156 147 140  
191 184 177 173 167 164 159 156 147 139  
190 183 177 173 167 164 158 155 146 136  

 
In this connection it should be kept in mind that the verbs and forms investigated here are 
in general those with variation recorded in dictionaries and they therefore contain some 
kind of difficulty. The most simple or most uncontroversial stresses have not been in-
cluded, and the figures should thus not be interpreted to mean that Russian speakers stress 
in accordance with the explicit norm in only about 60 per cent of the cases.  
  If we then remove from these replies those given by people who, according to the gen-
erally used definition, cannot be qualified as standard language speakers, the average 
amounts to 166.5,643 which is slightly higher. The average number of answers in accor-
dance with the prescribed norm for so-called non-standard speakers is 149.6. 
 Accordingly, adherence to the explicit norm in verbal stress is somewhat higher for the 
group defined as standard language speakers, but given the small number of non-standard 
speakers the results are of limited significance. 

–––––––––––––––– 
640 Krysin talks about phonetics, but appears to equate it with pronunciation in general, including word stress. 
641 Where childhood was spent and where a person has lived most of his life were of the same significance 
(Krysin 1973:40). 
642 What effects the less uniform sociological make-up of Russian society at the end of the 20th and in the 
21st century will have on the language and on social differences in language remains to be seen. 
643 This is if the informant whose replies are not certainly reliable are removed; he gave personal information 
qualifying him as a non-standard speaker. 
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5.2 Places used in the investigation 
Figure 5-1. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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Unsurprisingly, the informants from The Moscow State Linguistic University deviate less 
from the explicit norm than any other group of informants. Their average score is 177.6 
(for the Russian language teacher 181). Then come the students from The Moscow Techni-
cal University of Communication and Informatics (with a specialisation in business and 
languages) who also have a relatively high degree of adherence to the codified norm: 
175.9. These two groups are rather high above the average for all informants (165.0). Just 
below the average we find the personnel at the private medical clinic (160.4), the building 
materials outlet (159.8) and the control group of informants (158.4). The lowest score of 
adherence to the codified norm is found among the students from The Academy of Na-
tional Economy (149.1) and from The Moscow State University of Civil Engineering 
(142.5).  

5.3 Age 
Figure 5-2. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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The informant group with the highest number of answers in accordance with the codified 
norm is the youngest, 17–31 years, with an average score of 169.0. Then comes the age 
group 32–46 years (156.4) and lastly the age group 47–61 years, with a score of 151.4. 
There were also six informants who did not give their age/year of birth and whose score is 
in the middle (159.7). 

The results show that the oldest age group is the one that adheres the least to the explicit 
norm. However, as is the case with most social variables discussed here, the bias in the 
material could have influenced the results. The only conclusion that can be drawn with any 
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kind of certainty is that the young do not deviate more from the codified norm than the 
older informant groups.  
 Krysin concluded that younger groups (those born in the 1940s, i.e. the oldest age group 
in the present survey) use stem stress in present tense and in prefixed past tense verbs more 
often than other groups on the whole (1973:43 f., 1974:234). 

It should be noticed that, as Nordberg (1987–88:869–870) points out, differences in age 
groups in a study (apparent time) is not necessarily the same thing as actual change in real 
time. Such differences could be due to age grading. However, it seems most unlikely that 
age grading occurs in word stress. 

5.4 Sex 
Figure 5-3. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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As the factor sex has not been studied in a similar kind of study on Russian (see 4.1.3.2) 644 
it will be expanded upon here. This factor was strangely enough not studied in the RJaSO 
survey (Krysin 1974). The questionnaires included a question about the parameter 
male/female, but it was not taken into account in the processing:  

Вопросники начинались социолингвистической анкетой, содержащей среди прочих параметров и 
разграничение мужчина/женщина, которое, однако, при конкретной обработке материала не 
учитывалось. Таким образом, важнейшее деление людского рода на две части (мужчины – 
женщины) до недавнего времени не привлекало к себе специального внимания лингвистов. 
(Zemskaja et al. 1990:224) 

Another reason why this factor will merit more attention than the others is that it is in fact 
the only one about which more or less certain conclusions can be drawn. For many of the 
other variables the number of alternatives is larger and the number of informants in each 
group is small, as the material was not sampled on these grounds. For this factor, however, 
there is sufficient material to allow a statistical test.  
 The average score of correspondence to the codified norm was 171.9 for the 70 female 
informants, compared to 151.7 for the group of 36 male informants. And, as far as the dif-
ference between men and women is concerned, it is statistically significant that in this sur-
vey men deviate more often from the codified norm than women. We can, through a 
X2-test, reject the null hypothesis (no difference between the frequencies subjected to the 
test) with an error probability of less than 0.1 (p < 0.1 per cent). 
 There can be several reasons for this. It could be due to a skewness in the sample as 
there is a certain bias towards women with a linguistic background, although here it is dif-
ficult to say what is the cause and what is the effect. 
 There is practically no difference in educational level among the informants of different 
sex. Among the men 80.6 per cent are students or have higher education and the figure for 
females is 81.4. On the other hand, 84.3 per cent of the female informants come from Mos-

–––––––––––––––– 
644 Zemskaja et al. (1990) study differences in men’s and women’s speech but do not discuss word stress. 
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cow and Moscow oblast' while the corresponding figure for the male informants is 69.4 
per cent. This might be one of the explanations for this difference between the sexes. 
 It should also be noticed that six males deviate more than the female who deviates most 
from the codified norm. And five females deviate less than the male who deviates least 
from the codified norm. 
 Commentaries regarding differences in the speech of Russians have generally been in 
the direction that the speech of women (and also children) is “worse” than that of men 
(Dolopčev 1886:II). And referring to the fact that illiteracy was previously higher among 
women Comrie et al. (1996:8) say:  

The disparity between the sexes had been virtually eliminated by 1959, but the fact that formerly there was 
such a marked difference leads us to assume that until recently (perhaps still) non-standard speech was 
more common among women than men. There are no figures to support this, but it seems to be a 
reasonable assumption. 

There is little evidence to suggest that this is the situation today. In Anglo-American and in 
European sociolinguistics women are considered closer to the standard. There is no reason 
to believe that this should be different in Russia, which socially and educationally resem-
bles Europe in much. 
 In fact, it is something of a sociolinguistic axiom that women deviate less from standard 
speech than men. For this, three main explanations are usually put forward: conservatism, 
status and solidarity (Cameron & Coates 1988:13–14). However, Cameron & Coates see 
these common explanations as “implicitly sexist” and underline the importance of not con-
ducting empirical research in a framework “which assumes that male behaviour and male 
norms are prototypical” (1988:24). They cite examples from studies (1988:14–22) which 
prove that “women do not always and everywhere produce speech nearer to the prestige 
standard than men’s [speech]” (1988:22). Cameron (1988:8) says that “the ‘classic’ socio-
linguistic pattern whereby women are more standard in their speech than men is indeed an 
overgeneralisation – counterexamples do exist” and that, although widespread, it is “not 
universal or unchallengeable” (1988:11). She also underlines the differences within 
groups: “neither men nor women form homogeneous categories” (1988:11). (See also 
Cameron & Coates 1988:23.) 
 What we see here is (1) a general (old?) view that in Russia women do to a lesser degree 
than men use standard language; (2) research results from non-Russian and Russian con-
texts that show higher adherence to standard speech or codified norm for women than for 
men; and (3) a feminist oriented point of view suggesting that many of these findings are 
sex biased. This question could merit further research. 

5.5 Native language 
Figure 5-4. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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Opinions differ as to the character of non-native speakers’ Russian. Kolesov found in his 
survey that the explicit stress norms were best reflected in the speech of non-native Rus-
sian speakers: 

Любопытно, что литературное ударение, рекомендуемое орфоэпическими справочниками, как 
правило, лучше всего отражено в речи лиц, для которых русский язык не является родным; как 
показывают цифры, приведенные в скобках, ударение ленинградцев менее всего соответствует 
рекомендуемым нормам. (Kolesov 1967:118) 

Still, Kolesov is criticised by Ukiah who says that “the impact of these data is lessened, 
however, by the fact that not all the informants were native Russians” (1996:107). But if 
this fact has influenced the results at all, then the assumption is – following Kolesov’s con-
clusion – that the replies contain a larger number of answers in line with the codified norm 
than would be the case if only native Russian speakers were used as informants.645 
 The results of the present survey show that the difference in adherence to the codified 
norm between informants with Russian as native language and those with another native 
language is slight: 165.2 for the first group (100 persons) and 164.4 for the second (5).646 
This difference is not statistically significant (the number of informants with a native lan-
guage other than Russian is 5, which is the absolute minimum for this kind of test). 

5.6 Geographical origin: childhood residence 
Figure 5-5. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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Simply put, the highest number of answers in accordance with the explicit norm is found 
among informants who have spent their childhood647 either outside Russia (outside ex-
USSR or in one of the republics of former USSR except Russia) or in the Moscow area 
(Moscow and Moscow oblast'). Consequently, the informants with the lowest number of 
answers in accordance with the explicit norm are those who have spent their childhood in 
Russia but outside the Moscow area. 
 Since the number of informants in some groups is very small (for instance those who 
have spent their childhood outside ex-USSR, in northern or in southern Russia) it would be 

–––––––––––––––– 
645 Cf. Agrell (1917:9): People from more peripheral parts of the Russian-speaking area, who have learnt 
Russian mainly by formal schooling, have a certain “fossilisation” in their stressing: “вообще, у 
представителей русских окраин, знакомящихся с русским языком главным образом в школах, 
замечается некоторая окаменелость в ударении.” 
646 If data from the informant who gave unreliable answers in this questionnaire are removed. 
647 Defined as the largest part of the first 15 years. 
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very much an oversimplification to draw any valid conclusions from this material as some 
of the differences may be fortuitous. 
 The group with the highest adherence to codified norms is the one comprising infor-
mants who had grown up abroad (outside ex-USSR). The average score of adherence to 
codified norm for these two speakers is 186.5.648 Another group of informants with a rela-
tively high score comprises those from Moscow (169.9). For the informants who have 
spent their childhood in parts of ex-USSR other than Russia the score was 161.4.649 Then 
came the groups of informants from Moscow oblast' 158.1 (16 subjects), Central Rus-
sia/Siberia/Far East 152.6 (9) and Northern Russia 150.5 (2). The group that has the lowest 
number of answers in accordance with the explicit norm is the one of informants who had 
spent their childhood in southern Russia 127.0 (2).650 

5.7 Geographical origin: place of longest residence 
Figure 5-6. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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The same pattern as for the variable geographical origin/childhood residence above is 
found for the variable geographical origin/place of longest residence: the highest adherence 
to the explicit norm is found among informants either from outside Russia or from the 
Moscow area. And, consequently, the lowest scores are found among the informants from 
Russia outside the Moscow area. 
 The same reservations as above regarding the results apply to the figures pertaining to 
the place of longest residence of the informants, as in many groups the number of infor-
mants is too small for any safe conclusions. 
 The informant deviating the least from the norm is the one who has spent most of her 
life outside the former USSR (194.0).651 The informants from Moscow came next, with a 
score of 169.4 (73 persons), followed by those from Moscow oblast' 159.9 (17).652 These 
were followed by informants from other parts of the former USSR 158.3 (3), Northern 
–––––––––––––––– 
648 The individual figures for the two informants are 179 and 194. 
649 Seven informants after abstracting one unreliable one. 
650 Cf. Comrie et al. (1996:16): “the relative tenacity of southern dialect features”. The following typical 
southern features are found in both these informants’ reported speech: zvónit, sozvónimsæ, otklǘhit,  
zaklü´him, podnæ´lasþ, napi´lisþ, podnæ´lisþ, otorva´losþ, gna´la, podnæ´lisþ, obli´lisþ, rva´lisþ, prospa´la. 
651 One unreliable informant was removed from this group. 
652 One explanation for the difference between the results for Moscow and Moscow oblast' can be that 6 out 
of the 17 informants from Moscow oblast' were sampled at the University of Civil Engineering, and these 
technology students generally had low scores. These two factors – place used for sampling/area of study and 
geographical origin – may also be co-related. 
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Russia 150.5 (2) and Central Russia/Siberia/Far East 147.0 (8). The informant having spent 
most of his life in southern Russia had the lowest score for norm adherence (110.0), al-
though one single person is of course not material enough to provide statistically valid 
conclusions.653 

5.8 Principal residence (type: town or countryside)  
Figure 5-7. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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The group of people having spent most of their life in the countryside is so small that it is 
difficult to draw any conclusions from this material. Nevertheless, the results indicate that 
there might be a difference between the two informant groups. Informants who have spent 
most of their life in towns are more likely to adhere to the norm as their score is 165.9 
(101), while the score for those who have lived in the countryside is 146.8 (4).654 However, 
this last group is very heterogeneous (the scores are 95–142–169–181).  

5.9 Educational level 
Figure 5-8. Average score of coincidence between reported usage and the codified norm (out of 289) per 
group of informants. 
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There seems to be no marked difference in adherence to the explicit norm between infor-
mants with different levels of education. The only sharp borderline that could be said to 
exist is the one between those with little formal education (8–9 years)655 on the one hand, 
and informants with secondary and higher education on the other. 
 In this presentation the students have been separated from the total number of infor-
mants who had completed 10–11 years’ education, although the students belong to that 
group and also replied in accordance with this on the form. 

–––––––––––––––– 
653 There was another informant who marked this alternative, too, but it was the informant judged to be 
unreliable. 
654 This alternative was also marked by the “unreliable” informant. 
655 There was only one person in this group: a native Russian speaker, a Muscovite, with the score 118. 
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 The group with the highest score of norm adherence are the students 170.5 (59 per-
sons),656 then come those with completed secondary education 162.4 (10). The informants 
with completed higher and with secondary specialised education have approximately the 
same score: 158.2 (27) and 157.4 (9). 
 As mentioned in 4.1.3.4, education has proved not to be too weighty compared to other 
factors, but the RJaSO survey showed that persons with completed secondary-level educa-
tion use “new” accentological variants slightly more often than persons with higher educa-
tion, especially in verbal stress (Krysin 1974:234, 241).657  

5.10 Informants with the ten highest scores 
Among the ten informants that have the highest number of adherence to the norm all per-
sons fulfil the three criteria for standard language speakers: they have at least secondary 
education (they are all students), have spent most of their life in a town and are native Rus-
sian speakers. Six of these ten are students at The Moscow State Linguistic University. 
These informants are females and Muscovites. There is also one student from the same 
university who has spent most of her life outside the ex-USSR. In this group we also find 
three students – two female and one male – from The Moscow Technical University of 
Communication and Informatics, all of whom are from Moscow. 

5.11 Informants with the ten lowest scores 
Among the ten informants that have the lowest number of replies in accordance with the 
explicit norm not all fulfil the three criteria for standard language speakers. But not one 
among these ten – or among the total number of informants – fails to fulfil at least one of 
these: 
• All but one have at least secondary education (three have higher education). The 

exception is a native Russian speaker from Moscow, male, with 8–9 years’ education. 
• All but one have spent most of their life in a town. The exception is a native Russian 

speaker, male, with higher education, who has spent most of his life in the countryside 
in eastern Russia. 

• All but one are native Russian speakers. The exception is a male who is not a native 
Russian speaker (his native language is Ukrainian), but who has higher education and 
who is from a town.658 

• All the others fulfil all requirements: two of these are male students from Moscow, 
two from towns in Moscow oblast' and one from a town in southern Russia. These five 
informants are from The Moscow State University of Civil Engineering. In this group 
there is also one female Muscovite from The Moscow State Linguistic University and 
one informant from a town in eastern Russia with completed higher education. 

656 It should be noted that among the students a majority were language students. 
657 The difference is small, however, varying from 0.1 per cent (sozda´los', used by 13.9 per cent of those 
with higher education and 14.0 per cent of those with secondary education; dru´<iw' 95.3 and 95.4 
respectively) to 6.6 per cent (napi´lis' used by 45.4 of the informants with higher education and 52.0 per cent 
of those with secondary education) (Krysin 1974: 234–235, 241, 243, 261). 
658 Nowhere is it said that a town has to be situated in the Russian Federation in order to qualify as a 
residence for standard language speakers, although this might be presupposed. 



6 Codification compared to the survey results 
 
 
 
 
 
The present chapter is devoted to 
(a) a presentation of the survey results grouped according to the label of the variant inves-

tigated. It shows the relationship between the informants’ replies and the normative or 
stylistic labels given in stress handbooks (6.1).659 Accordingly, the same figures as in 
the presentations in Chapter 4 are shown here.660 

(b) a study of the cases in which there is conflicting norm notation in the main sources, in-
cluding a comparison with additional sources (6.2); 

(c) a study of the cases in which the implicit norms are not reflected in the main sources, 
including a comparison with additional sources (6.3). This comparison with additional 
sources is made as it could be assumed that some implicit norms not reflected in the 
main sources can actually be found in other sources. First, the codified normative 
stresses with low (reported and/or elicited) usage are investigated (6.3.1). Then fol-
lows a presentation and analysis of the stress variants with high usage, but which are 
not codified as norms (6.3.2). 

6.1 Normative or stylistic labels and the speakers’ 
norm and usage 

6.1.1 The codified norms 
The total number of normative stresses with stress variants found in the sources for the 
present study is almost 3,000. Of these, 133 were checked in the questionnaire and the re-
cording. 
 Below follows a study of (1) how often normative stresses with stress variants are the 
reported usage and are seen as correct or not; and (2) if there are any patterns for which 
explicitly normative stresses are also more often the implicit norm. 
 In appendices 4, 5, 6 and 7 it is shown that the reported usage of the stresses codified as 
normative ranges from almost 100 per cent to almost 0 per cent. There are thus on the one 
hand explicit norms that are used and seen as correct by almost all informants and, on the 
other, those that are used and seen as correct by almost no one. 
 Among the explicit norms with high reported usage we find the non-reflexive stem-
stressed preterite masculine, neuter and plural forms: prognílo (91.6 per cent), pereda´l 
(88.7 per cent), pere<i´l (86.8 per cent). 

–––––––––––––––– 
659 When the labelling differs between the two main sources the label in OS has been the basis for deciding 
under which heading the variant should be listed, e.g. under “not recommended” if the labels are ne rek. and 
razg. 
660 As the same figures as the rounded ones in the text in Chapter 4 are used, sometimes, for instance, both 
the percentages 96.3 and 96.2 occur, although they refer to the same number of informants (cf. 4.1.6). The 
figures for each stress variant examined will thus be presented twice, in different contexts. But in order to 
avoid repetition the commentaries in this chapter will not be as detailed as in Chapter 4. 
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 On the other hand, the reported usage for the non-reflexive prefix-stressed preterite 
masculine, neuter and plural forms, codified as normative, ranges over the whole spec-
trum: from pro´klæl (88.8 per cent) to na´lil (7.6 per cent) and do´lilo (3.7 per cent).661 As 
the verbs were not chosen systematically for these particular features there might not be 
sufficient material to draw valid conclusions, although it is still possible to see if there are 
any patterns regarding the roles of prefixes, gender/number and stems.  
 The individual prefixes do not seem to play a decisive role for what verbs have stress on 
the prefix. What can be noted, though, is that all the eight verbs examined that contain the 
prefix pro- have at least 50 per cent reported usage for prefix stress: from 50.0 per cent for 
pro´pil to 88.8 per cent for pro´klæl, which could indicate that pro- tends to attract stress 
(but: progni´lo 91.6 per cent). 
 Gender/number. After studying this particular point more systematically over the para-
digm (although with only four informants), Strom (1988:viii) draws the conclusion that 
there is a weak hierarchisation for the gender/number forms’ propensity to advance stress 
from the prefixes to the stem in the preterite verbs: neuter < plural < masculine. Nothing is 
found in the results of the present investigation that would contradict this. 
 Stems/roots. Strom finds that the most “radical” in promotion of stress from prefixes to 
root in the preterite forms are the j- and v-stems and that the most “conservative” are the 
r-stem, -нять, -быть and -дать (1988:374). Among the j- and v-stems the reported usage 
of prefix stress is from 50–60 per cent and down: all the prefix-stressed verbs on жить are 
gathered around the middle (50–60 per cent) except for o´t<ili (26.5 per cent). Verbs on 
-пить have reported usage of around 50 per cent, except for o´tpil (24.5 per cent). Prefix 
stress in verbs on -лить is not the reported usage of a majority of the speakers 
(na´lil, za´lilo). As for other roots there are either very few examples or no discernible 
pattern. The preterite of verbs on -чать have high reported usage: 78.4 per cent for na´hali 
and 65.1 per cent for na´halo. Verbs on -нять, for instance, are considered to be among the 
most conservative roots or stems throughout the whole preterite and they allegedly often 
retain prefix stress. However, only the stress prínæl has high reported usage (77.4 per 
cent; cf. pe´renæli 12.3 per cent). 
 To sum up, as has already been touched upon in preceding chapters, there is probably 
no pattern as to which preterite non-reflexive non-feminine forms attract prefix stress or 
stem stress. Stress placement is individual for each form.  
 End-stressed preterite feminine forms do not cause any particular problems among 
the language users. The informants agree with the codified norm and they agree between 
themselves. The non-reflexive preterite forms all have over 60 per cent reported usage, ex-
cept for prognila´ (38.7 per cent). It also seems that the shorter the form the greater the 
tendency to adhere to an end-stressed norm. Compare for instance dotkala´ (67.9 per cent) 
with tkala´ (78.4 per cent) and izgnala´ (62.2 per cent) with gnala ́(86.8 per cent). 
 Stem-stressed preterite feminine forms, non-reflexive or reflexive, do not cause par-
ticularly large problems among the speakers either. There could be, however, an indication 
of hypercorrection towards end stress as kra´la has only 36.9 per cent reported usage (cf. 
spala´, vrala´, dala´ etc.). There is also an indication of confusion as to the normativity of the 
stress -përlasþ, due to the fact that the stressing of verbs created on this verbal formant is 

–––––––––––––––– 
661 These are the lowest figures found among all stresses codified as normative. 
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highly varying both in codification (cf. 4.5.7.1.) and in usage (upërlasþ 89.6 per cent, 
podpërlasþ 48.1 per cent).  
 For the reflexive end-stressed preterite neuter and plural forms there is quite large 
variation, although in most cases a majority (from <ilo´sþ 91.5 per cent to podnälísþ 58.5 
per cent) considers this type of stress normative. The exceptions are pridralísþ (47.1 per 
cent) and oblilísþ (47.2 per cent).  
 Reflexive end-stressed preterite masculine forms (nahalsǽ, zapersǽ, obnælsǽ, ro-
dilsǽ, vosprinælsæ´´) are generally not approved of by the informants: the highest figures 
for reported usage, 34.0 per cent, are found for nahalsǽ and the lowest, 8.5 per cent, for 
vosprinælsǽ́. 
 The reflexive stem-stressed preterite masculine forms included in the investigation 
were perebra´lsæ and razvëlsæ. The high figures of reported usage for these, 91.5 and 94.4 
per cent respectively, in combination with the low figures for the end-stressed forms codi-
fied as normative, indicates that stem stress in these forms is gaining ground. 
 For the verbs with infinitive on -ить with variation in the present tense there ap-
pears to be no particular tendency. The reported usage for the end-stressed codified norms 
ranges from 92.5 per cent for opredelít to 9.4 per cent for otklåhít and poseli´wþ. The 
reported usage for the stem-stressed codified norms also ranges over the whole scale: from 
82.1 per cent for do´it to 10.3 per cent for priotvo´rit. 
 To sum up so far, the stresses codified as norms which can be pointed out as “problem 
areas” (regardless of one’s point of departure or original standpoint as far as normativisa-
tion and norms are concerned) are: 
• reflexive end-stressed preterite masculine forms (-sä́); 
• some non-reflexive prefix-stressed preterite non-feminine forms: na´lil, do´lilo and 

also ne ́dalo; 
• some verbs on -it with end stress as codified norm: morít, pomestä́tsä, vklåhítsä, 

krovotohít, gluwít; 
• some verbs on -it with stem stress as codified norm: stro´hiwþ, prislo´niwþ, zaslo´nit; 
• the verbs perepe´rhitþ, zaíndevetþ, zar<a´vetþ, podomovni´hatþ, ba´lovatþsä. 

6.1.2 Variants normative in one source and with 
other notation in the second source 

6.1.2.1 Normative in OS, other notation in RPP  
Of the stress variants, which in OS are considered normative and in RPP have other nota-
tion, some have rather low reported usage (see Appendix 8): pe´remer (5.6 per cent; actual 
usage 0 per cent), sosko´bliwþ (15.1 per cent), otorohítþ (15.0 per cent; actual usage 16.1 
per cent), otslo´nit (17.0 per cent). This suggests that the notation in RPP in these cases is 
more in line with the implicit norm. The stress perepo´it, normative in OS and labelled 
razg. in RPP, is the reported usage of 43.4 per cent of the informants. This could suggest 
that both stresses are the implicit norm and that both sources are to a certain extent correct. 
The stress raspro´dali is the codified norm in OS and this corresponds to the implicit norm. 

6.1.2.2 Normative in RPP, other notation in OS 
As in 6.1.2.1 above, it appears that in the cases where the two main sources differ in the 
normative assessment it cannot be stated that one particular source always reflects the im-
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plicit norm better than the other. For peremër and obosnu´ü it appears that RPP is more in 
line with the implicit norm, while for otsadít it is OS (Appendix 9). For napoít both 
sources appear to reflect the implicit norm, as both the stresses po´it and poít appear to be 
used (cf. 6.1.2.1). These assumptions are in some cases supported by other material, for 
instance from the oral part of the survey. 

6.1.3 The second of two “equal” variants 
Of the total of 233 variants “equal” to the codified norm (labelled i) 17 were checked in 
the survey. The reported usage for these was rather evenly distributed from 97.2 down to 
7.6 per cent of the informants (Appendix 10). An appallingly large number of these vari-
ants “equal” to the norm that have high reported usage pertain to the non-reflexive stem-
stressed preterite non-feminine forms: dopíli (97.2 per cent), otpíl (94.3 per cent), 
ot<íli (78.2 per cent), propíli (77.4 per cent), pere<íl (68.9 per cent), propíl (61.4 per 
cent). Among the current forms labelled as equal there are also the reflexive stem-stressed 
preterite masculine forms rodílsæ (93.5 per cent) and obnǽlsæ (85.9 per cent). On the other 
hand, the “equal” variants to the verbs on -irovatþ, tatuírovatþ and sta<írovatþsä, are not 
seen by the speakers as competitors to the codified norm with final stress. 

6.1.4 Admissible/colloquial variants 
The number of variants with the labels dop./razg. (admissible or colloquial) included in the 
investigation was 42, out of the total number of 478 found in the sources. Mirroring the 
category above with variants equal to the norm, the label dop./razg. is used for forms that 
are used by almost no one and for forms that are very largely used (from 92.5 to 11.3 per 
cent of the informants). This is shown in Appendix 11. 
 The highest figures of reported usage are found for the non-reflexive stem-stressed pre-
terite non-feminine forms: from nali´l (92.5 per cent) to prolílo (45.4 per cent) and 
zalílo (40.6 per cent), with all the others in the span between 88.8 and 59.5 per cent. This 
shows that this is a highly used stress pattern and that many of the stem-stressed variants of 
the non-reflexive preterite non-feminine forms marked dop./razg. are already, or are be-
coming, the (implicit) norm. It should be noted that the stresses da´losþ and rodílasþ are 
used to a very small degree and not believed by many to be correct (11.3 per cent for both), 
even though they are considered acceptable in the sources. 

6.1.5 Not recommended/vulgar or low colloquial variants 
A relatively small number of the variants labelled ne rek./prostoreh. were included: 11 out 
of the total number of 392. About the variants marked ne rek. the handbook OS says that 

[Они], как правило, отражают явления, соответствующие общим тенденциям языкового развития; 
нередко этой пометой оцениваются варианты, о которых можно предполагать, что не в очень 
далекой перспективе они станут нормативными. Но само содержание пометы этого не 
предполагает, так как прогнозирование не входит в задачи нормативного словаря. (OS–1997:6) 

This indicates that a scenario in which these forms become the norm is not unlikely, al-
though not determined. 
 Appendix 12 shows that there are forms labelled ne rek. with very high reported usage 
and which a large majority of the informants believe are right. This suggests that the 
“warning” contained in the label does not work and that these stresses have already, as in-
dicated in the quotation above, become the (implicit) norm: osvedomítþsæ (88.7 per cent), 
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doherpa´tþ (75.5 per cent), herpa´tþ (72.7 per cent), zamo´rit (69.9 per cent). There are also 
other stresses that are not recommended but show quite high reported usage (about half of 
the informants): o<íli (58.5 per cent), nabralo´ (50.9 per cent), soríwþ (49.0 per cent). 
And there are stresses labelled ne rek. which a minority, but not an insignificant part, of the 
informants claim to use. This is the case for instance with the three stem-stressed variants 
of verbs on -zvonitþ: sozvo´nimsæ (40.6 per cent), zvo´nit (35.7 per cent), pozvo´nim (32.0 
per cent); and with podperla´sþ (44.3 per cent), pomänët (27.3 per cent) and priby´l (26.4 
per cent). 
 On the other hand, there are stresses that are not recommended which few informants 
claim to use and believe are correct: zanǽlisþ (16.0 per cent), spa´losþ (11.3 per cent) and 
zaqelka´tþ (10.4 per cent). 
 For some variants the notation is ne rek. in OS, while it is razg. in RPP, meaning that 
RPP condemns these forms less severely. The range of figures for reported usage are ap-
proximately the same as for the variants marked ne rek./prostoreh.: from 69.9 per cent for 
zamo´rit and 58.5 per cent for o<íli to 26.4 per cent for priby´l. 
 To sum up, the label ne rek. has no correspondence to a stable quality in the implicit 
norm (the informants’ view on normativity or reported usage). Both stresses that are al-
ready the de facto norm and variants that are almost not used at all and not believed to be 
correct are labelled ne rek./prostoreh.662 

6.1.6 Incorrect/vulgar or low colloquial variants 
Out of the total number of 798 variant stresses marked neprav./prostoreh. 42 were in-
cluded in the survey. It is again noticeable that reported usage and belief about normativity 
encompasses the whole scale (Appendix 13). Some of these “incorrect” or low colloquial 
forms are already de facto norms since they are not perceived as wrong by the informants 
and are highly used according to reported and/or actual usage. Here krovoto´hit (87.8 per 
cent) and vklǘhiwþ (neprav./razg.; 85.8 per cent) particularly stand out. The figures are 
high also for pamætu´et (58.5 per cent) and na´halsæ (56.6 per cent). 
 However, most stress variants labelled neprav./prostoreh. are perceived as wrong and 
are not used by the informants, and the explicit norm corresponds to the implicit. For in-
stance, 103–104 out of 106 informants believe that the stresses nabralí, o´tdalosþ and 
podprygnu´tþ are wrong and say that they do not use them. Also many of the variants la-
belled _/prostoreh. (given in only RPP) are rather infrequent and are not considered cor-
rect (dozvo´nüsþ, pereve´rnet, pamætu´et, podkra´detsæ, dohërpatþ, podprygnu´tþ, oprovergla,́ 
po´zvala, o´tsnæli, nabrali,́ obterla´sþ, owibla´sþ). However, there are at least three stress 
variants which appear to be frequent enough and not only accentological occasionalisms, 
which would definitely justify their inclusion in OS and other stress handbooks listing 
variation: pamætu´et (58.5 per cent), otpërlasþ (25.5 per cent) and dre´mlü (17.1 per cent). 

–––––––––––––––– 
662 All of what is said above about the label не рек. does of course also apply to the label простореч. in RPP, 
which is generally used both for variants labelled не рек. and неправ. in OS. 
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6.1.7 Grossly incorrect/flagrantly vulgar or low colloquial variants 
Out of a total number of 20 variants labelled grubo neprav./grubo prostoreh. etc. eight were 
included in the investigation. Among these were five infinitives on -nætþ and 
-hatþ (za´nætþ, za´nætþsæ, na´nætþ, prínætþ, na´hatþ). The reported usage is low for all these 
variants: from 11.4 per cent for za´nætþ to 7.6 per cent for prínætþ (8 to 12 informants) 
(Appendix 14). The difference in reported usage between these is negligible. These vari-
ants are only mentioned in OS (and only in the editions from 1989 onwards; see 4.4.1.1). 
 There were also three preterite forms labelled as grubo neprav. in OS and as prostoreh. 
in RPP: naha´l, naha´la and naha´li. The reported usage for all these variants is low: 12.2 to 
13.3 per cent. 
 Accordingly, for all the variants labelled grubo neprav./grubo prostoreh. etc. included in 
the survey, the dictionary’s (OS; and also the similar Es'kova–1994) assessment and the 
implicit norm coincide as the variants with this label have a weak position among the 
speakers: they are neither believed to be correct nor used to a high degree. 

6.1.8 Admissible, obsolescent/not recommended, 
obsolescent/obsolete variants 
The total number of obsolescent and obsolete variants in the sources is 306. While OS 
makes a difference between admissible, obsolescent (dop. ustar.) and not recommended, 
obsolescent (ne rek. ustar.),663 no such distinction is made in RPP. It has only the label us-
tar.664 In all there are 11 obsolescent and obsolete variants in the investigation. 
 On the whole these are not considered correct or reported to be used by many of the in-
formants (Appendix 15). The reflexive preterite masculine forms stressed on -sǽ have low 
figures (as have the codified norms stressed on -sǽ; cf. 6.1.1). The same applies to the ob-
solescent prefix-stressed preterite forms, indicating that these stresses are not viable in the 
contemporary language. The only variant of these that is quite common is pe´re<il (semþü) 
with 30.2 per cent (actual usage for this variant in this context was 22.6 per cent).665 
 The results also indicate that the forms labelled ne rek. ustar. have about the same fig-
ures of reported usage as those marked dop. ustar., with the exception of pe´re<il. This 
suggests that some forms now labelled dop. ustar. are so infrequently used that it would 
perhaps be more appropriate to see them as ne rek. ustar., even if this is a distinction that 
cannot be quantified. It can also be discussed how long these archaic forms should be in-
cluded for, when some of them seem to have a very weak position among the speakers. 

6.1.9 Non-normative forms not included in the sources 
Also included in the survey were non-normative forms not listed in dictionaries, but found 
in the additional sources (Kolesov 1967 (survey), Lapteva 1990b (observations of TV lan-
guage), Rozental' 1994 (exercise book)). The fact that these variants are found in the addi-
–––––––––––––––– 
663 The verbs with the label ne rek. ustar. in OS are very few: bleæ´tþ (including prefixed verbs), current norm 
ble´ætþ, klei´tþ/sæ/ (including prefixed verbs), current norm kle´itþ/sæ/, salü´tovatþ (including prefixed verbs), 
current norm salütova´tþ, rukovódit/sæ/, current norm rukovodi´t/sæ/. 
664 There are also the related but rarely used labels устар. и поэт., устар. и возв., устар. и книжн., устар. 
возм. See Chapter 3. 
665 This stress is normative in another meaning according to the written sources. 
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tional sources suggests that they are current and should perhaps be included in stress hand-
books and dictionaries. The results (Appendix 16) show that this is definitely the case for 
zaklǘhim and isklǘhim, which are so widespread (47.2 and 34.9 per cent) that they 
should be included as variants. This also applies to opérlas' (39.6 per cent), a variant 
which was elicited also in Kolesov (1964; there used by 7.6 per cent of the informants). 
The aforementioned stresses might even be on the way to becoming the implicit norm. 
 The non-normative forms ne´ byla (16.0 per cent reported usage) and razdelít (13.2 per 
cent), and also protivorehít and pro´datþ (4.6 and 4.7 per cent), are more used than several 
forms labelled neprav., grubo neprav., dop. ustar. and ne rek. ustar., and even more than 
several codified norms and variants labelled i and dop./razg. Therefore these stress variants 
could be included at least as a “warning” against incorrect stresses. 

6.1.10 Conclusion 
To summarise, one infers from the results in 6.1.1–6.1.9 that there is no direct relationship 
between the implicit stress norms and the labels these variants are given by individual 
authors in normative handbooks, except for the stresses labelled grubo neprav./grubo pros-
toreh./prostoreh. and the obsolescent and obsolete stress variants. These were all discarded 
by a large majority of the informants.  
 For all the other variants – normative as well as those labelled as equal to the norm (i), 
admissible/colloquial (dop./razg.), not recommended/low colloquial (ne rek./prostoreh.), 
incorrect/low colloquial (neprav./prostoreh.) – the reported usage and belief about norma-
tivity covers the whole scale: from almost 100 to almost 0 per cent of the informants. 

6.2 Conflicting norm notation in the main sources, including 
a comparison with other sources  
There are some verbs or forms for which the dictionaries used as main sources disagree as 
to which stress is the norm.666 This calls for a comparison with the assessment of other dic-
tionaries regarding these stresses and a comparison with reported and actual usage.667 This 
is found in section 6.2 and in Appendix 17. The shadowed boxes in the table in Appendix 
17 show the codified norm.668 The abbreviation N (= norm) means that the stress variant is 
codified as normative in the source in question (there may also be other norms). If another 
stress is given as a norm the stress checked here is marked not N (= not norm). If a stress is 
not the norm and it is mentioned with a particular label (e.g. “obsolete”) this label is indi-
cated in the table. 

6.2.1 Comparison of notation in the sources 
The stress peremër/lo/li, which is the explicit norm in A&Z–2000, RPP–1996 and 
Ož&Šv–1995, corresponds to the implicit norm as found in the language users’ attitude 
and actual usage. On the other hand, the explicit norm of BTS–1998, OS–1997, A&Z–

–––––––––––––––– 
666 Of course there might be cases in which OS and RPP both agree, and in which one or several of the other 
sources give other recommendations. But as OS and RPP were the point of departure for the investigation 
(see Chapter 3.2), the comparison has only been made when these do not agree. 
667 See Chapter 4.1.6 and the Key to abbreviations for references to other surveys. 
668 Nuances such as if a variant is listed first or second have been taken into account. 
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1993, MAS–1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973 – pe´remer/lo/li – seems not to be founded 
among the language users and is therefore probably not a viable norm. 
 The classification in RPP–1996 of the stress raspro´dali as prostoreh. stands out from 
all other dictionaries, which list this stress as the explicit norm. Judging from reported and 
actual usage, there is no reason to believe that raspro´dali is not perceived as a norm 
among the language users, and therefore the codified norm of all dictionaries except RPP–
1996 appears to have support in current usage. 
 The stress obosnu´ü/sþ/, obosnu´et/sæ/, which is given as the norm in A&Z–2000, A&Z–
1993, BTS–1998, RPP–1996 and MTS–1990, is what a large majority of speakers claim to 
use and believe is correct. Furthermore, all the informants actually used this stress. The ex-
plicit norm of OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995 and MAS–1981–1984  (obosnuǘ/sþ/, obosnuët/sæ/)  
does not correspond to the implicit norm.  
 The normative stress in A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MAS–1981–
1984 and Gorbačevič–1973, otorohítþ, has low reported usage, and a majority of the in-
formants claim that they do not use it. Elicited usage is in line with this as a large majority 
stressed otoro´hitþ. The implicit norm corresponds to the explicit norm given in BTS–1998 
and RPP–1996: otoro´hitþ. 
 The stress sosko´bliwþ, given as the norm in BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, 
MTS–1990, MAS–1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973, has low reported usage, and a major-
ity of the informants report that they do not use this stress. It could be assumed, although it 
is not an absolute implication, that the stress soskobli´wþ, which is the codified norm of 
A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and RPP–1996 and an equal variant to the normative stress in the 
other sources, is the implicit norm. It must, however, be kept in mind that only one verb 
with this prefixation was checked,669 and only in the written part of the survey; the results 
were not confirmed by an oral investigation. For other verbs with this stem a pattern is 
found in the notation. End stress (otskoblít, oskobli´t, poskoblít), which could be as-
sumed to be the implicit norm, is the explicit norm in A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–
1998670 and RPP–1996. Stem stress (otsko´blit, osko´blit, posko´blit), which is not per-
ceived as a norm by the speakers, is the explicit norm of OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995,671 MAS–
1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973. 
 In OS–1997 otslo´nit is the norm. A majority of the informants reject this stress. The 
variant stress otsloni´t, which is the explicit norm of A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, RPP–1996 
and MAS–1981–1984, is probably the implicit norm. 
 The stresses napoít and perepo´it have equal distribution of reported usage and non-
usage. In actual usage only the unprefixed poit (in which the stress póit is the norm in 
both main sources) was tested, and here all informants who gave valid replies used the 
stress po´it. The situation could be different for verbs with different prefixes, but it is 
plausible that the stem-stressed variants given as norms in OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, A&Z–
1993672 and MTS–1990673 are more in line with implicit norms. End stress (perepoi´t, 

–––––––––––––––– 
669 otskóblit – otskobli´t, oskóblit – oskobli´t, poskóblit – poskobli´t show the same kind of variation and 
notation as soskóblit – soskobli´t. 
670 otskobli´t is not mentioned in BTS–1998. 
671 otskóblit. 
672 opóit, perepóit. 
673 napóit. 
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napoít, opoít) is the norm in A&Z–2000, BTS–1998, RPP–1996, MAS–1981–1984 and 
Gorbačevič–1973.674 (Cf. 6.1.2.1 and 6.1.2.2.) 

The stress otsadít is given as norm in RPP (and only in this one of the dictionaries 
studied), but a majority of the informants reject this variant. The stress otsa´dit, the explicit 
norm of BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MTS–1990 and MAS–1981–1984, is most 
likely more in line with the actual, or implicit, norm. 

For the simplex verb selit no stress variant was investigated in the survey and therefore 
there is no material for comparison. However, the present survey and a previous one 
(Voroncova 1956) have shown that the implicit norm is stem stress, at least in the prefixed 
poseliwþ (see 4.3.3.5). End stress selít/sæ/ is the norm in BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–
1995, A&Z–1993, MTS–1990, MAS–1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973. It is likely, how-
ever, that the explicit norm of A&Z–2000 and RPP–1996 – se´lit/sæ/ – is what best reflects 
the implicit norm. 
 For a few other stresses there is no material in the surveys that can give an indication 
about the implicit norm. But a short inventory gives a few patterns as to which sources 
give the same norm. For instance, in some cases RPP–1996 stands out from all the other 
dictionaries that list the form in question.  
 One example is the stress ogorodít, normative in RPP–1996, but not in the other 
sources (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MTS–1990, 
MAS–1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973), which give ogoro´dit as norm. This could be a 
hypercorrection on the part of RPP–1996, edited by researchers from southern Russia 
(Rostov-na-Donu). This source seems to shun stem stress in verbs on -it in the cases where 
there is vacillation and where other sources often have stem stress. 
 This is probably also the case with sxoronít, norm in RPP–1996, but not in A&Z–2000, 
A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MTS–1990 and MAS–1981–1984, 
which give sxoro´nit. This is also found in poleni´tsæ, normative only in RPP–1996, while 
stem stress (pole´nitsæ) is normative in all the other sources investigated (A&Z–2000, 
A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MTS–1990 and MAS–1981–1984). The 
stress preporuhít is, again, an example of a stress that is the explicit norm only in RPP–
1996. This should be contrasted with preporu´hit, the norm of A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, 
OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MAS–1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973. Another example is 
storonítsæ, which is the norm in RPP–1996, while the norm of the other sources (A&Z–
2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MTS–1990, MAS–1981–1984 
and Gorbačevič–1973) is storo´nitsæ. 
 The stresses otzubrít, pozubrít and podzubrít are the norm in RPP–1996 only. The 
norm in A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and OS–1997 is otzu´brit, pozu´brit and podzu´brit. 
However, podzubrít is also listed as normative in BTS–1998 and MAS–1981–1984 (the 
other sources do not list the verbs in question). 
 In the case of obstro´hit it is OS–1997 that stands out as the only source that considers 
this stress normative. The other dictionaries which list this verb give obstrohít as the norm 
(A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, RPP–1996, MAS–1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973).  
 For the form vkusit the sources A&Z–2000, RPP–1996 and Ož&Šv–1995 agree that 
end stress (vkusít) is the norm, while the others (BTS–1998, OS–1997, A&Z–1993, MAS–
1981–1984 and Gorbačevič–1973) give vkúsit.  

–––––––––––––––– 
674 And napoi´t also in A&Z–1993. 
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 For natrudit A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, OS–1997, Ož&Šv–1995, MTS–1990 and Gor-
bačevič–1973 agree that natru´dit is the norm. Opposed to this is the view of BTS–1998, 
RPP–1996 and MAS–1981–1984 that natrudít is the norm. 

6.2.2 Conclusion 
The above results show that there is – as already said – no agreement in the sources as to 
which stress is normative. If we then compare with sources other than the two main ones 
used in the thesis, the picture becomes even more blurred. Which ones agree cannot be 
predicted and it cannot be claimed that one source is in detail modelled on another one. It 
is true that in many respects MAS–1981–1984 and OS–1997 show large similarity; the 
only exception is that they have reversed the order of the “equal” stress variants of otslo-
nit. Otherwise there are no such patterns. This notwithstanding that Ož&Šv–1995, for 
instance, claims that its recommendations follow those of OS and of Russkaja grammatika: 

Все грамматические и акцентологические сведения были приведены в соответствие с последними 
академическими изданиями: с двухтомной академической «Русской грамматикой» 1980 г. и с 
«Орфоэпическим словарем русского языка» 1989 г. (Ož&Šv–1995:3) 

This, however, is not altogether true. While these sources might have been the references 
for the editors or authors of Ož&Šv–1995, they have not been the canon. In OS and 
Russkaja grammatika péremer/lo/li is normative, while in Ož&Šv–1995 the stress 
peremër/lo/li is normative (it is labelled dop. in OS and razg. in Russkaja grammatika). 
And the stress vku´sit is normative in OS, but Ož&Šv–1995 does not list this stress at all 
and gives vkusít as norm (a stress labelled i in OS). 
 While no source can be said to be “perfect”, it seems that some are better than others in 
so far as they are on the whole more in line with the implicit norm. RPP–1996 together 
with A&Z–2000 and A&Z–1993 (and also to some extent Ož&Šv–1995 and BTS–1998) 
are the sources that are most in line with the norm as expressed by the informants in these 
cases where there are differences in the notation of the main sources. For further conclu-
sions see 6.3.3 below.  

6.3 Implicit norms not reflected in the main sources, 
including a comparison with other sources 

6.3.1 Stress variants with low usage codified as norms 
There are stresses which in at least one of the main sources (OS and in most cases RPP) are 
normative, although the results of this survey (and often others, too) show that they have 
low reported and/or actual usage.675 
 Such a situation calls for a comparison with other sources as it might be assumed that 
these stresses, codified as norms in one or two of the most recent sources, but not widely 
used, could be codified as non-normative in other contemporary sources. Appendix 18 
shows a comparison with other dictionaries (presented in Chapter 3). As in Appendix 17 
the abbreviation N (= norm) means that the stress variant is codified as normative in the 

–––––––––––––––– 
675 The criterion here for including a form in the table is that less than approximately one third of the 
informants actually used or reported usage of it. The variant próbil could have been included but is not listed 
here as a distinction in meaning is sometimes made in dictionaries and surveys, sometimes not. 
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source in question (there may also be other norms). If another stress is given as a norm the 
stress checked here is marked not N (= not norm). If a stress is not the norm and it is men-
tioned with a particular label (e.g. “obsolete”) this label is indicated in the table. The shad-
owed boxes show dictionary codifications that are in line with the implicit norm as found 
in the present survey. 
 The comparison with other sources and survey results in Appendix 18 shows that  
(a) In several cases there is disagreement between the codified (explicit) norm and the 

actual (implicit) norm. 
(b) There is disagreement between the various sources in their assessment of stress vari-

ants. 
(c) The more numerous the sources the more variety in the notation. 
(d) There are instances in which these stresses which are not the implicit norm are actually 

not considered normative in one or several of the sources. This means that there are, at 
least for the verbs examined here, some sources in which the implicit norms are better 
reflected than in the main sources, notably OS. This becomes clear when examining 
the shadowed boxes in the table. The following stresses with low reported usage (and 
generally low actual usage) are not codified as norms – or at least not as the first norm 
– in the dictionaries listed after each stress variant: obosnuǻ (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, 
BTS–1998, RPP–1996, MTS–1990), perepe´rhitþ (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993), otoro- 
hít' (BTS–1998, RPP–1996), prinu´ditþ (BTS–1998), gluwíwþ (A&Z–1993, 
Gorbačevič–1973), zaslo´nit (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, Ož&Šv–1995, 
MAS–1981–1984, Gorbačevič–1973), zatvo´rit (A&Z–2000, BTS–1998), priot- 
vo´rit (A&Z–2000, BTS–1998), podomovni´hatþ (A&Z–2000, BTS–1998), zar<a´vetþ 
(A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993), bulty´xnutþsæ (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, 
Ož&Šv–1995), dólilo (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, MTS–1990), za´lilo 
(A&Z–1993), na´lil (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993), ne´ dalo (BTS–1998), o´tpil (A&Z–
2000, A&Z–1993), pe´redal (BTS–1998), pére<il (MTS–1990), pe´remer (A&Z–
2000, RPP–1996, Ož&Šv–1995), pripo´dnæl (BTS–1998), pripo´dnæli (BTS–1998), 
obnælsǽ (Ož&Šv–1995, A&Z–1993, Gorbačevič–1973), rodilsǽ (A&Z–2000, A&Z–
1993, BTS–1998, Ož&Šv–1995).676   

(e) There are several stress variants that have low reported and/or actual usage and are not 
considered correct by a majority of the speakers but are still considered normative in 
all the sources investigated here. This applies to the following: vklühíwþ, zamorít, 
krovotohít, morít, otklühít, pereklühít, pomestæ´tsæ, poseli´wþ, wevelítsä, 
wevelíw', dohe´rpatþ, balova´lsä, balu´ew'sä, ne´ dalo, o´t<ili, o´tperlo, pére<il, 
pe´renæli, po´byl, po´dnæli, vosprinælsǽ, zapersǽ, nahalsä́. 

(f) Obviously, the most recent sources are not always the most up-to-date. For instance, 
Gorbačevič–1973 gives the stress obnælsǽ as obsolescent (устаревающее) and this 
stress is not included as normative in A&Z–1993 and Ož&Šv–1995. In spite of this 
precedent codification and of Kolesov’s survey results from 1964, the proscription 
of obnælsǽ in found in, among others, OS–1997, BTS–1998 and A&Z–2000. 

–––––––––––––––– 
676 It should be noted that these verbs or forms are the ones that were found among the approximately 10 per 
cent with stress variation that were included in the investigation. This list is therefore not exhaustive. Neither 
can it be said to be representative when judging which source is the best. It is rather an indication of which 
sources might be better, and first and foremost an indicator of which variants could be codified as normative. 
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(g) Whereas no singular source can be said accurately to reflect the actual norm in con-
temporary Russian verbal stress, A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and BTS–1998 seem to be 
the ones that best reflect implicit norms (cf. 6.3.2 and 6.3.3).677 This even though the 
latter dictionary almost excludes variant stresses.678  

6.3.2 Stress variants with high usage not codified as norms 
Conversely, there are stress variants which are codified as non-normative679 in the two 
main sources680 at the same time as they are the reported usage and/or actual usage of a 
majority of the informants. In most of these cases previous surveys give similar indications 
of usage. 
 In Appendix 19 there is a presentation of how these stress variants are labelled in other 
sources. The labels are written in the table. N (= norm) means that the stress variant is 
codified as normative. The word ne means that the dictionary explicitly condemns that 
stress, while not N means that the dictionary lists another stress as normative, but does not 
comment upon the variant. The shadowed boxes show dictionary codifications that are in 
line with the implicit norm as found in the present survey. 
 From Appendix 19 it is apparent that 
(a) There is disagreement in several cases between the codified (explicit) norm and the 

actual (implicit) norm. 
(b) There is disagreement between the various sources in their assessment of stress vari-

ants. 
(c) The more numerous the sources the more variety in notation. 
(d) There are examples of actual/implicit norms that have been codified in some sources, 

although not in both main ones. The following implicit stress norms are also the ex-
plicit norm in the dictionaries/handbooks listed after each variant: obosnu´ü (A&Z–
2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, RPP–1996, MTS–1990), otoro´hit' (BTS–1998, RPP–
1996), pereperhítþ (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993), zaklínit'sä (A&Z–2000, BTS–1998, 
Ož&Šv–1995, Gorbačevič–1973), zar<ave´t' (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, 
MTS–1990), glu´wiw' (A&Z–1993, Gorbačevič–1973681), otpíl (A&Z–2000, A&Z–
1993), dopíli (A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, MTS–1990), nalíl (A&Z–2000, 
A&Z–1993), ne dalo ́ (MTS–1990), peredál (BTS–1998), pere<íl (MTS–1990), 
peremër (A&Z–2000, RPP–1996, Ož&Šv–1995), raspro´dali (A&Z–2000, A&Z–
1993, BTS–1998, OS–1997, MTS–1990, MAS–1981–1984, Gorbačevič–1973),682 
obnä́lsä (BTS–1998, Ož&Šv–1995, A&Z–1993, Gorbačevič–1973), rodílsä (A&Z–
2000, A&Z–1993, BTS–1998, Ož&Šv–1995, MAS–1981–1984, Gorbačevič–1973). 

(e) There are also several stresses that are the implicit norm but which are not the first ex-
plicit norm of any of the sources. The following variants are not the “first norm” in 
any of the sources (but are labelled i in at least one of them): pose´liwþ, weve´litsæ, 
vzælo,́ obnæ´l, otda´l, perenǽli, poby´li, podnǽli, probýli, proda´l, proda´li, pro<íl, 

–––––––––––––––– 
677 As this comparison was made for the stresses for which the explicit norm of the main sources (OS and/or 
RPP) does not coincide with the implicit norm, the main sources are by definition deficient in this respect. 
Still such a comparison gives indications of which sources better reflect implicit stress norms. 
678 See Chapter 3.3 regarding its principles for codification. 
679 So-called equal variants (labelled и) have not been counted. 
680 In the case of peremër and obosnu´å one of the sources. 
681 End-stress obsolescent. 
682 The codified norm of RPP–1996 (rasproda´li) deviated from both other sources and from current usage. 
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pro<íli, za´persä, do<da´lisþ, napílisþ, oblílisþ, podnǽlisþ, rva´lisþ, sobra´lisþ. 
Then there are implicit norms that are condemned in all the above-mentioned sources: 
pamætu´et, osvedomítþsæ, vklǘhiwþ, zamo´rit, krovo-to´hit, mo´rit, otklǻhit, 
peremi´rit, pome´stætsæ, doherpa´tþ, herpa´tþ, ba´lo-vatþsä, nabralo,́ o<íli, na´halsæ. 

(f) The latest dictionaries or handbooks are not always those that best reflect current edu-
cated usage. Or, to put it another way, an implicit norm can actually have been the 
codified norm in previous sources (sometimes as early as in 1973) or in later sources, 
and still it is not the codified norm in one or both of the main sources. One such ex-
ample is glu´wiw'.  

(g) As has been suggested above, the dictionaries or stress handbooks that correspond best 
to the implicit stress norm are A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and BTS–1998 (and to a cer-
tain extent Ož&Šv–1995 and MTS–1990). In spite of the fact that A&Z–1993 and 
A&Z–2000 have eliminated variation to a great extent, they still manage to reflect cur-
rent educated usage: their point of orientation has been usage, even if what this is is 
not quite precisely defined. 

6.3.3 Conclusion 
One obvious consequence of this comparison of (a) stress variants with low usage codified 
as norms in the main sources, and (b) stress variants with high usage not codified as norms 
in the main sources, is that stresses that should not be codified as norms have been identi-
fied. This is proved by (1) at least one inclusion in codification other than the main sources 
and (2) one survey result. This applies to the following verbs or forms: 
obosnuǻ́, perepe´rhitþ, otorohít', prinu´ditþ, gluwíwþ, zaslo´nit, zatvo´rit, priotvo´rit,  
podomovni´hatþ, zar<a´vetþ, bultýxnutþsæ, do´lilo, za´lilo, na´lil, o´tpil, pe´redal, pe´remer, 
pripo´dnæl, pripo´dnæli, obnælsǽ, rodilsǽ.  
 Stress variants that should be codified as normative according to the same criteria have 
also been identified: obosnu´ü, otoro´hit', pereperhítþ, (za´)r<ave´tþ, zaklínitþsä, glu´wiw',
nalíl, ne dalo´, pereda´l, pere<i´l, peremër, dopíli, otpíl, obnä́lsä, rodílsä.  
 There are also the stress variants mentioned above which already function as an implicit 
norm, but which are unprecedented in lexicographic or normativising practice. Therefore 
more lexicographic boldness would be required of the editor who decides to include these 
stresses. However, there is in the end no less reason to include them. 
 Another consequence of the above-mentioned comparison is that it has given an indica-
tion of what is the most reliable source for a stress notation that corresponds to current us-
age, a point which is particularly relevant to codifiers, lexicographers or editors. And, as 
has been shown, A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and BTS–1998 appear to be the sources that best 
reflect the actual norms. However, there must be a caveat against relying too much on one 
single source. 
 Moreover, the most recent sources do not necessarily reflect the implicit norm better 
than earlier ones. Even if Senkevič (1997:24) recommends the use of only new dictionaries 
and handbooks it should be emphasised that the year of publishing is not necessarily the 
crucial factor regarding the reliability of a source. (See for instance 6.3.1 and 6.3.2.) 
 Regarding the differences between the 2000 and the 1993 editions of A&Z, between 
which quite a number of changes in notation were made, it can be concluded that there 
seems to be a change both towards and away from implicit norms. The following implicit 
norms, which were not normative in A&Z–1993, are recognised in A&Z–2000 (changes 
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towards the implicit norm): zaklínitþsä, se´lit/sä/, zatvorít, priotvorít, podomo´vnihatþ, 
peremër/lo/li. The following implicit norms, recognised as normative in A&Z–1993, are 
considered non-normative in A&Z–2000 (changes away from the implicit norm): 
glu´wiwþ, zalílo, obnä́lsä.683  
 Concluding this section, we can say that a constant revision of dictionaries is necessary 
both when re-editing existing dictionaries and when editing new ones and that – notably 
because there is not one single official stress authority – several lexicographical sources 
must be taken into account, alongside surveys of usage. 

683 Other changes, for which no survey data are available for comparison: opóit > 
opoi´t, perepóit > perepoi´t, vku´sit > vkusi´t. 
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7 Discussion and conclusion 
 
 
 
 
 
A number of key issues have been addressed in this study of explicit and implicit norms in 
contemporary Russian verbal stress. 
 One was the exploration of how the codified – or explicit – norm and its variants are 
presented in, principally, two recent orthoepic dictionaries, RPP–1996 and OS–1997. 
Chapter 3 contains a study of the similarities and differences between these sources, con-
cerning their background and their system of normative and/or stylistic labels.  
 Firstly, it can be stated that the link between preceding sources and new ones is very 
strong. For instance, OS–1983–1997 has influenced RPP–1996, even if the recommenda-
tions in some cases differ, and the recommendations in Es'kova–1994 are almost a carbon 
copy of those in OS. On the other hand, OS–1983–1997 is originally descended from a 
stress handbook (A&O–1955 and A&O–1959–1960), which was, at the time, criticised for 
subjectivism and for being 99 per cent based on a dictionary edited in 1935–1940.  
 Secondly, there is an abundance of normative and/or stylistic labels, and the system of 
labels is not common for the sources. A certain parallelism is found between the different 
systems, but even when the labels recur or coincide, they are sometimes used differently. 
Even the label и (= and) does not have an unambiguous interpretation in the dictionaries. 
 Thirdly, even if we admit that there is a certain parallelism in the label systems so that 
the notation can be compared, it can be established that there is not always a unanimous 
norm in codification. The dictionaries do in most cases comply in their normative assess-
ment, but in several cases they are strikingly different. They differ both with respect to 
how severely condemned a non-normative variant should be, and about which stress is 
normative (Chapters 3 and 4.2–4.5). 
 Thus, it is apparently a delusion that there is one single, objectively existing stress 
norm, which is reflected in handbooks. The stress handbooks are rather characterised by 
the idiosyncrasies of individual compilers and over-reliance upon previous sources.  
 The main focus of the study was on the experimental investigation of the implicit norm, 
i.e. reported usage, actual usage and attitudes regarding normativity. This was made 
through an informant study, the method of which is given in Chapter 4.1. The approach 
used has a number of advantages. Firstly, it encompasses not only actual usage or reported 
usage as has generally been done before, but combines these, so that they can then be com-
pared. Secondly, it also studies attitudes, which are crucial for the creation of language 
norms. Thirdly, the survey of actual usage was made using a distraction method. The sub-
jects were not aware that verbal stress was the question to be studied, but concentrated on 
other linguistic tasks. By all accounts, this method elicits a more natural stressing. 
 The study of implicit norms showed that in some cases there are dual norms both in the 
language community and in the individual (e.g. podnǽlísþ; section 4.6). Two stress vari-
ants do not have to be in a situation of complimentary distribution, and the usage or accep-
tance of one stress does not exclude another. This has previously not been taken into ac-
count in studies and has not been possible to assess by the methods used there. While it 
may well be valid that for most verbs or forms only one stress is the norm, this study ar-
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gues the importance of not confining one’s horizons to a minimalist or exclusive norma-
tivisation. 
 The findings of the survey show that in many cases there is compliance between explicit 
and implicit norm, that is, language users often, although far from always, use and see as 
correct the stress that is the norm according to most dictionaries. Numerous examples are 
given throughout sections 4.2–4.5. 
 The correspondence between implicit and explicit norm is particularly high for the pre-
terite feminine forms and the verbs with variation in the infinitive forms only (prinätþ 
etc.). On the other hand, the correspondence between explicit and implicit norm is very 
low for reflexive end-stressed preterite masculine forms (e.g. rodilsǽ). In fact, stress on 
the reflexive particle in the past masculine is as uncommon for the forms in which it is the 
norm as for the forms in which it is labelled as obsolescent. This is most likely evidence of 
the disappearance of the end-stressed preterite masculine reflexive forms. There are also 
several examples of codified norms with prefix stress in non-feminine preterite forms com-
peting with an implicit norm with stem stress (e.g. na´lil). 
 It was shown that the dictionaries or handbooks are apparently over-normative in many 
cases: they recommend a variant that is not even considered correct by a majority of infor-
mants.  
 One of the questions that this study attempted to answer was whether the variation that 
exists in speech is reflected in the dictionaries and stress handbooks and whether the varia-
tion listed in the sources is justified by the variants’ position among the speakers. It has 
been shown that the dictionaries fail to reflect all the variation that occurs in the language, 
even if it was apparently the aim of both main sources to reflect it. In some cases a stress, 
which was not included in the dictionaries, was the reported and actual usage of approxi-
mately half the informants. Sometimes the sources even failed to list “variants to the norm” 
or “errors” that could be considered the actual norm (e.g. prinudítþ). The results also 
showed that there are alternative stresses that are listed in the dictionaries as obsolete or 
low colloquial etc., but that seem to be almost non-existent (e.g. podprygnu´tþ). 
 This study has gone some way towards understanding the underlying normative struc-
ture. The speakers’ own norms and reported usage generally conform to their actual usage. 
None the less, in approximately 24 per cent of the cases there is incongruity between re-
ported usage and elicited usage. The most current type of incongruity is that informants 
claim to use a (non-normative) variant stress but do not actually use it. Hence it can be 
concluded that the acceptance of variants among the informants is rather high.  
 In Chapter 4.7 it is shown that the Russian informants use stresses which they genuinely 
believe are normative regardless of whether these stresses actually comply with the explicit 
norms. There is apparently rather little linguistic insecurity. The fact that the speakers do 
not “idealise” their own speech by over-reporting usage of stresses that are the codified 
norm, could be taken as further testimony that the explicit or codified norm in certain cases 
is not perceived as the prestige variant. 
 The number of replies in accordance with the prescribed norm is slightly higher for the 
informants who fulfil the criteria generally used for defining a standard language speaker 
than for the small group not belonging to this category. However, this difference is not sig-
nificant. 
 As for other differences between speaker groups (Chapter 5), they are with one excep-
tion not statistically significant. This is most likely partly due to the fact that the informants 
were not sampled on the basis of social criteria and therefore some speaker groups are very 



 

 250 

small. The only statistically significant difference is found between men and women: 
women do report usage of stresses codified as norms more often than men. It is not ex-
cluded, though, that the sample is skewed: there is a higher percentage of people with lin-
guistic education among the female informants, although the difference in educational 
level between the sexes is negligible. 
 The survey results were also studied from the point of view of the normative and/or sty-
listic labels. The purpose was to investigate the relation between, on the one hand, the im-
plicit norm and, on the other, the various labels. It was found (Chapter 6) that there is no 
direct relationship between the implicit stress norms and the labels these stresses are as-
signed in normative handbooks, except for the stresses labelled as grossly incor-
rect/flagrantly vulgar or low colloquial and the obsolescent and obsolete stress variants. 
These were all rejected by a majority. For all the other stresses – normative, “equal to the 
norm”, admissible or colloquial, not recommended or low colloquial, incorrect or low col-
loquial – the reported usage and belief about normativity is highly varying. Among the 
stresses with these labels there are those that almost all informants use, report using and 
consider correct, and there are those that hardly anyone uses or regards as correct. 
 In the cases where the norm notation in the sources was conflicting, this notation was 
compared to other sources and to the survey results. The goal was to see if there is a pat-
tern in the way in which sources are modelled on each other and which sources should be 
considered the most reliable. It was found that among the total of nine sources compared 
(Appendix 17) there are not two that are perfectly alike in this respect. It was also found 
that in these cases, when the recommendations of the main sources differ, the sources that 
reflect the implicit norm better than the others are A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and RPP–1996. 
 In the cases when the survey results were obviously clashing with the notation in OS–
1997 and RPP–1996 (stress variants with low usage codified as norms (Appendix 18), 
stress variants with high usage not codified as norms (Appendix 19)), the results were 
compared with other sources in order to see if there are those that better reflect the implicit 
norm. The results of previous surveys of usage have also been included in the comparison. 
Here, again, it was found that there is disagreement between the various dictionaries and 
handbooks in their assessment of stress variants, and the more numerous the sources, the 
more variety there is in the notation. There are some sources in which the implicit norms 
are better reflected than in the main ones. However, at the same time there are implicit 
norms that are not reflected in any of the dictionaries and handbooks investigated, several 
stress variants which are not the implicit norm and are still considered normative in all the 
sources, and implicit norms that are condemned everywhere. Besides, the most recent dic-
tionaries are not always the ones that best reflect current educated usage. While no singular 
source could claim truly to reflect the actual norm in contemporary Russian verbal stress, 
A&Z–2000, A&Z–1993 and BTS–1998 seem to be most reliable in this respect.  
 The results of the survey of reported and actual usage were compared with results from 
other surveys of Russian stress from the period 1956–1994. Here it should be observed that 
the methods of some of these studies are dubious or unclear and therefore some of their re-
sults should be approached with some caution. However, when several surveys point in the 
same direction it could be assumed that more firm conclusions can be drawn. This com-
parison shows that the results of the present survey give indications similar to those of pre-
vious surveys in many cases. Hence it can be concluded that several so-called errors and 
deviations from the norm are not new. They have, in many cases, been around since at 
least the 1950s–1960s and are not “inventions” due to lax norms in a democratising society, as 
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is sometimes suggested. Several of these stresses have not only existed as variants or 
“errors” but have probably been the implicit norm since the 1950s–1960s (e.g. osve-
domi´tþsä, ba´lovatþsä, vklǻhiwþ, glu´wiwþ, mo´rit, pose´liwþ, pome´stätsä, nalíl, otpíl, 
obnä´lsä, rodílsä). It seems safe to conclude that these are currently the implicit norm. 
They may eventually also receive the stamp of approval in codification. From the above it 
can be concluded that codification has on the whole not paid due heed to survey results ob-
tained. 
 There are also indications that other surveys have failed to pay attention to certain 
verbs, forms or groups of verbs in which stress variation is common and where explicit and 
implicit norms do not coincide (e.g. he´rpatþ – herpa´tþ and perepe´rhitþ – pereperhítþ). 
Such verbs or forms are more easily detected when – as was done here – excerpting all 
stress variants from lexicographical sources instead of studying only the most well-known 
or well-studied examples. 
 This comparison also shows that some deviations from the norm which have been sug-
gested are widespread are in fact not so: the notorious zvo´nit is currently used by a minor-
ity and does not appear to be on the way to becoming the implicit norm; the similarly noto-
rious na´hatþ and prínätþ even less so. This shows that in certain cases linguists and others 
have been crying wolf over certain stress variants.  
 One of the aims of the present work was to investigate the concept norm and, in connec-
tion with this, to study the principles for Russian language policy and language norma-
tivisation. This was done in Chapter 2. 
 It was stated that the fact that the word norm is polysemic must be taken into account as 
discussions about norms are elucidated by distinguishing, on the one hand, the explicit 
norm, i.e. what is normative – the codification or the prescription, and, on the other, the 
implicit norm, i.e. what is normal – what is usual, according to the social conventions and 
practices created by convergence of behaviour.  
 Furthermore, it was found that the three criteria used for defining norm and normativity 
in Russian linguistic literature (correspondence to the language system, usage and author-
ity/tradition/necessity) are not applied strictly. Generally, not all the requirements tend to 
be fulfilled and at the same time, and the argument that can serve as justification for the 
argument of the author’s own preference is used. The language norm is not equal to usage 
in Russian practice. Neither is it – as there is no single canon – equal to one particular dic-
tionary or grammar. Thus, the supposedly objective norm is generally – and contradictorily 
enough – equated with the subjective view of one linguist. Moreover, the explicit Russian 
language norms are, beyond doubt, ossified. This is largely due to the language policy, 
which has close links to politics in general. The strict normativisation of the Russian lan-
guage can be dated to 1934, the year of the first All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers. 
 Even though the standard language and the codified norm are not equal they are closely 
related. The Russian standard language has generally been defined as the usage of a par-
ticular group of speakers, viz. native Russian speakers who are educated to at least secon-
dary level and who are urban residents. As has been shown there are indications that the 
codified norm is sometimes not perceived as a norm by the group defined as standard lan-
guage speakers (носители литературного языка). The fact that the definition of the cate-
gory ‘standard language speakers’ is made a posteriori based on social criteria entails the 
risk of the pitfall that in some cases not even standard language speakers use the standard 
or the codified norm. Too large a gap between explicit and implicit norms (as expressed by 
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the usage and the attitudes of the standard language speakers) risks undermining the 
authority of the recommendations of dictionaries and handbooks.  
 This is important if cogent attempts at language normativisation or cultivation of speech 
are to be made. There are indications that such activities have been brought to the fore 
again in the 1990s. 
 This study has highlighted a number of problem areas in existing theory. The main con-
tribution is that the codification of Russian verbal stress is perfunctory and does not reflect 
actual norms in many cases. The explicit norm is in certain cases not perceived as the pres-
tige variant. This discrepancy is most likely a result of subjectivism and conservatism, the 
hallmarks of Russian normativisation, which in their turn are partly linked to the normative 
tradition and politics. For a reliable stress notation several dictionaries or handbooks must 
be taken into account as there is neither a single source which can be considered a truthful 
reflection of actual norms nor an official stress codex. The results of this study suggest a 
number of new avenues for future research as it is possible that these conclusions also con-
cern areas of language normativisation other than verbal stress. 
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Key to abbreviations 
 
 
 
 
 
f = feminine 
ipf = imperfective 
KR  = культура речи (= cultivation of speech) 
m = masculine 
n = neuter 
pl = plural 
pf = perfective 
sg = singular 
1sg = 1st person singular 
3sg  = 3rd person singular 
3pl, etc. = 3rd person plural, etc. 
возв.  = возвышенное (elevated) 
грубо неправ. = грубо неправильно (grossly incorrect) 
грубо простореч./прo.*  = грубо просторечное (flagrantly vulgar or low colloquial speech) 
доп.  = допустимо (admissible) 
доп. устар.  = допустимо устаревающее (admissible, obsolescent) 
и  = and; used for variants equal to the norm 
книжн.  = книжное (bookish) 
неправ.  = неправильно (incorrect) 
не рек.  = не рекомендуется (not recommended) 
не рек. устар.  = не рекомендуется устаревающее (not recommended, obsolescent) 
простореч./прo.* = просторечное (vulgar speech or low colloquial) 
разг. = разговорное (colloquial) 
устар. = устаревшее (obsolete) 
устар. возм.  = устаревшее возможное (obsolete, possible) 
устар. и возв.  = устаревшее и возвышенное (obsolete and elevated) 
устар. и книжн.  = устаревшее и книжное (obsolete and bookish) 
устар. и поэт.  = устаревшее и поэтическое (obsolete and poetic) 
устар. простонар.  = устар. простонародное (obsolete, vulgar) 
 
 
   Surveys referred to 
Survey reference   Results published in  
(place of investigation in brackets) (see References) 
Voroncova 1956 (Moscow)  Voroncova (1959) 
RJaSO 1963 (Soviet Union) Krysin (1974) 
Kolesov 1964 (Leningrad)  Kolesov (1967) 
Pirogova 1967 (Moscow)  Pirogova (1967) 
Gorbačevič 1974 (Leningrad) Gorbačevič (1978a) 
Ukiah 1994 (Moscow)  Ukiah (1996) 

* The second abbreviation is used in the tables of results. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Form: Oral performance test (usage) 
 
 

  

 
=

=

Ì×þ₣¦²˛Ð²š=−×šŠÝþŽšÞ¦Č=Ł¹Ý³¼I=Ł¹²˛ŁÝČČ=þðþÞ₣˛Þ¦Č=Ł=−×þ−³ğšÞÞŞ¼=
ýš¹²˛¼K=EÊÞþłŠ˛=þðþÞ₣˛Þ¦Č=ýþł³²=Þš=²×šˇþŁ˛²ş¹ČKF=
=
Ì×¦ýš×W== ‚šŠ³Ğð˛=ð³−¦Ý=ð¦Ýþł×˛ýý=Ł¦Þþł×˛Š||K=EŁ¦Þþł×˛Š³=¦Ý¦=Ł¦Þþł×˛Š˛F=

=
=
NK = Ìþ¹Ýš=ŠšÞšŽÞþÐ=×š½þ×ýŞ=Šš½¦¾¦²=²þŁ˛×þŁ=²þÝşðþ=³¹³ł³ˇ¦Ý¹ČW=Š˛Žš=

= −˛₣ð³=²˛ˇ˛ð||==Þš=ð³−¦ĞşK=

=
OK = Îš²=¹−þ×||W=Ł¹š=Ć²þ=Š˛Ýþ=ĆðþÞþý¦₣š¹ð¦Ð=Ć½½šð²=žÞ˛₣¦²šÝşÞþ==

= −×šŁŞĞ˛ćğ¦Ð=RM=ý¦ÝÝ¦˛×ŠþŁ=×³ˇÝšÐK=
=
PK = Ò¹šŁĞ¦¹ş=ž˛=¹²þÝI=·×¦Ğð˛=−š×ŁŞý=ŠšÝþý=Þ˛Ý¦Ý=¹šˇš=₣˛Ð||K=
=
QK = ‡×˛₣¦=ž˛ÞČÝ¦¹ş=Ýš₣šÞ¦šý=Ł¹š¼=šš=ˇþÝšžÞšÐ=¦=³łþŁþ×¦Ý¦=ŠÝČ=Þ˛₣˛Ý˛=

= −×¦ÞČ²ş=˛¹−¦×¦Þ||K=
=
RK = Ò˛ð=¼þ×þĞþ=ŠšÞş=Þ˛₣˛Ý¹ČI=Þþ=³Žš=ð=þˇšŠ³=ˇŞÝþ=Þš=Šþ=¹ýš¼||K=
=
SK = Î˛=Ì³Ğð¦Þ¹ðþÐ=−Ýþğ˛Š¦=¹þˇ×˛Ýþ¹ş=ýÞþłþ=Þ˛×þŠ||==Ł=þŽ¦Š˛Þ¦¦=×˛žŠ˛₣¦=

= ł˛ýˇ³×łš×þŁK=
=
TK = ‚˛₣Þ¦ð¦=¼þ²šÝ¦=ð³−¦²ş=ŠŁ˛Š¾˛²ş=ð¦Ýþł×˛ýý||==¹˛¼˛×||I=Þþ=−×þŠ˛Łğ¦¾˛=

= Š˛Ý˛=²þÝşðþ=Šš¹Č²şK=
=
UK = Î˛=ž¦ý³=Þ˛Šþ=ð³−¦²ş=−þˇþÝşĞš=ðþ×ý||I=₣²þˇŞ=¹ðþ²=Þš=−š×šýš×=¹=łþÝþŠ||K=
=
VK = ˝=¹ÝŞĞ˛Ý˛I=₣²þ=Ìš²×þŁ=−×þŠ˛Ý=ý˛Ğ¦Þ³=þ₣šÞş=ŠšĞšŁþI=²˛ð=ð˛ð=šý³=Šþ=

= ž˛×šž||==Þ³ŽÞŞ=ˇŞÝ¦=ŠšÞşł¦K=
=
NMK= ÔšŁ=ž˛=ð×˛ÐÞ¦Ð=¹²þÝ¦ðI=ýþÝþŠ˛Č=ŽšÞğ¦Þ˛=−þžŁ˛Ý˛=þ½¦¾¦˛Þ²˛=¦=ž˛ð˛ž˛Ý˛=

= ¹²˛ð˛Þ=¹þð||I=−þ−×þ¹¦Ł=−þýšÞşĞš=ÝşŠ||K=
=
NNK= Îš³ðÝćŽ¦Ð=ý˛Ýş₣¦Ğð˛=×˛žÝ¦Ý=¹²˛ð˛Þ=Ý¦ýþÞ˛Š||==¦=−Č²Þþ=×˛¹−ÝŞÝþ¹ş=−þ=

= Ł¹šÐ=¹ð˛²š×²¦K=
=
NOK= ÔþÝŠ˛²Ş=Þ˛−¦Ý¦¹ş=₣˛Ð||==ˇšž=¹˛¼˛×||==¦=ˇšž=¼Ýšˇ˛=¦=Þ˛₣˛Ý¦=Š×šý˛²şK=
=
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NPK= ‡¹š=ĆÝšýšÞ²˛×ÞþW=ŁðÝć₣¦Ğş=ýþ²þ×=¦=³Ł¦Š¦ĞşI=Þ˛Šþ=Ý¦=²šˇš=Šþð³−¦²ş=
= ˇšÞž¦Þ||K=

=
NQK= ÓšˇČ²˛=ŠþŽŠ˛Ý¦¹ş=−þð˛=−þšžŠ=Þ˛₣˛Ý=þ²¼þŠ¦²ş=þ²=−Ý˛²½þ×ýŞI=¦=¹=×˛žˇšł||==

= ž˛−×ŞłÞ³Ý¦=Ł=−þ¹ÝšŠÞ¦Ð=Ł˛łþÞK=
=
NRK= Ì×¦ŠČ=ŠþýþÐI=Í˛Ğ˛=ŠÝČ=Ł¦Š||==Þ˛₣˛Ý˛=Ý¦¹²˛²ş=³₣šˇÞ¦ð=ý˛²šý˛²¦ð¦K=
=
NSK= Î˛=×ŞÞðš=ˇ˛ˇ³Ğð˛=₣˛¹²þ=ˇ×˛Ý˛=ÞšýÞþłþ=Ý³ð||I=×¦¹||I=łþ×þ¼||==¦=¹Ş×||K=
=
NTK= ¸×˛=−þ=Šþ×þłš=¹=×˛ˇþ²Ş=ð³−¦²=ÞšýÞþłþ=ĞþðþÝ˛Š||==¦=ž˛ýþ×¦²=₣š×ŁČ₣ð˛K=
=
NUK= ÏÞ=¹Łþ¦ý¦=×˛¹¹ð˛ž˛ý¦=¦=˛ÞšðŠþ²˛ý¦=ýþ×¦²=Ł¹š¼=¹þ=¹ýš¼||==¦=ˇ³ðŁ˛ÝşÞþ=

= ŠþŁþŠ¦²=Šþ=¹ÝšžK=
=
NVK= Î˛=−×þğ˛Þ¦š=þÞ=þˇÞČÝ¹Č=¹=×þŠ¦²šÝČý¦I=¹=¹š¹²×˛ý¦I=¹þ=Ł¹šý¦=−þ=−þ×ČŠð³I=Þþ=
= ¹²þÝşðþ=Þ˛×þŠ||==−×¦ĞÝþ=−×þŁþŽ˛²ş=šłþI=₣²þ=þÞ=¹ðþ×þ=¹ˇ¦Ý¹Č=¹þ=¹₣š²||K=
=
OMK= Ò˛ðþłþ=³łþŁþ×||==Þš=ˇŞÝþI=²˛ð¦ý=−þŁšŠšÞ¦šý=²Ş=−þ¹šÝ¦Ğş=¹þýÞšÞ¦š=Ł=

= ²ŁþšÐ=¹š×şšžÞþ¹²¦K==
=
ONK= Î˛×þŠ||==ˇŞÝþ=ýÞþłþI=¦=Ł=×š¹²þ×˛ÞšI=¦=ŁþžÝš=ÞšłþI=¦=−×þÞ¦ðÞ³²ş=ŁþŁÞ³²×ş=

= Š˛Ýþ¹ş=Þš=ˇšž=³¹¦Ý¦ÐK=
=
OOK= Î˛=×˛ˇþ²š=−þðþÐ||==Þš²I=²šÝš½þÞ=−þ¹²þČÞÞþ=žŁþÞ¦²=¥=Š˛Žš=ðþ½š=ÞšðþłŠ˛=

= −þ−¦²şK=
=
OPK= Î˛Ğ¦=×þŠ¹²ŁšÞÞ¦ð¦=−×þŽ¦Ý¦=−Č²ş=Ýš²=ž˛=ł×˛Þ¦¾šÐI=¦=þ²=Þ¦¼=Þš=ˇŞÝþ=

= ¹ÝŞĞÞþ=Þ¦=þ²Łš²||==Þ¦=−×¦Łš²||K=
=
OQK= ÏÞ˛=³−š×Ý˛¹ş=₣²þ=ˇŞÝþ=¹¦ÝI=Þþ=ˇšž×šž³Ýş²˛²ÞþW=Š˛ŁÝšÞ¦š=ˇŞÝþ=¦ž=×ČŠ||=

= ŁþÞ=ŁŞ¼þŠČğššK=
=
ORK= ÏÞ=Š˛ŁÞþ=−×þðÝČÝ=¹Łþć=×˛ˇþ²³=Ł=ð¦þ¹ðšI=Þþ=þ²=−þð³−˛²šÝšÐ=þ²ˇþÐ||==Þš=

= ˇŞÝþI=Š˛=¦=ŠšÞşł¦=−þÝ³₣˛Ý¦¹ş=Þš−Ýþ¼¦šK=
=
OSK= fl×˛²=¹₣¦²˛ÝI=₣²þ=þÞ=−š×šŽ¦Ý=³Ž˛¹ÞŞš=þ¹ðþ×ˇÝšÞ¦Č=¦=Þ˛ŠšÝ˛Ý=ýÞþłþ=Ğ³ý||==

= −þ=Ć²þý³=−þŁþŠ³K=
=
OTK= Ìþ¹Ýš=ŠÝ¦²šÝşÞþłþ=−š×š¼þŠ˛=²³×¦¹²Ş=Þ˛ðþÞš¾=þ²þ¹−˛Ý¦¹ş=¦=×šĞ¦Ý¦=

= −×¦ˇ˛Ł¦²ş=¼þŠ||==Þ˛=¹ÝšŠ³ćğšý=Ć²˛−šK=
=
OUK= Ò˛ðþÐ=¹²×˛ĞÞŞÐ=½¦ÝşýI=₣²þ=−×¦=−×þ¹ýþ²×š=ŁþÝþ¹˛ý¦=ĞšŁšÝ¦Ğş=¹=¦¹−³ł||K=
=
OVK= ˚²˛=−²¦¾˛=³=ýšÞČ=ðÝćš²=Ł¹š=×˛¹²šÞ¦ČI=Ł=²þý=łþŠ³=þÞ˛=¦¹−þ×²¦Ý˛=

= ýÞþłþ=łþ×þ¼||K=
=
PMK= ÏÞ=−þˇþÝ²˛Ý=þ=²þýI=þ=¹šý=¦I=Þ˛ðþÞš¾I=ð˛ð=ˇŞ=ýšŽŠ³=−×þ₣¦ýI=Þš=−þŠ˛Ł˛Č=

= Ł¦Š||I=þ¹ŁšŠþý¦Ý¹Č=þ=łÝ˛ŁÞþýK=
=
PNK= „¹Ý¦=²Ş=Þš=−×¦¹ÝþÞ¦Ğş=Ý˛ŠþÞş=ð=ŠŁš×¦=þ−×šŠšÝšÞÞŞý=¹−þ¹þˇþýI=³=²šˇČ=Þš=

= ˇ³Šš²=Šþ¹²³−||==ð=¹šÐ½³K=
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=
POK= Í˛ý˛=ýšÞČ=³−×šð˛š²=Ł=²þýI=₣²þ=Č=₣˛¹²þ=Š×˛žÞć=Þ˛Ğ³=¹þˇ˛ð³=¦=Þ¦ðþłŠ˛=Þš=

= Š˛ć=šÐ=−þðþÐ||K=
=
PPK= ÒŞ=¹ð˛ž˛ÝI=₣²þ=łÝ³Ğ¦Ğş=ýþ²þ×I=Þþ=ýÞš=ð˛Žš²¹ČI=₣²þ=²Ş=Þ˛þˇþ×þ²=

= −×¦ˇ˛ŁÝČšĞş=ł˛ž||K=
=
PQK= Îš=ˇš¹−þðþÐ²š¹şI=ýŞ=Ł˛ý=−þžŁþÞ¦ý=ž˛×˛ÞššX=ýŞ=Þš=−×¦ŁŞðÝ¦=−×¦¼þŠ¦²ş=

= ˇšž=¹−×þ¹||K=
=
PRK= fl˛ˇ³Ğð˛=žŠš¹ş=Ł=Šš×šŁÞš=ýšÞČ=−þ¹²þČÞÞþ=−þ¦²=¦=ðþ×ý¦²I=Þþ=−þ₣šý³¥²þ=

= ˛−−š²¦²||==³=ýšÞČ=Þš²K=
=
PSK= ÒŞ=ˇšž=ýþšłþ=¹þŁš²˛=Þš=ŠšÝ˛Ð=Ý¦ĞÞšłþ=Ğ˛ł||X=Š˛Ł˛Ð=¹þžŁþÞ¦ý¹Č=Þ˛=

= ¹ÝšŠ³ćğšÐ=ÞšŠšÝš=₣²þˇŞ=ŠþłþŁþ×¦²ş¹ČK=
=
PTK= ÎþŁŞš=¼þžČšŁ˛=×˛¹−×þŠ˛Ý¦=¦ý³ğš¹²Łþ=¦=²š−š×ş=²×˛²Č²=ŠšÞşł¦=ˇšž=¹₣š²||K=
=
PUK= ÒŞ=−þð³−˛šĞş=Ł¹š=−þŠ×ČŠI=ˇšž=×˛žˇþ×||I=−×þ¹²þ=¹þ×¦Ğş=ŠšÞşł˛ý¦K=

= =
PVK= Ë˛ð=²þÝşðþ=Ł¹š=¹þˇ×˛Ý¦¹ş=³=¹²þÐð¦=ˇ˛×˛I=‡˛¹Č=×šĞ¦Ý=ž˛ð˛ž˛²ş=Ł¹šý=

= ðþÞşČð||K=
=
QMK= ˝=³Łš×šÞW=−×þÐŠ³²=łþŠ||I=¦=þÞ=−þýČÞš²=Þ˛¹=šğš=Šþˇ×Şý=¹ÝþŁþýK=
=
QNK= Ë˛ð=²þÝşðþ=þÞ=ŁŁþÝþ₣š²=Ł¹š=ð˛²š×||=Þ˛=¹³Ğ³I=ýŞ=Þ˛₣Þšý=×˛ˇþ²˛²şK=
=
QOK= Ôð˛ž˛Ý¦I=₣²þ=×˛žÝ¦₣ÞŞš=¹þ×²||==ČˇÝþÞş=¦=ł×³Ğ=¹ÝšŠ³š²=¹ł×³−−¦×þŁ˛²ş=−þ=

= ýþ×þžþ³¹²þÐ₣¦Łþ¹²¦K=
=
QPK= Î˛Ğ¦=¦Þ¹²×³ð²þ×||==¦=²×šÞš×||==¹=−š×Łþłþ=Žš=ŠÞČ=ž˛Š˛Ý¦=þ−×šŠšÝšÞÞŞÐ=

= ²šý−=²×šÞ¦×þŁþðK=
=
QQK= „¹Ý¦=ˇŞ=Þš=ž˛ˇþ²˛=ýš¹²Þþłþ=¹ŁČğšÞÞ¦ð˛=Łþ=Ł×šýČ=ŁþÐÞŞI=Ł¹š=ðþÝþðþÝ||==

= ýþłÝ¦=ˇŞ=ž˛×Ž˛Łš²ş=¦=Þ˛Łšð¦=ž˛ýþÝðÞ³²şK=
=
QRK= Ìþ¹Ýš=ŠþŽŠČ=²þ−þÝş||==ð˛ð=ˇŞ=þŽ¦Ý¦=¦=−þýšÞČÝ¦¹ş=Ł=þð×˛¹ðšK=
=
QSK= Ò×šˇþŁ˛Þ¦Č=Þ˛=ž˛ŁþŠš=−þŠÞČÝ¦¹şI=¦=−×šŠ−×¦Č²¦ć=Þ³ŽÞŞ=ˇŞÝ¦=ÞþŁŞš=

= þ−Ş²ÞŞš=ýš¼˛Þ¦ð||I=¹Ýš¹˛×||==¦=²þð˛×||K=
=
QTK= Î˛₣˛Ý˛¹ş=ŁþÐÞ˛I=¦=Ł¹š=½šÝşŠĞš×||==ˇŞÝ¦=Þ˛×˛¹¼Ł˛²K=
=
QUK= ÊÞŽšÞš×||==−þŠÞČÝ¦¹ş=Þ˛=S¥Ð=Ć²˛Ž=₣²þˇŞ=þ¹ýþ²×š²ş=¹²×þÐð³=¹=ŁŞ¹þ²ŞK=
=
QVK= Ò−×˛ŁÝšÞ¦š=−×šŠ−×¦Č²¦Č=Þ˛₣˛Ýþ=−š×š¹²×þÐð³W=Ł¹š=þ²ŠšÝ||=¦=¹šð²þ×||===

= ˇŞÝ¦=×šþ×ł˛Þ¦žþŁ˛ÞŞK=
=
RMK= ÏÞ=−š×šŠ˛Ý=₣š×²šŽ=ž˛ð˛ž₣¦ð³=¦=Š˛Ý=−þÞČ²şI=₣²þ=˛×¼¦²šð²þ×||==Þš=

= ¹þłÝ˛¹ÞŞ=−þ=ýÞþł¦ý=Łþ−×þ¹˛ýK=
=
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RNK= Îþ₣şć=Łþ×=−×þˇ¦Ý=¹²šÞ³=¦=−×þÞ¦ð=Þ˛=¹ðÝ˛ŠI=Þš¹ýþ²×Č=Þ˛=²þ=₣²þ=¹²þ×þŽ||=
= Þ˛¼þŠ¦Ý¦¹ş=Ł=¹þ¹šŠÞšý=žŠ˛Þ¦¦K=

=
ROK= Ìþł×˛Þ¦₣Þ¦ð=ŠþÝłþ=×˛¹¹ý˛²×¦Ł˛Ý=Þ˛Ğ¦=−˛¹−þ×²||I=˛=−þ²þý=ŁŠ×³ł=þ²Š˛Ý=¦¼=

= ˇšž=Łþ−×þ¹þŁK=
=
RPK= Ò₣¦²šÝş=ˇšž=−×þˇÝšýŞ=þ−×šŠšÝ¦²=−þ₣š×ð||==Ł¹š¼=¹Łþ¦¼=³₣šÞ¦ðþŁK=
=
RQK= ˝=šğš=þˇþ¹Þ³ć=¹Łþć=−×šŠŁŞˇþ×Þ³ć=−×þł×˛ýý³I=²˛ð=ð˛ð=ŁŞˇþ×||=

= −×þŁþŠČ²¹Č=²þÝşðþ=Ł=ðþÞ¾š=łþŠ˛K=
=
RRK= ÌþÝšŁþÐ=ðþý˛ÞŠ¦×=þ²Š˛Ý=−×¦ð˛ž=−×¦Łš¹²¦=Ł₣š×˛ĞÞ¦š=−×¦łþŁþ×||==Ł=

= ¦¹−þÝÞšÞ¦šK==
=
RSK= Ò˛ð=ð˛ð=Ł¹š=ˇ³¼ł˛Ý²š×||==ˇŞÝ¦=Ł=þ²−³¹ðšI=Þ˛Ğ¦=˛³Š¦²þ×||=Þš=¹ýþłÝ¦=Þ˛₣˛²ş=

= −×þŁš×ð³K=
=
RTK= ‡¹š=Š¦×šð²þ×||=ðþÞ¾š×Þ˛=¹İš¼˛Ý¦¹ş=Ł=Ôþ₣¦I=₣²þˇŞ=þˇ¹³Š¦²ş=¦=−×¦ÞČ²ş=

= ÞþŁŞÐ=³¹²˛ŁK=
=
RUK= ˝=¼þ²šÝ=ˇŞ=ð³−¦²ş=ÞþŁŞÐ=Ğð˛½=Ł=ðþ²þ×ŞÐ=−þýš¹²Č²¹Č=Ł¹š=ýþ¦=Łšğ¦W=¦=

= −¦ŠŽ˛ð¦I=¦=×³ˇ˛Ğð¦I=¦=¹Ł¦²š×||=I=¦=ˇ×ćð¦K=
=
RVK= Î˛ÝþłþŁŞš=¦Þ¹−šð²þ×||==Ł−Ýþ²Þ³ć=ž˛ÞČÝ¦¹ş=−×þĞÝþłþŠÞ¦ý=þ²₣š²þý=

= ¹þýÞ¦²šÝşÞŞ¼=½¦×ýK=
=
SMK= Ìþ¹²š−šÞÞþ=Ë˛²Č=−þŠÞČÝ˛¹ş=Šþ=³×þŁÞČI=łŠš=Þ˛×þŠÞŞš=−×þýŞ¹Ý||===

= ¹²˛ÞþŁ¦Ý¦¹ş=³Žš=¦¹ð³¹¹²ŁþýK=
=
SNK= ‡˛ÝšÞ²¦Þ˛=−þ−˛Ý˛=Ł=Ğ²³×ý˛Þ||I=ýþŽÞþ=¹ð˛ž˛²şI=¹Ý³₣˛ÐÞþI=þÞ˛=×þŠ¦Ý˛¹ş=

= ŁŠ˛Ý¦=þ²=ýþ×¹ð¦¼=²×˛¹¹=¥=Ł=‡þ×þÞšŽ¹ðþÐ=þˇÝ˛¹²¦K=
=
SOK= ‡¹ðþ×š=Žš=Þ˛₣˛Ý¦=−þ¹²³−˛²ş=¹=ž˛ŁþŠþŁ=ÞþŁŞš=−³Ğð¦=¦=²×˛ð²þ×||K=
=
SPK= ‰³×Þ˛Ý¦¹²ð˛=Þš=ˇŞÝ˛=³Łš×šÞ˛I=þ−³ˇÝ¦ð³ć²=Ý¦=×šŠ˛ð²þ×||==Łš₣š×Þ¦¼=

= ł˛žš²=šš=ž˛ýš²ð³K=
=
SQK= Ï−Ş²ÞŞš=Ğþ½š×||==šłþ=þ¹þˇþ=Þš=Ž˛ÝþŁ˛Ý¦X=ˇ˛ÝþŁ˛Ý¹Č=þÞ=Ł¦ÞþýI=Š˛=¦=

= ŁþŠ¦²šÝş=ˇŞÝ=ÞšŁ˛ŽÞŞÐK=
=
SRK= fiŁ²þ×=ðÞ¦ł¦=¹₣¦²˛š²I=₣²þ=ðþ××šð²þ×||==−×¦Š×˛Ý¦¹ş=ð=−³¹²Čð˛ýI=Ł=¹ŁČž¦=¹=

= ₣šý=¹þžŠ˛Ýþ¹ş=ýÞþŽš¹²Łþ=−×þˇÝšý=¹=−³ˇÝ¦ð˛¾¦šÐ=ðÞ¦ł¦K=
=
SSK= Ìþ¹Ýš=¹šý¦Þ˛×˛=ýþŽÞþ=¹ŠšÝ˛²ş=ŁŞŁþŠI=₣²þ=Ł¹š=−×þ½š¹¹þ×||==

= ¦¹²þ×¦₣š¹ðþłþ=½˛ð³Ýş²š²˛=Þ˛Ğšłþ=³Þ¦Łš×¹¦²š²˛=¹þłÝ˛¹ÞŞI=₣²þ=þ−Ş²=Þ˛Šþ=
= ₣š×−˛²ş=¦ž=¹þð×þŁ¦ğÞ¦¾Ş=Š×šŁÞ¦¼=¾¦Ł¦Ý¦ž˛¾¦ÐK=

=
STK= Ò₣šÞ¦ð¦¥−šð˛×||==¹²þÝ¦₣Þþłþ=ÌÒÒ=kç=R=þ²ð˛ž˛Ý¦¹ş=¹²˛Ž¦×þŁ˛²ş¹Č=Þ˛=

= ýŞ²¦ğ¦Þ¹ðþý=¼Ýšˇþž˛ŁþŠšK=
=
SUK= ÒŽš=²×š²ş¦=¹³²ð¦=˛ýš×¦ð˛Þ¹ð¦š=ŁþšÞÞþ¥ŁþžŠ³ĞÞŞš=¹¦ÝŞ=ˇþýˇ˛×Š¦×³ć²=

= ¹˛ŠŠ˛ý¹ð¦š=ˇ³Þðš×||==ÞšŠ˛Ýšðþ=þ²=¦×˛ð¹ðþÐ=¹²þÝ¦¾ŞK=
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=
SVK= ÍŞ=¹˛ý¦=−×¦šŠšý=Ł=ˆŁš¾¦ć=¦=ž˛ðÝć₣¦ý=−×ČýŞš=ŠþłþŁþ×||==¹þ=Ł¹šý¦=

= −þ¹²˛Łğ¦ð˛ý¦K=
=
TMK= ‚þ=×˛¹¹Łš²˛=þ¹²˛Ł˛Ýþ¹ş=ˇþÝşĞš=₣˛¹˛I=Þþ=Ł¹š=³Ý¦₣ÞŞš=½þÞ˛×¦=¦=

= −×þŽšð²þ×||=
= ŁÞšž˛−Þþ=−þ²³¼Ý¦K=ı²þ¥²þ=ž˛ðÝ¦Þ¦Ýþ=Ł=¹¦¹²šýš=łþ×þŠ¹ðþłþ=þ¹ŁšğšÞ¦ČK=
=
TNK= ‚×˛ł˛Þ=ŁþšŁ˛Ý=¹=ðšý=−×¦ĞÝþ¹şI=Þþ=Ć²þ=Þš=Š˛Ýþ=šý³=þŽš¹²þ₣¦²ş¹Č=Þ¦=Þ˛=

= ¼þ×Ł˛²||=Þ¦=Þ˛=¹š×ˇ||K=
=
TOK= ÔþłÝ˛¹Þþ= ŠšŽ³×Þþý³= Ł×˛₣³I= ³= ýÞþł¦¼= ¹þÝŠ˛²||I= ³₣˛¹²ŁþŁ˛Ğ¦¼= Ł= ŁþÐÞšI=

= ×˛ÞŞ=šğš=Þš=ž˛Ž¦Ý¦I=¦=−þĆ²þý³=Þ˛=½×þÞ²˛¼=Þš=¼Ł˛²˛Ýþ=ˇþÐ¾þŁK=
=
TPK= ÍČ¹˛=Þ˛=ˇ˛ž˛×š=Þš=ˇŞÝþK=‡¦Š¦ýþI=²þ×łþŁ¾Ş=Ł¹š=−×þŠ˛Ý¦=¹=³²×˛I=þ¹²˛Ý¦¹ş=

= ²þÝşðþ=łþ×Ş=˛ˇ×¦ðþ¹||==¦=ˇ˛ðÝ˛Ž˛Þ||K=
=
TQK== ‡= ðþ×þ²ðþš= Ł×šýČ= −þŠÞČÝ¦= Þ˛Šþ¦= ýþÝþð˛= ¹= ²×š¼= Šþ= −Č²¦= ²Ş¹Č₣=

= ð¦Ýþł×˛ýý||K=
=
TRK= Ì×˛ŁÝšÞ¦š=ðþÝ¼þž˛=¹þžŠ˛Ýþ=Ł¹š=³¹ÝþŁ¦Č=ŠÝČ=ŁŞ×˛ğ¦Ł˛Þ¦Č=−þý¦Šþ×||K=
=
TSK= ˝=Š³ý˛ćI=₣²þ=þÞ˛=¹ðþ×šš=þ²ðÝć₣¦²=¹Łš²=ŁþþˇğšI=₣šý=×˛ž×šĞ¦²=Þ˛ý=

= ¦¹−þÝşžþŁ˛²ş=Ý˛ý−³=Ł=¹²þ=Ł˛²²||K=
=
TTK= Ûþ²Č=ýþÐ=ŠŁþć×þŠÞŞÐ=ˇ×˛²=×þŠ¦Ý¹Č=¦=−×þŽ¦Ý=ˇç“ÝşĞ³ć=₣˛¹²ş=¹ŁþšÐ=Ž¦žÞ¦=

= ¹×šŠ¦=²³×ðýšÞ||I=þÞ=²˛ð=¦=Þš=ŁŞ³₣¦Ý=¦¼=ČžŞðK=
=
TUK= ÊŁ˛Þ=Ôš×łššŁ¦₣=−þ=þðþÞ₣˛Þ¦¦=¹Ý³ŽˇŞ=ð³−¦Ý=¹šˇš=−Č²ş=łšð²˛×||==žšýÝ¦I=

= ₣²þˇŞ=ˇŞÝþ=₣šý=ž˛ÞČ²ş¹Č=Þ˛=¹²˛×þ¹²¦=Ýš²K=
=
TVK= ı²þˇŞ=ð˛ð=¹ÝšŠ³š²=þ²þ×þ₣¦²ş=−Ý˛²şšI=³ĞÝþ=R=˛×Ğ¦Þ||==ĞšÝð||K=
=
UMK= ÏÞ=ž˛−š×¹Č=Ł=¹˛×˛šI=Š³ý˛Č=²˛ð¦ý=þˇ×˛žþý=þˇý˛Þ³²ş=−˛×²¦ž˛Þ||K=
=
UNK= ¥Ò˛ð=Ž˛ÝðþI=₣²þ=¹²˛×Şš=þˇŞ₣˛¦=Š˛ŁÞþ=þ²ýš×Ý¦I=¹ð˛ž˛Ý˛=ˇ˛ˇ³Ğð˛I=¥=³Žš=Þš=

= Ł¦ŠÞþ=ł³¹˛×||==¦=Š×˛ł³Þ||==Þ˛=³Ý¦¾˛¼=−þ=−×˛žŠÞ¦ð˛ýK=
=
UOK= ÏÞ=þˇÞČÝ=šš=¦=−×þ²ČÞ³Ý=¹Ł˛ŠšˇÞŞÐ=−þŠ˛×þðW=ˇ×¦ÝÝ¦˛Þ²þŁþš=ðþÝş¾þ=Ł=

= Šš¹Č²ş=ð˛×˛²||K=
=
UPK= Ìš²×=Ìš²×þŁ¦₣=−š×šŽ¦Ý=Ł¹š¼=Ł=Šš×šŁÞšI=Š˛Žš=ŠþÝłþŽ¦²šÝšÐ¥ł×³ž¦Þ||K=
=
UQK= Ò²×þý=Þ˛=×ŞÞðš=flþ×Č=ð³−¦Ý=ð¦Ýþł×˛ýý=˛−šÝş¹¦Þ||I=−þÝð¦Ýþ=ł×˛Þ˛²||=¦=ŠŁ˛=

= ð¦Ýþł×˛ýý˛=ý˛ÞŠ˛×¦Þ||X=²þÝşðþ=Šþý˛=þÞ=ž˛ýš²¦ÝI=₣²þ=−×þŠ˛Łš¾=
= þˇ¹₣¦²˛Ý¹Č=¦=−š×šŠ˛Ý=¹Š˛₣³K=

=
URK= Òš²Č=‡˛ÝČ=ðþÞš₣Þþ=Šþ²ð˛Ý˛=ˇŞ=−ÝšŠI=Þþ=šÐ=Þš=¼Ł˛²˛Ýþ=Ł¹šłþ=ł×˛ýý||=

= −Č²şŠš¹Č²=Ğš×¹²¦K=
=
USK= Ô˛Ğ˛=¹šÐ₣˛¹=Ł=þ²−³¹ð||I=¦=þÞI=ŁþžýþŽÞþI=ž˛łÝČÞš²=ð=Þ˛ý=Ł=łþ¹²¦=Þ˛=

= ¹ÝšŠ³ćğšÐ=ÞšŠšÝšK=



 272 

=
UTK= Ì¦þÞš×Ş=Þ˛ĞÝ¦=žþÝþ²Şš=¾˛×¹ð¦š=ýþÞš²Ş=Ł=¹Þšł||I=ÔþŁš²=þ²×ČŠ˛=

= ×˛¹−×šŠšÝ¦²=Ć²³=¹Łþšþˇ×˛žÞ³ć=Þ˛¼þŠð³=ýšŽŠ³=×šˇČ²˛ý¦K=
 
UUK= ‚šŁ³Ğð³=−×šý¦×þŁ˛Ý¦=ž˛=²×³ŠþŁŞš=³¹−š¼¦=−þšžŠðþÐ=Ł=·‚ÓK=ÒŁ¦ŠšŁ=þˇ¦Ý¦š=

= Ł=ý˛ł˛ž¦Þš=ðþÝˇ˛¹I=¹Ş×þŁI=Ł¹šłþ¥Ł¹šłþI=þÞ˛=−þ₣³Ł¹²ŁþŁ˛Ý˛=¹šˇČ=Ł=×˛Ð||K=
=
UVK= fl×˛²=−×þŽ¦Ý=łþŠ=Þ˛=ÔšŁš×šI=Þ˛=¼þÝþŠ||I=Þ˛=Łš²×||K=
=
VMK= Ìþ¹Ýš=ł×þýðþłþ=¹ð˛ÞŠ˛Ý˛=Þ˛=ŁŞ−³¹ðÞþý=ˇ˛Ý||I=łŠš=þÞ˛=Š×˛Ý˛¹şI=‡š×˛=Þ¦=¹=

= ðšý=Þš=þˇğ˛Ý˛¹şK=
=
VNK= Ï²š¾=¼þ²šÝ=−×¦ðÝš¦²ş=þˇİČŁÝšÞ¦š=þ=−×þŠ˛Žš=ðŁ˛×²¦×Ş=ð˛ð=ýþŽÞþ=

= ŁŞĞšI=−þ¹Ýš=Þš¹ðþÝşð¦¼=−þ−Ş²þð=Ć²þ=³Š˛Ýþ¹şI=Þþ=Ł¹š=×³ð¦=ˇŞÝ¦=Ł=ðÝšÐ||K=
=
VOK= ¥Â˛₣šý=²Ş=šğš=¹þÝ¦Ğş\=‡=Ć²þý=¹³−||==¦=²˛ð=ýÞþłþ=¹þÝ¦K=
=
VPK= Êž¥ž˛=ÞšÝš²ÞþÐ=−þłþŠŞI=ýŞ=−×þˇŞÝ¦=Ğš¹²ş=₣˛¹þŁ=Ł=˛Ć×þ−þ×²||==¦=þ−þžŠ˛Ý¦=

= Þ˛=Ł¹²×š₣³=¹=ðÝ¦šÞ²þýK=
=
VQK= ‡=¾š¼||==Þ˛ðþÞš¾¥²þ=×˛žþˇ×˛Ý¦¹ş=¹=Þš¹³Þ˛ý¦I=¦=Ł¦ÞþŁÞŞš=−þÞš¹Ý¦=

= Þ˛ð˛ž˛Þ¦šK=
=
VRK= ¥ÏÝšłI=þ−Č²ş=²Ş=ˇ˛Ý³šĞş¹Č=¹=þłÞšýI=¼þ²ş=Þ˛=¹Þšł||I=Þþ=Ł¹š=×˛ŁÞþ=þ−˛¹Þþ>=
=
VSK= Ú¦×ý˛=−×þˇ³×¦²=¹ðŁ˛Ž¦Þ³=Ł=ł×³Þ²||I=Š˛Žš=Þš=−þŁ×šŠ¦Ł=Šš×šŁşšŁ=¦=

= ð³¹²˛×Þ¦ðþŁK=
=
VTK= ‡=ŠŞý||==Þ¦₣šłþ=Þš=ˇŞÝþ=Ł¦ŠÞþI=Þþ=ˇŞÝþ=¹ÝŞĞÞþI=ð˛ð=₣²þ¥²þ=ĞšŁšÝ¦²¹Č=Ł=

= ðþýÞ˛²šK=
=
VUK= ‚˛Ğ˛=Ýćˇ¦Ý˛=₣¦¹²ŞÐ=ŁþžŠ³¼=¦=Ýš²þý=₣˛¹²þ=¹−˛Ý˛=Ł=¹²þł||==¹ŁšŽšłþ=¹šÞ˛K=
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Appendix 2. Form: Written judgement test (attitude) 
   
    

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
Ni<e sleduet 292 slova (glagola), s prostavlennymi udareniæmi.  

Vy dol<ny vyrazitþ svoe otnowenie k øtim variantam udareniæ. 

Postavþte krestik v toj kolonke, kotoraæ sootvetstvuet Vawemu otnoweniü k ka<domu udareniü. 

Snahala rewite, tak Vy stavite udarenie ili net, a potom rewite, pravilþno li øto udarenie. 

 

Vnimanie: 

• Otvetþte na vse voprosy. V sluhae, esli Vy somnevaetesþ, vyberite naibolee podxodæquü alþter

nativu. 

• Ne obsu<dajte soder<anie ankety drug s drugom. 

• Pomnite, hto vo mnogix sluhaæx net ”pravilþnyx” ili ”nepravilþnyx” otvetov. Mne interesno 

Vawe otnowenie k predlagaemym variantam. 

• Anketa anonimna. 

 
 
 
 
Spasibo za Vawe uhastie. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Elisabeth Marklund Sharapova, Department of Slavic Languages, Uppsala University, Box 513, S-751 20  Uppsala, Wveciæ 
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

1 perepérhitþ        
2 upi´lisþ         
3 pereplelsæ´        
4 ótdalosþ        
5 otospali´sþ        
6 podnæ´lisþ        
7 opërlasþ        
8 nahalsæ ́        
9 obli´lisþ        
10 rva´lisþ        
11 zapersǽ        
12 zanǽlisþ        
13 obterlásþ        
14 za´dali        
15 naha´l        
16 rasplylósþ        
17 perepóit        
18 sózdalo        
19 obnǽlsæ        
20 sta<i´rovatþsä        
21 podpërlasþ        
22 sbyli´sþ        
23 raspródali        
24 pózvala (ego)        
25 sori´wþ        
26 rodi´lsæ        
27 otperla´sþ        
28 podkrádetsæ (k nej)        
29 proda´losþ        
30 præ´la        
31 razvelsæ´        
32 péredal (pisþmo)        
33 zatvórit        
34 pereklühi´t        
35 pérenæli        
36 baloválsä        
37 própili        
38 na´lil        
39 klüët        
40 pripódnæli        
41 gnala ́        
42 pere<i´l (zimu)        
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

43 soli´t        
44 dohërpatþ (vodu)        
45 né dalo        
46 podprygnútþ        
47 skobli´wþ        
48 obnǽl        
49 pródatþ        
50 hi´taet (<urnal)        
51 stróhiwþ        
52 pri´byl        
53 pere<i´l (<enu)        
54 xoda´tajstvovatþ        
55 proda´li        
56 prislóniwþ        
57 prospa´la        
58 naha´li        
59 perevérnet (hawku)        
60 sobra´lisþ        
61 zaqelkátþ        
62 podkrálisþ        
63 vosprinælsæ ́        
64 wevélitsæ        
65 pódnælisþ        
66 kra´la        
67 pomestæ´tsæ        
68 óbnælsæ        
69 spa´losþ        
70 otklühi´t        
71 zanǽl        
72 owibla´sþ        
73 podstri´gla        
74 na´halasþ        
75 zaqémit        
76 za´nætþ (denþgi)        
77 bombardirovátþ        
78 oherstvétþ        
79 spalá        
80 zanæli´sþ        
81 podtolknët        
82 sozdalósþ        
83 zakli´nitþsæ        
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

84 o<i´li        
85 operla´sþ        
86 zadala´        
87 sozvónimsæ        
88 izgnalá        
89 propi´l        
90 otsadi´t (v storonu)        
91 pobýli (v gostæx)        
92 poseli´wþ        
93 otmerli´ (ruki)        
94 dozvónüsþ        
95 za´lilo        
96 dala´        
97 naha´la        
98 za´<ili        
99 né byla (uverena)        
100 sozdálosþ        
101 peremi´rit        
102 pri´dal        
103 raspredélit        
104 proda´l        
105 napili´sþ        
106 bultýxnutþsæ        
107 sóriwþ        
108 podnæli´sþ        
109 na´nætþ        
110 prinǽl        
111 pozvónim        
112 hërkatþ (spihkoj)        
113 pére<il (semþü)        
114 vila´sþ (rehka)        
115 dólilo        
116 pereperhi´tþ        
117 tkalá        
118 muti´t        
119 podnæ´li        
120 vvolóhet        
121 ó<ili         
122 prinúditþ        
123 nedosoli´t        
124 pomænët        
125 péremer (skot)        
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

126 usugúbitþsæ        
127 ót<ili        
128 otpërlasþ        
129 weveli´wþ        
130 otpi´l        
131 krovotóhit        
132 ótdal (prikaz)        
133 zamórit        
134 rodi´lasþ        
135 draznǘ        
136 otda´losþ        
137 podstri´<et        
138 oproverglá        
139 postélet (krovatþ)        
140 daló        
141 isklü´him        
142 dóbyl        
143 dóit        
144 polilóvetþ        
145 pro<i´li        
146 na´hala        
147 zar<avétþ        
148 pri´nætþ        
149 prikléitþ        
150 sobrali´sþ        
151 tatui´rovatþsæ        
152 nabrali ́        
153 zali´lo        
154 vzæló        
155 zarædi´t        
156 dohérpatþ        
157 strohi´wþ        
158 zaslónit        
159 pereda´l (sdahu)        
160 mori´t        
161 vrala´        
162 sprýgnutþ        
163 prédal        
164 razvëlsæ        
165 wevélit        
166 zvoni´t        
167 ot<i´li        
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øto  
nepravilþno 

168 perenæ´li        
169 gluwi´wþ        
170 progni´lo        
171 prodalósþ        
172 gruppirovátþ        
173 póbyl (doma)        
174 obvila ́        
175 protivorehi´t        
176 opérlasþ (na ruku)        
177 otda´l (za bescenok)        
178 sozdalá        
179 ótsnæli (plenku)        
180 doti´rovatþ        
181 osvedomi´tþsæ        
182 zaglǽnet        
183 pódnæli        
184 probleæ´tþ        
185 ótperlo        
186 na´hali        
187 pródal        
188 vklǘhiwþ        
189 pró<il        
190 pró<ili        
191 premirovátþ        
192 opredeli´t        
193 ótpil        
194 probýli        
195 za´dala        
196 snæla´        
197 proli´lo        
198 napoi´t        
199 na´hatþ        
200 do<dálisþ        
201 próklæl        
202 priwpi´litþ        
203 probúrit        
204 soskóbliwþ (græzþ)        
205 própil        
206 priklei´tþ        
207 pomanít        
208 za´nætþsæ        
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øt
o  
nepravilþno 

209 pripódnæl        
210 perestelǘ        
211 doherpa´tþ        
212 bra´la        
213 herka´tþ        
214 obosnúü (teoriü)        
215 peremër (skot)        
216 dotkala´ (kover)        
217 weveli´t        
218 balu´ewþsæ        
219 óbnæl         
220 zasloni´t        
221 krovotohi´t        
222 pére<il (gore)        
223 prognila ́        
224 priotvórit        
225 pribýl        
226 próbil        
227 pozvoni´m        
228 zada´la        
229 <i´la (s mamoj)        
230 sólit        
231 zaplombirovátþ        
232 podperla´sþ        
233 nali´l        
234 poddálo        
235 zalgálisþ        
236 otorohi´tþ        
237 pri´næl        
238 poséliwþ        
239 pro<i´l        
240 otqelka´tþ        
241 za´nælisþ        
242 razorvala´sþ        
243 pamætúet        
244 sóliwþ        
245 na´halsæ        
246 poméstætsæ        
247 upërlasþ        
248 dopi´li        
249 zanǽtþ        
250 vklühi´wþ        
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 Æ sam/a/ tak govorü Æ sam/a/ tak ne govorü 

 i znaü, hto 
øto  
pravilþno 

i dumaü,  
hto øto  
pravilþno 

no ne znaü 
pravilþno 
li øto 

no znaü,  
hto øto ne– 
pravilþno 

i ne znaü,  
pravilþno  
li øto 

i dumaü, hto 
øto  
nepravilþno 

i znaü, hto øt
o  
nepravilþno 

251 nabraló        
252 skaza´l (pravdu)        
253 za´perla        
254 podomovníhatþ        
255 poslala´        
256 otslónit (stavenþ)        
257 rodilsǽ        
258 odol<i´tþ        
259 zanæli´sþ        
260 na´halo (temnetþ)        
261 poi´t        
262 prosékli        
263 propi´li        
264 razdeli´t        
265 pridrali´sþ        
266 zai´ndevetþ        
267 nahala´sþ        
268 drémlü        
269 vi´ntiwþ        
270 podnæ´lisþ        
271 otorválosþ        
272 <ilósþ        
273 dralásþ        
274 podkrali´sþ        
275 zaklǘhim        
276 razobrali´sþ        
277 normirovátþ        
278 oblili´sþ        
279 upomænët        
280 napi´lisþ        
281 zar<a´vetþ         
282 ótperlasþ        
283 pródalosþ        
284 obnælsǽ        
285 podkrala´sþ        
286 (legko) da´losþ        
287 perebrálsæ        
288 sádil (derevþæ)        
289 nanǽtþ        
290 herpátþ        
291 zvónit        
292 podnæ´lasþ        

 



Appendix 3. Form: Information pertaining to the informant 
   

   

=
Â˛−þÝÞ¦²šI=−þŽ˛Ý³Ð¹²˛I=˛Þðš²³=‡˛Ğ¦¼=Ý¦₣ÞŞ¼=Š˛ÞÞŞ¼K=
fiÞðš²˛=˛ÞþÞ¦ýÞ˛K=
=
=
=
·þŠ=×þŽŠšÞ¦ČW||||||||||=
=
= =
=
ÌþÝW== ‰šÞ¹ð¦ÐKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK  
=== Í³Ž¹ðþÐKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
=
=
=
ÓþŠÞþÐ=ČžŞðW= Ó³¹¹ð¦ÐKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK ==
= ‚×³łþÐKKKKKKKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
=
=
Íš¹²þI=łŠš=‡Ş=−×þŽ¦Ý¦=ˇçÝşĞ³ć=₣˛¹²ş=−š×ŁŞ¼=NR=Ýš²=¹ŁþšÐ=Ž¦žÞ¦W=
= Íþ¹ðŁ˛KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= Íþ¹ðþŁ¹ð˛Č=þˇÝ˛¹²ş KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ÈšÞ¦Þł×˛ŠLÔ˛Þð²=Ìš²š×ˇ³×ł KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ÔšŁš×=Óþ¹¹¦¦KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ¸ł=Óþ¹¹¦¦ KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ÙšÞ²×=Óþ¹¹¦¦I=Ô¦ˇ¦×şI=‚˛ÝşÞ¦Ð=‡þ¹²þð KKKKKKKKKK =
= ‚×³ł¦š=×š¹−³ˇÝ¦ð¦=ˇŞŁĞšłþ=ÔÔÔÓKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ‡Þš=−×šŠšÝþŁ=ˇŞŁĞšłþ=ÔÔÔÓKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
=
=
=
Íš¹²þI=łŠš=‡Ş=−×þŽ¦Ý¦=ˇçÝşĞ³ć=₣˛¹²ş=¹ŁþšÐ=Ž¦žÞ¦W=
= Íþ¹ðŁ˛KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= Íþ¹ðþŁ¹ð˛Č=þˇÝ˛¹²ş KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ÈšÞ¦Þł×˛ŠLÔ˛Þð²=Ìš²š×ˇ³×ł KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ÔšŁš×=Óþ¹¹¦¦KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ¸ł=Óþ¹¹¦¦ KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ÙšÞ²×=Óþ¹¹¦¦I=Ô¦ˇ¦×şI=‚˛ÝşÞ¦Ð=‡þ¹²þð KKKKKKKKKK =
= ‚×³ł¦š=×š¹−³ˇÝ¦ð¦=ˇŞŁĞšłþ=ÔÔÔÓKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ‡Þš=−×šŠšÝþŁ=ˇŞŁĞšłþ=ÔÔÔÓKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
=
= =
‡Ş=−×þŽ¦Ý¦=ˇçÝşĞ³ć=₣˛¹²ş=¹ŁþšÐ=Ž¦žÞ¦W=
= ‡=łþ×þŠš KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK ===
= ‡=¹šÝş¹ðþÐ=ýš¹²Þþ¹²¦KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
=

= =
‡˛Ğš=þˇ×˛žþŁ˛Þ¦š=Lž˛ðþÞ₣šÞÞþšLW=
= U¥V=ðÝ˛¹¹þŁ=¦Ý¦=ýšÞşĞšKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= Ô×šŠÞššW=NM¥NN=ðÝ˛¹¹þŁ KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= Ô×šŠÞšš=¹−š¾¦˛ÝşÞþšKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
= ‡Ş¹Ğšš=þˇ×˛žþŁ˛Þ¦šKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK =
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Appendix 4. Reported usage (%) of stresses codified as normative (1). 

87,7

87,8

87,8

88,7

88,7

88,8

89,6

89,6

89,6

90,6

90,6

90,6

90,6

91,5

91,5

91,5

91,6
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92,5

92,5

93,4

93,4

94,3

94,3

94,4

94,4

95,3

95,3

96,2

96,3

86,8

86,8

86,9

86,8
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snæla´

g nala´

pere<íl

dalo´

zadala´

sozdal ósþ

sbylísþ

dala´

pereda´l

pro´klæl

vrala´

upërlasþ

drala´s þ

nahala´s þ

draznü´

odol<ítþ

perestelü´

postélet

perebra´lsæ

<il ósþ

prognílo

klüët

opredel ít

spala´

nanæ´tþ

zaglæ´net

podtolknët

gruppirova´tþ

razvëlsæ

oherstvétþ

prikl éitþ

podstrígla

zanæ´tþ

sprýgnutþ

0
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Appendix 5. Reported usage (%) of stresses codified as normative (2). 

65,1

65,1

66,0

66,1

66,1

67,0

67,9

67,9

67,9

70,7

70,7

70,8

72,7

73,7

74,6

74,6

75,5

75,5

76,5

77,3

77,4

78,4

78,4

81,1

82,0

82,1

83,0

83,0

83,9

84,0

84,9

58,6

65,1

62,3

62,2
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vila´sþ

izgnala´

wevelíwþ

na´halo

soríwþ

operla´sþ

otperla´sþ

mutít

wevelít

so´lit

pozvoním

razobralísþ

dotkala´

sobralísþ

napilísþ

rasplylo´sþ

zanælísþ

prodalo´sþ

dotírovatþ

obvila´

zanælísþ

so´liwþ

razorvala´sþ

zvonít

prínæl

na´hali

tkala´

podkra´lisþ

sozdala´

do´it

prédal

herka´tþ

priwpílitþ

za´dali

príbyl
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Appendix 6. Reported usage (%) of stresses codified as normative (3). 

35,9

36,8

36,9

38,7

38,7

43,4

46,2

47,1

47,2

48,1

50,0

51,9

51,9

51,9

53,7

53,8
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33,9

34,0
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29,3
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prislo´niwþ
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stro´hiwþ

so´zdalo
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kra´la
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prognila´

o´bnæl

o´tdal

pridralís þ

oblilís þ

podpërlasþ

p ro´pil

pe ´re<il

premirova´tþ

pro´pili 

pro´dal

zalga´lis þ

za´<ili

bomba rdirova´tþ

zaplombirova´tþ

pro´<ili

xoda´ta jstvovatþ

o´<ili

pro´<il

pro´bil

podnælís þ
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Appendix 7. Reported usage (%) of stresses codified as normative (4). 

9,4

10,3

10,4

11,3

12,2

12,3

13,2

15,0

15,1

15,1

15,1

15,2

18,8

19,8

19,8

19,9

21,7
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22,7

24,5
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24,6
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27,4

27,4

28,3

7,6

8,5

9,4

3,7
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do´lilo

na´lil

vosprinælsæ´

otklühít

poselíwþ

priotvo´rit

rodilsæ´

podomovníhatþ

né dalo

pérenæli

zaíndevetþ

zar<a´vetþ

perepérhitþ 

pereklühít

zatvo´rit

péredal

pomestæ´tsæ

morít

o´tperlo

gluwíwþ

dohérpatþ

obnælsæ´

pripo´dnæli

o´tpil

bultýxnutþsæ

za´lilo

zapersæ´

krovotohít

pripo´dnæl

zaslo´nit

po´dnæli

o´t<ili

vklühíwþ

po´byl

prinúditþ
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Appendix 8. Reported usage (%) of stresses codified as 
normative in OS having another label in RPP. 

43,4

54,7

5,6

17,0

15,1

15,0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 10

péremer (norma/kni<n.)

otorohítþ (norma/razg.)

sosko´bliwþ (norma/razg.)
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perepo´it (norma/razg.)

raspro´dali (norma/pro.)

0
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Appendix 9. Reported usage (%) of stresses codified as 
normative in RPP having another label in OS. 
 

8,4

90,5

68,0

49,1
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otsadi ´t (ne norma/norma)

na poít (i/norma)

peremër (dop./norma)

obosnúü (dop./norma)
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Appendix 10. Reported usage (%) of stresses with the label 
i ('and'; the second of two “equal” variants). 

27,3

28,3

40,6

43,4

46,2

61,4

68,9
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77,4
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strohíwþ

obnæ´lsæ

skoblíwþ

zar<avétþ

zaklínitþsæ

rodílsæ

otpíl

dopíli (i/razg.) 
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Appendix 11. Reported usage (%) of stresses with the 
labels dop./razg. (admissible/colloquial). 

18,9

18,9

20,7

22,6
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probýli
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oblílisþ
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wevélitsæ (dop./i)

pereperhítþ (dop./i)

poméstætsæ

peremírit

poséliwþ

perenǽli

nalíl
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Appendix 12. Reported usage (%) of stresses with the labels 
ne rek./prostoreh. (not recommended/vulgar or low colloquial). 

27,3

32,0

35,7

40,6

44,3

49,0
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75,5
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Appendix 13. Reported usage (%) of stresses with the labels 
neprav./prostoreh. (incorrect/vulgar or low colloquial).  
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vkl ǘhiwþ (neprav./ra zg.)
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Appendix 14. Reported usage (%) of stresses with the label 
grubo neprav./grubo prostoreh. (grossly incorrect/flagrantly vulgar or low 
colloquial). 
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Appendix 15. Reported usage (%) of stresses with the label 
dop. ustar./ne rek. ustar./ustar. (admissible, obsolescent/not 
recommended, obsolescent/obsolete). 
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Appendix 16. Reported usage (%) of stresses that are non-normative 
and not included in the sources. 
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Appendix 17. Different norms in the main sources: comparison with other sources. 
 
Stress variant A&Z–

2000 
A&Z–
19931 

BTS–1998 OS–1997 RPP–1996 Ož&Šv–
1995 

MTS–
1990 

MAS–1981–
1984 

Gorbačevič–
1973 

pe´remer
2
 not N N N N kni<n. not N –– N N 

peremër
3
  N not N i dop. N N –– i razg. 

pe´remerlo not N N N N kni<n. not N –– N N 
peremërlo N not N i dop. N N –– i razg. 
pe´remerli not N N N N kni<n. not N –– N N 
peremërli N not N i dop. N N –– i razg. 
raspro´dali

4
  N N N N prostoreh. N5

 N N N 

rasproda´li
6
 not N not N not N dop. N i

7
 i not N dopustimo 

obosnuü´/sþ/
8
 not N not N not N N ustar. N not N N –– 

obosnúü/sþ/
9
  N N N dop. N i N –– –– 

obosnuët/sæ/ not N not N not N N ustar. N not N N –– 
obosnúet/sæ/ N N N dop. N i N –– –– 
otorohi´tþ

10
 N N not N N razg. N –– N N 

otoro´hitþ
11

 ne ne N ne rek. N not N –– not N dop. 

sosko´bliwþ
12

  not N not N N N razg. N N N N 
soskobli´wþ N N i i N i i i i 
otsko´blit not N not N –– N razg. N –– N N 
otskobli´t N N –– i N i –– i i 
osko´blit not N not N i N razg. –– –– N N 
oskobli´t N N N i N –– –– i i 
posko´blit not N not N not N N razg. –– –– N N 
poskobli´t N N N i N –– –– i i 
otslo´nit

13
 not N not N –– N razg. –– –– i –– 

otsloni´t N N –– i N –– –– N –– 
napo´it not N not N i (razg.) N i N N i dop. 
napoi´t

14
 N N N i N i i N N 

opo´it not N N i N razg. N –– i dopustimo 
opoi´t N not N N i N i –– N N 
perepóit

15
 not N N i N razg. N –– i dopustimo 

perepoít N not N N i N i –– N N 
otsa´dit –– –– N N razg. N N N –– 
otsadi´t

16
 –– –– not N not N N not N –– –– –– 

seli´t/sæ/
17

 not N N N N kni<n. N N N N 

se´lit/sæ/ N not N not N dop. N razg. i not N razg. 

obstro´hit
18 not N not N not N N razg. –– –– i dopustimo 

obstrohi´t
19 N N N i N –– –– N N 

ogoro´dit N N N N razg. N N N N 
ogorodi´t not N not N i i N i i i ustarevaüqee 
sxoro´nit N N N N i N N N ––20 
sxoroni´t not N not N not N not N N not N not N not N –– 
vkúsit not N N N N razg. not N –– N N 
vkusi´t N not N not N i N N –– not N ustarevaüqee 
otzúbrit N N –– N razg. –– –– –– –– 
otzubri´t not N not N –– i N –– –– –– –– 
podzúbrit N N i N razg. –– –– i –– 
podzubrít not N not N N i N –– –– N –– 
pozúbrit N N –– N razg. –– –– –– –– 
pozubri´t not N not N –– i N –– –– –– –– 
pole´nitsæ N N N N razg. N N N –– 
poleni´tsæ not N not N not N not N N not N not N not N –– 
natrúdit N N i N prostoreh. N N i N 
natrudi´t not N not N N i N i i N i 

preporúhit N N –– N i N –– N N 
preporuhi´t not N not N –– not N N not N –– not N ustarevaüqee 
storo´nitsæ N N N N razg. N N N N 
storoni´tsæ not N not N i i N i not N not N ustarevaüqee 
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1 The dictionaries and stress handbooks are sorted chronologically with the exception of A&Z–1993, which 
has been juxtaposed to the 2000 edition in order to facilitate comparison between these two sources. 
2 Reported usage 5.6 %, reported non-usage 93.4 %, actual usage 0 %; Ukiah (1994) 5.0 %. 
3 Reported usage 68.0 %, reported non-usage 29.2 %, actual usage 58.1 %; Ukiah (1994) 95 %. Note that 
only about 73 % of all informants claim to use any of the two variants mentioned in dictionaries. This may be 
viewed as being due to the fact that this probably is an infrequent lexeme. However, as the results of the oral 
part of the survey show, the variant peremér is also used. This variant, not mentioned in the sources, is used 
by 19.4 %, and 22.6 % misread the sentence and gave no valid answer.  
4 Reported usage 54.7 %, reported non-usage 40.6 %, actual usage 61.3 %. 
5 The masculine form was listed in the dictionary. 
6 Actual usage 38.7 %. 
7 The masculine form was listed in the dictionary. 
8 Actual usage 0 %. 
9 Reported usage 90.6 %, reported non-usage 7.6 %, actual usage 100 %. 
10 Reported usage 15.0 %, reported non-usage 83.0 %, actual usage 16.1 %. 
11 Actual usage 80.6 %. 
12 Reported usage 15.1 %, reported non-usage 80.2 %. The unprefixed skoblíwþ was included in the 
reported usage survey (result: 86.8 %). It was also included without prefix in Vorоncova (1956), which also 
showed prevalence for end stress: skóblit 32.6 % skoblít 67.4 %. 
13 Reported usage 17.0 %, reported non-usage 79.3 %.  
14 Reported usage 49.1 %, reported non-usage 46.2 %. 
15 Reported usage 43.4 %, reported non-usage 52.9 %. 
16 Reported usage 8.4 %, reported non-usage 85.8 %. 
17 This verb was not included in this or other surveys without prefix. With the prefix po- it was included both 
in the present investigation and in Voroncova (1956). While it cannot be assumed that the assessment and 
usage of the unprefixed verbs is the same as for the prefixed , the results for poseliw' could be an indication 
that the current implicit norm is stem stress for both the prefixed and unprefixed verb. Cf. poselíw' reported 
usage 9.4 %, actual usage 6.5 %; Voroncova (1956) 22.1 %. For poséliw' the reported usage was 88.7 % 
and actual usage 90.3 %; Voroncova (1956) 77.9 %. 
18 stróhiw' reported usage 34.9 %, reported non-usage 64.2 %. 
19 strohi´w' reported usage 79.3 %, reported non-usage 16.1 %. 
20 Cf. the notation for the unprefixed verb: xoróniwþ norm, xoroníwþ labelled ne. 



Appendix 18. Comparison of stress notation for variants with low reported 
and/or actual usage codified as normative in (at least one of) the main sources. 
 
Stress variant 
 

A&Z–
2000 

A&Z–
1993 

BTS–1998 OS–
1997

RPP–
1996

Ož&Šv–
1995

MTS–1990 MAS–1981–
1984 

Gorbačevič–
1973

obosnuå´
21

  not N not N22 not N N ustar. N not N23 N – 
perepérhitþ

24 not N not N25 N N N26 N – N N 
otorohi´t'

27
 N N not N N razg. N – N N 

prinúditþ
28 N N not N N N N N N N 

vklühi´wþ
29 N N N N N N N N N 

gluwi´wþ
30 N not N31 N N N N N N not N32

zamori´t
33

 N N N N N N N N N 
zaslo´nit

34 not N not N35 i N N i N i dop. 

zatvoŕit
36 not N N not N N N N N N N 

krovotohi´t
37 N N N N – N N N N 

mori´t
38 N N N N – N N N N 

otklühi´t
39 N N N N N N N N N 

pereklühi´t
40 N N N N N N N N N 

pomestæ´tsæ
41 N N N N N N N N N 

poseli´wþ
42 N N N N N N N N N 

priotvoŕit
43 not N N not N N N N – N – 

weveli´tsä
44

 N N N N N N N N N 
weveli´w'

45
 N N N N N N N N N 

normirova´tþ
46 N N N47 N – N N N N 

doheŕpatþ
48 N N N N N N N N N 

podomovni´hatþ
49 not N50 N not N N N N – – – 

zai´ndevetþ
51 N N N52 N N N N N N 

zar<a´vetþ
53 not N not N54 N55 N – N N N N 

bultýxnutþsæ
56 not N not N57 not N N N not N58 – N – 

baloválsä
59

 N N N N N N N N N 
balúew'sä

60
 N N N N N N N N N 

do´lilo
61 not N not N62 i N N N not N63 N N 

za´lilo
64 N not N65 N N N N N N N 

na´lil
66 not N not N67 N N N N N N N 

ne´ dalo
68 N N i N – N N69 N N 

o´t<ili
70 N N N N N N N N N 

o´tperlo
71 N N N N N N N N N 

o´tpil
72 not N not N73 N N N N N N N 

pe´redal
74 N N not N N N N N N N 

pére<il
75

 N N N N N N i N N 
pe´remer

76
 not N N N N kni<n. not N77 – N N 

pe´renæli
78 N N N N N N N N N 

po´byl
79 N N – N N N N N – 

po´dnæli
80 N N N N N N N N N 

pripo´dnæl
81 N N not N N N N N N – 

pripo´dnæli
82 N N not N N N N N N N 

vosprinælsæ´
83 – – – N – – – – – 

zapersæ´
84 N N N N – N N85 N N 

nahalsä´
86 N N N N – N N N N 

obnælsæ´
87 N not N88 N N – not N89 N N ustarevaüqee 

rodilsæ´
90 not N not N91 i N – i N N N 
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21 Actual usage 0.0 %. 
22 obosnúå = norm. 
23 obosnúå = norm. 
24 Reported usage 15.1 %, reported non-usage 81.1 %. 
25 pereperhítþ = norm. 
26 The two different stress variants are both normative and listed as separate entries. 
27 Reported usage 15.0 %, reported non-usage 83.0 %, actual usage 16.1 %. 
28 Reported usage 28.3 %, reported non-usage 65.1 %. 
29 Reported usage 27.4 %, reported non-usage 66.0 %, actual usage 6.5 %; Kolesov (1964) 43.2 %. 
30 Reported usage 19.9 %, reported non-usage 78.3 %, actual usage 0.0 %; Kolesov (1964) 15.1 %. 
31 glú́wiwþ = norm. Cf. ne rek. in OS. 
32 glú́wiwþ = norm. Cf. ne rek. in OS. 
33 Actual usage 12.9 %. 
34 Reported usage 26.5 %, reported non-usage 72.7 %; Pirogova (1967) 46.7 %. 
35 zaslonít = norm. 
36 Reported usage 15.1 %, reported non-usage 83.1 %. 
37 Reported usage 25.6 %, reported non-usage 67.0 %. 
38 Reported usage 19.8 %, reported non-usage 75.5 %, actual usage 9.7 %. Pirogova has 90.7 % for the other 
stress variant mórit, thus corroborating the results of the present survey. 
39 Reported usage 9.4 %, reported non-usage 84.9 %, actual usage 3.2 %. 
40 Reported usage 15.1 %, reported non-usage 78.3 %. 
41 Reported usage 18.8 %, reported non-usage 79.3 %, actual usage 16.1 %; Kolesov (1964) 23.9 %. 
42 Reported usage 9.4 %, reported non-usage 86.7 %, actual usage 6.5 %; Voroncova (1956) 22.1 %. 
43 Reported usage 10.3 %, reported non-usage 86.8 %. 
44 Actual usage 29.0 %. 
45 Reported usage 62.3 % (wevelít 66.1 %), reported non-usage 35.9 %, actual usage 29.0 %; Voroncova 
(1956) 66.2 %. 
46 Reported usage 29.3 %, reported non-usage 69.0 %; Gorbačevič (1974) 22.0 %. 
47 The two different stress variants are both normative and listed as separate entries. 
48 Reported usage 21.7 %, reported non-usage 76.4 %. 
49 Reported usage 11.3 %, reported non-usage 85.9 %. 
50 Norm podomóvnihatþ. Cf. ne podomóvnihatþ in A&Z–1993. 
51 Reported usage 13.2 %, reported non-usage 84.9 %. 
52 The two different stress variants are both normative and listed as separate entries. 
53 Reported usage 15.0 %, reported non-usage 83.1 %, actual usage 0.0 %. 
54 zar<avétþ = norm. 
55 The two different stress variants are both normative and listed as separate entries. 
56 Reported usage 24.5 %, reported non-usage 71.7 %. 
57 bultyxnútþsä = norm. Cf. dop. in OS. 
58 bultyxnútþsä = norm. Cf. dop. in OS. 
59 Reported usage 38.7 %, reported non-usage 58.5 %, actual usage 6.5 %; Gorbačevič (1974) 21.1 %; 
Kolesov (1964) 35.6 % (the infinitive form was investigated in these studies). 
60 Reported usage 36.8 %, reported non-usage 59.5 %, actual usage 6.5 %; Kolesov (1964) 29.1 %. 
61 Reported usage 3.7 %, reported non-usage 89.6 %. 
62 dolílo = norm. 
63 dolílo = norm. 
64 Reported usage 24.6 %, reported non-usage 67.9 %. 
65 zalílo = norm. 
66 Reported usage 7.6 %, reported non-usage 82.1 %, actual usage 0.0 %; Kolesov (1964) 23.1 %. 
67 nalíl = norm. 
68 Reported usage 12.2 %, reported non-usage 85.9 %, actual usage 0.0 %; Ukiah (1994) 0.0 %. 
69 ne daló = norm and ne dálo is labelled i.  
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70 Reported usage 26.4 %, reported non-usage 70.8 %. 
71 Reported usage 19.8 %, reported non-usage 77.3 %. 
72 Reported usage 24.5 %, reported non-usage 71.7 %; Kolesov (1964) 11.1 %; Gorbačevič (1974) 15.4 %. 
73 otpíl = norm. 
74 Reported usage 15.2 %, reported non-usage 79.3 %, actual usage 16.1 %; Ukiah (1994) 19.0 %. 
75 Reported usage 51.9 %, reported non-usage 45.2 %, actual usage 29.0 %; Ukiah (1994) 14.0 %. 
76 Reported usage 5.6 %, reported non-usage 93.4 %, actual usage 0.0 %; Ukiah (1994) 5.0 %. 
77 peremër = norm. 
78 Reported usage 12.3 %, reported non-usage 82.1 %. 
79 Reported usage 27.4 %, reported non-usage 68.9 %; Ukiah (1994) 33.0 %. 
80 Reported usage 26.5 %, reported non-usage 68.0 %, actual usage 38.7 %. 
81 Reported usage 26.4 %, reported non-usage 69.8 %. 
82 Reported usage 22.7 %, reported non-usage 70.8 %. 
83 Reported usage 8.5 %, reported non-usage 87.7 %. 
84 Reported usage 24.6 %, reported non-usage 71.6 %, actual usage 9.7 %; Kolesov (1964) 37.4 %; Ukiah 
(1994) 5.0 %. 
85 zápersä = i. Cf. the label ne rek. in OS. 
86 Reported usage 34.0 %, reported non-usage 57.6 %, actual usage 16.1 %; Kolesov (1964) 58.2 %; Ukiah 
(1994) 19.0 %. 
87 Reported usage 21.7 %, reported non-usage 75.5 %, actual usage 16.1 %; Kolesov (1964) 21.2 %. 
88 obnä́lsä = norm. 
89 obnä́́́lsä = norm. 
90 Reported usage 10.4 %, reported non-usage 84.0 %, actual usage 3.2 %; Kolesov (1964) 10.1 %; Ukiah 
(1994) 0.0 %. 
91 rodílsä = norm in both ipf and pf aspect. 



Appendix 19. Comparison of stress notation for variants with high reported 
and/or actual usage codified as non-normative in (at least one of) the main 
sources. 
 
Stress variant  A&Z–

2000 
A&Z–
1993 

BTS–1998 OS–1997 RPP–1996 Ož&Šv–
1995

MTS–
1990

MAS–1981–
1984 

Gorbačevič–
1973

obosnúü
92 N N N dop. N i N not N _ 

pamætúet
93 not N not N not N _ prostoreh. not N _ not N _ 

osvedomi´tþsæ
94 not N not N not N ne rek. prostoreh. not N not N not N _ 

otoro´hit'
95

 ne ne N ne rek. N not N _ not N dop. 

pereperhi´tþ
96 N N not N dop. i i – not N dop. 

zar<ave´tþ
97

 N N N i _ i N not N dop. 

zakli´nitþsä
98 N not N N i i N _ not N N 

vklü´hiwþ
99 not N not N not N neprav. razg. not N not N not N razg.

100

glúwiw'
101

 not N N not N ne rek. prostoreh. not N i not N N102

zamo´rit
103 not N not N not N ne rek. razg. not N not N not N ne 

krovoto´hit
104 ne ne i (razg.) neprav. _ not N not N not N dop. 

mo´rit
105

 not N not N not N ne rek. _ not N not N not N ne 

otklå´hit
106

 ne ne not N neprav. prostoreh. not N not N not N ne 

peremiŕit
107 _ _ not N dop. razg. _ – not N _ 

pose´liwþ
108 not N not N not N dop. razg. i (razg.) i not N razg. 

pome´stætsæ
109 not N not N not N dop. razg. not N i (razg.) not N ne 

weve´litsæ
110 not N not N i dop. i i i i dop. 

doherpa´tþ
111 ne ne not N ne rek. prostoreh. _ _ not N razg. 

herpa´tþ
112 not N not N not N ne rek. prostoreh. not N not N not N razg. 

ba´lovatþsä
113

 ne ne not N ne rek. prostoreh. not N not N not N razg.
114

vzælo´
115 not N not N not N dop. _ not N i not N ne 

nabralo´
116 not N not N not N ne rek. prostoreh. not N not N not N ne 

nali´l
117 N N i dop. razg. i i i dop. 

ne dalo´
118

 not N not N not N dop. _ i N119 not N not N 
obnæ´l

120 not N not N not N dop. razg. i (razg.) i not N razg. 

o<i´li
121 not N not N not N ne rek. razg. _ not N not N razg. 

otda´l
122 not N not N i (razg.) dop. razg. i (razg.) i not N dop. 

pereda´l
123

 not N not N N dop. razg. i i not N dop. 

pere<i´l
124

 not N not N i (razg.) i razg. i N i (razg.) i 

peremër
125 N not N i dop. N N not N i razg. 

dopi´li
126 N N N i razg. i N i dop. 

otpi´l
127 N N i i i i i i i 

perenǽli
128 not N not N i (razg.) dop. razg. i i i (razg.) razg. 

pobýli
129 not N not N _ dop. razg. i i not N _ 

podnæ´li
130 not N not N not N dop. razg. i (razg.) i not N dop. 

probýli
131 not N not N i dop. razg. i i i dop. 

proda´l
132 not N not N i (razg.) dop. razg. i i i (razg.) dop. 

proda´li
133 not N not N i (razg.) dop. razg. i i i (razg.) dop. 

pro<i´l
134 not N not N i (razg.) dop. razg. i i i (razg.) dop. 

pro<i´li
135 not N not N i (razg.) dop. razg. i i razg. dop. 

raspro´dali
136

 N N N N prostoreh. i N N N 
na´halsæ

137 not N not N not N neprav. _ not N not N not N ne 

za´persä
138

 not N not N i ne rek. _ i i i dop. 

obnä´lsä
139

 not N N N140 i _ N i i N141

rodi´lsä
142 N N N i _ N i N N 

do<da´lisþ
143 not N not N i dop. razg. i i i dop. 

napílisþ
144 not N not N i dop. razg. i i i dop. 

obli´lisþ
145 not N not N not N dop. _ _ i i dop. 

podnæ´lisþ
146 not N not N not N dop. razg. i i not N not N 

rva´lisþ
147 not N not N i dop. _ i i i dop. 

sobra´lisþ
148 not N not N i dop. razg. i i i dop. 
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92 Reported usage 90.6 %, reported non-usage 7.6 %, actual usage 100.0 %. 
93 Reported usage 58.5 %, reported non-usage 38.7 %. 
94 Reported usage 88.7 %, reported non-usage 10.4 %, actual usage 90.3 % (osvedomilsä was the form 
checked); Kolesov (1964) 59.2 %. 
95 Actual usage 80.6 %. 
96 Reported usage 85.9 %, reported non-usage 13.3 %. 
97 Reported usage 88.7 %, reported non-usage 6.6 %, actual usage 100.0 %. 
98 Reported usage 93.4 %, reported non-usage 5.6 %, actual usage 100.0 % (the preterite form was included 
in the oral part of the survey). 
99 Reported usage 85.8 %, reported non-usage 11.3 %, actual usage 90.3 %; Kolesov (1964) 61.5 %. 
100 pereklǻhit and otklǻhit are marked ne; isklǻhit and zaklǻhit are not included. 
101 Actual usage 100.0 %; Kolesov (1964) 85.9 %; Pirogova (1967) 92.0 %. 
102 gluwíw' = ustrevaåqee . 
103 Reported usage 69.9 %, reported non-usage 25.6 %, actual usage 71.0 %; Pirogova (1967) 85.3 %. 
104 Reported usage 87.8 %, reported non-usage 12.2 %. 
105 Actual usage 90.3 %; Pirogova (1967) 90.7 %. 
106 Actual usage 96.8 %. 
107 Reported usage 87.7 %, reported non-usage 11.3 %. 
108 Reported usage 88.7 %, reported non-usage 8.5 %, actual usage 90.3 %; Voroncova (1956) 77.9 %. 
109 Reported usage 87.7 %, reported non-usage 10.4 %, actual usage 83.9 %; Kolesov (1964) 76.1 %; RJaSO 
(1963) 54.5 %. 
110 Reported usage 83.9 %, reported non-usage 14.1 %, actual usage 67.7 %. 
111 Reported usage 75.5 %, reported non-usage 20.8 %. 
112 Reported usage 72.7 %, reported non-usage 23.6 %, actual usage 64.5 %. 
113 Actual usage 93.5/93.5 % (balovalsä and baluewþsä were the forms that were included in the oral 
survey); Kolesov (1964) 64.9 %; Gorbačevič (1974) 78.9 % (non-reflexive form investigated). 
114 In BAS–1991, too, bálovatþ is labelled razg.  
115 Reported usage 74.6 %, reported non-usage 23.6 %; Ukiah (1994) 76.0 %. 
116 Reported usage 50.9 %, reported non-usage 44.3 %. 
117 Reported usage 92.5 %, reported non-usage 3.7 %, actual usage 100.0 %; RJaSO (1963) 78.9 %; Kolesov 
(1964) 76.9 %. 
118 Actual usage 83.9 %; Ukiah (1994) 80.0 %. 
119 né dalo is also normative. 
120 Reported usage 59.5 %, reported non-usage 32.1 %, actual usage 35.5 %; Ukiah (1994) 14.0 %. 
121 Reported usage 58.5 %, reported non-usage 39.6 %, actual usage 58.1 %; Ukiah (1994) 19.0 %. 
122 Reported usage 78.3 %, reported non-usage 17.0 %, actual usage 64.5/58.1 %; Gorbačevič (1974) 
77.7/77.1/67.1/60.9 %; Ukiah (1994) 33.0 %; Pirogova (1967) 76.0 %. 
123 Actual usage 83.9 % (checked in one context, in one context normative, in another not; the distinction 
between contexts not applied in reality); Ukiah (1994) 81.0 %. 
124 Reported usage 68.9 %, reported non-usage 28.3 %, actual usage 71.0 %; Ukiah (1994) 86.0 %. 
125 Reported usage 68.0 %, reported non-usage 29.2 %, actual usage 58.1 % (peremér 19.4 %, invalid replies 
22.6 %); Ukiah (1994) 95.0 %. 
126 Reported usage 97.2 %, reported non-usage 1.9 %; Ukiah (1994) 79.0 %. 
127 Reported usage 94.3 %, reported non-usage 2.8 %; Kolesov (1964) 91.2 %; RJaSO (1963) 84.6 %; 
Gorbačevič (1974) 84.6 %. 
128 Reported usage 88.8 %, reported non-usage 9.5 %. 
129 Reported usage 73.7 %, reported non-usage 23.6 %; Ukiah (1994) 62.0 %. 
130 Reported usage 72.6 %, reported non-usage 20.8 %, actual usage 51.6 %. 
131 Reported usage 65.1 %, reported non-usage 33.0 %, actual usage 32.3 %; Pirogova (1967) 38.7 %. 
132 Reported usage 70.8 %, reported non-usage 24.6 %, actual usage 51.6 %; Pirogova (1967) 45.3 %. 
133 Reported usage 74.5 %, reported non-usage 24.5 %, actual usage 22.6 %; Pirogova (1967) 45.3 %. 
134 Reported usage 79.3 %, reported non-usage 18.9 %, actual usage 41.9/48.4 %; Gorbačevič (1974) 46.1 %; 
Pirogova (1967) 50.7 %; Ukiah (1994) 24.0 %. 
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135 Reported usage 65.2 %, reported non-usage 33.1 %, actual usage 61.3 %; Pirogova (1967) 60.0 %; Ukiah 
(1994) 48.0 %. 
136 Reported usage 54.7 %, reported non-usage 40.6 %, actual usage 61.3 %. 
137 Reported usage 56.6 %, reported non-usage 39.6 %, actual usage 80.6 %; Kolesov (1964) 26.8 %; Ukiah 
(1994) 67.0 %. 
138 Actual usage 61.3 %; Kolesov (1964) 56.8 %; Ukiah (1994) 95.0 %. 
139 Reported usage 85.9 %, reported non-usage 11.4 %, actual usage 61.3 %; Kolesov (1964) 68.5 %; RJaSO 
(1963) 80.0 %. 
140 Both forms are given as normative in this form: obnä́lsä´ (not obnälsä́ i obnä́lsä). 
141 obnälsä́ = ustarevaåqee. 
142 Reported usage 93.5 %, reported non-usage 3.7 %, actual usage 93.5 %; Kolesov (1964) 93.9 %; Ukiah 
(1994) 100.0 %. 
143 Reported usage 51.9 %, reported non-usage 43.4 %, actual usage 32.3 %; RJaSO (1963) 54.1 %; Kolesov 
(1964) 57.0 %; Ukiah (1994) 40.0 %. 
144 Reported usage 53.8 %, reported non-usage 43.4 %, actual usage 35.5 %; Kolesov (1964) 54.9 %; RJaSO 
(1963) 48.1 %; Ukiah (1994) 0.0 %. 
145 Reported usage 69.8 %, reported non-usage 27.3 %. 
146 Reported usage 61.4/53.8 %, reported non-usage 35.9/41.5 %, actual usage 16.1/19.4 %; Kolesov (1964) 
13.8 %; Ukiah (1994) 5.0 %; RJaSO (1963) 18.8 %. 
147 Reported usage 64.2 %, reported non-usage 33.9 %; Ukiah (1994) 5 %. 
148 Reported usage 50.9 %, reported non-usage 45.3 %, actual usage 22.6 %; Kolesov (1964) 42.6 %; RJaSO 
(1963) 34.1 %. 
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