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A Diachronically-Motivated Typology of the Early Historical Slavic Verb

Yaroslav Gorbachov

A note on terminology: for the purposes of this paper, the label “early historical Slavic”
(EHS) refers to Old Church Slavonic and Old Russian, the two most complete “witnesses” to
Slavic inflectional morphology of the 9-11th centuries. In addition to Old Church Slavonic
and Old Russian, Old Polish data are used when they are conservative enough to be relevant.

Unless otherwise specified, all forms are Old Church Slavonic.

Preliminary remarks

This paper represents an early attempt to formulate arguments for a departure from the
currently dominant one-stem (monothematic) approach to the EHS verb and for a revival of the
more traditional two-stem approach. The paper offers a new division of EHS verbs into classes
which is predicated on the old assumption that each Slavic verb possesses two autonomous
stems, from which all its finite and non-finite surface forms are derived.

I feel impelled to remark on my reasons for undertaking such new classification.
After all, (Old) Church Slavonic is a language with a long and rich tradition of study that
spans at least four hundred years (if one takes as the starting point Meletij Smotrickij’s 1619
Grammatiki slavenskija pravil’noe siintagma). One would expect that by now a stable
description of the EHS verbal system—“polished” by generations of scholars and universally
accepted—should be in place. Somewhat surprisingly, such a universally accepted description
is still lacking. Instead, there are multiple competing analyses representing several schools
of thought and featuring mutually incompatible classifications (cf. this with the situations
in, e. g., Germanic, Latin or Sanskrit studies). One reason for this state of affairs in Slavic
is the considerable variety of the EHS verbal stem types and the notorious complexity of the
morphophonemic processes involved in their formation. Such complex a system as Slavic
simply does not lend itself naturally to a single obviously optimal description. In part, the
variability of approaches to the Slavic verb also reflects the progression of frameworks that

Slavic studies have adopted over time.
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A number of concerns have led to this paper. One is pedagogical. My personal
experience experimenting with various OCS textbooks when teaching this language to
English-speaking students has not been exceedingly positive. None of the texts available in
English (or Russian, for that matter) provides the student with a workable (i. e., both adequate
and user-friendly) and up-to-date description of the OCS verbal system. The existing textbook
treatments of the OCS verb tend either not to offer the necessary level of detail (cf., e. g.,
Regier 1977, Gardiner 1984) or, on the contrary, to be unduly complicated, involved, and
bulky (cf. Lunt 1968, 1974, 2001)—to a degree that makes them quite unmanageable within
the timeframe of a quarter- or a semester-long course.

My next, and principal, concern is framework-related. The bulkiness of the system
as it is presented, e. g., in the various incarnation of Lunt’s classic textbook, stems directly
from the approach to the Slavic verb that has been adopted in Slavic studies in the past six
decades. Ever since Roman Jakobson published his celebrated Russian Conjugation (1948),
dominating the landscape of Slavic (and even more so, Russian) studies in the United States is
the generative “one-stem approach.” It is not difficult to see, why. The place that Jakobson’s
Russian Conjugation has in the history of Slavic studies and linguistics in general cannot
be overestimated. It has been righty called “the seedbed for an overarching concept of
language that was later known as transformational-generative grammar” (Shapiro 1980, 67,
my emphasis). Indeed, Russian Conjugation happens to be among the first three works ever
written, which present generative analyses of linguistic data, beside Bloomfield’s Menomini
Morphophonemics (1939) and Chomsky’s undergraduate honor’s essay, Morphophonemics of
Modern Hebrew (1949) (cf. Newmeyer 1996, 11). In the name of economy of representation,
Jakobson has famously reduced the traditional description (with its two verbal stem
alternants—prevocalic and preconsonantal) to a strictly synchronic system centered on a
single “full stem” (otherwise known as the “basic stem”), from which the other alternant may
be “generated” via a simple morphophonemic process of “truncation.” Thus, the Russian
“full-stem” citaj- ‘read’ underlies the 3.pl. citdj-ut ‘they read’ and, in its truncated form, the
infinitive ¢itd-t’ ‘to read.” Conversely, in the verb sum’e- ‘be noisy’ the “full stem” is used as
is in the infinitive sum 'é-¢’, but has to be truncated to make the 3.pl. Sum -at (Jakobson 1948).

All this sounds foolproof in theory. But when it comes to actual application
in a classroom, the system thus “optimized” does not turn out to be quite as easy-to-
use, parsimonious and “catch-all” as one would have hoped—even when applied to the
considerably impoverished Modern Russian conjugational pattern (cf. Chvany 1990). And
when it comes to generating Old Russian or Old Church Slavonic verb forms, it simply runs

out of road (on which more below). In my personal experience, the Jakobsonian “monothematic
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verb” system does not prove pedagogically useful in teaching OCS as it unduly complicates
the descriptive task and does not have too good a fit to the data. Multiple “outliers” are left
unintegrated—the forms that Jakobson himself called “unpredictable irregularities [that] have
to be specially learned” (op. cit., 24). We shall return to the one-stem system in the section
that discusses Lunt’s typology of the OCS verb.

There is, of course, a long tradition in Slavic studies to describe the EHS conjugational
pattern in terms of a diachronically-anchored “two-stem” approach (cf. Leskien 1871 and
1905, Meillet 1934, Vaillant 1948, SeliS¢ev 1952, Nandris 1959 and 1965, Borkovskij &
Kuznecov 1963, Diels 1963, Xaburgaev 1974, Schmalstieg 1980, Gardiner 1984, etc.), but that
tradition has led a marginal existence in the years following Jakobson’s 1948 proposal, and has
not been revisited in a long time with a view of updating.

The departure from the traditional approach, when it took place, reflected a major
paradigm shift from diachronic to synchronic linguistics caused by the arrival of structuralism
and generativism. Things in theoretical linguistics have since moved on, though. The
generative framework has come under fire from multiple quarters and has undergone numerous
adjustments in response to those challenges, but many Slavic linguists seem to be doggedly
defending generativism in one of its earliest formulations. In the meantime, especially in
the past two or three decades, the related field of comparative Indo-European linguistics
has been making continuous headway in gaining a better grasp on the intricacies of the PIE
verbal system. One has to admit that historical Slavic linguistics has been rather slow in
incorporating recent advances in IE studies (admittedly, as a natural consequence of the two
fields growing ever farther apart).

The third concern behind this article, then, is to offer a contribution toward a revival
of the traditional diachronically informed two-stem approach to the Slavic verb—as one
which is equally valid, if not superior, to the monothematic theory (for both the descriptive
and pedagogical purposes). Naturally, a revival of the two-stem framework cannot be a mere
reversal to, e. g., the Leskien system, neat and cogent as it may be (and it is). It should be a
comeback “on a new level”: an up-to-date typology of the EHS verb that takes advantage of
important discoveries in the field of comparative Indo-European linguistics. Conceived in
such a way, such new description of the EHS verb would give an additional benefit to a student
of both historical Slavic and Indo-European allowing him to relate the EHS verb classes and
categories to those reconstructed for PIE, and vice versa.

In sum, the aim of this paper is twofold. First, it is to propose a coherent and, to the
extent it is possible, economical and user-friendly classification of the EHS verb—one that

would enable the student of EHS to produce the entire paradigm of any given OHS verb by
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knowing 1) the class of the verb and hence its two principal stems (unless, of course, the verb
is irregular, and no typology can be guaranteed from the presence of irregularities), and 2) a
set of diachronic phonological rules to be applied in combining morphemes (deriving surface
forms). Second, it is desirable that this new typology be informed by recent discoveries in
IE linguistics and thus provide a “mapping” between the PIE verbal categories and the EHS
verb classes. Such a description of the EHS verb would serve as a “link” between historical
Slavic linguistics and IE studies, a typology usable by both the student of Slavic with larger
Indo-European interests and by the Indo-Europeanist who mines EHS for data relevant for

comparative purposes.

Critique of the existing typologies of the EHS verb

The existing classifications of the EHS (OCS) verb fall into two groups: 1) the
typology based on a single “full” or “basic” stem (cf. Lunt’s classification of the OCS verb and
Halle’s 1951 classification of the OCS and Old Russian verb) and 2) the two traditional two-
stem-based approaches (Leskien with followers, Miklosich, Vondrak, Diels). In Leskien’s
typology verbs are clustered into classes according to the shape of the present stem. They are
further divided into subclasses based on the shape of their infinitive stems. Conversely, the
Miklosich, Vondrak and Diels classifications are centered on the infinitive stem, with further
subdivisions reflecting the verbs’ present stem morphology.

Let us start with the more widely used description of the OCS verbal system, which
is that by Lunt (cf. Lunt 2001, 85). It is designed within the purely synchronic Jakobsonian
generative framework (cf. Jakobson 1948; cf. also the elaborations in Halle 1951, who has also
extended Jakobson’s model to the Old Russian verb). This classification differentiates between
nine classes, i. e., it posits nine “theoretical basic stems with the desinences and generative

rules [that] allow prediction of the number and types of truncated stems” (loc. cit.):

vocalic stems “present-marking morpheme”
1. -it prosi-ti ‘beg’ ¢/i
2. -6+ moné-ti ‘think’ ¢/i
2b.  -C’a+ slysa-ti {slux-¢+}  ‘hear’ ¢/i
3 -j-a+ deja-ti ‘do’ ole
4, -ova+ milova-ti ‘have mercy’ ole
5 -C-a+ glagola-ti ‘speak’ o/e
6 -np+ dvigno-ti ‘move’ ole
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consonant stems

7. -C+ nes-oto ‘carry’ ole
8a. -agjt+ délaj-otv ‘do’ ole
8b.  -g+ uméj-otv ‘know how to’ o/e
9. -0+ buvj-otv ‘beat, strike’ ole

This description of the OCS conjugational pattern is couched in the essential
generativist idea of a fully autonomous mental grammar (“autonomous syntax”)—an
idealization of language that appears to go back to Wittgenstein, who in his early career
likewise spoke of the rules of grammar as constituting an autonomous realm, but came to
question that premise by the mid-1930s (cf. Medina 2002, 75). In its strong formulation, the
contention is that no parts of language are memorized, everything is “generated” from the
lexicon via a finite set of autonomously existing phonological and inflectional (nowadays
labeled “syntactic”) rules and procedures. As Jakobson himself put it in his seminal 1948
paper, “The rules formulated above... enable the student glancing over a bare inventory of full-
stems to deduce their whole conjugational pattern with all the pertinent alternations in stem,
desinence, and accent. If these few... rules are added, then a dictionary listing verbs only as
full-stems would suffice to supply the reader with a complete knowledge of their inflection...”
(Jakobson, op. cit., 24; emphasis mine).

As already noted above, the Jakobsonian and “Jakobsonian-derived” systems do
not turn out to be particularly economical and user-friendly. Moreover, when applied to
Old Church Slavonic and Old Russian data, they incur insuperable problems. One of the
inadequacies of the Jakobsonian system is that it is ill-equipped to deal with unpredictable
ablaut phenomena (root-vowel alternations) characteristic of many of the attested EHS verbs
(cf., e. g., Feldstein 1987a). The student of the EHS (and for that matter, Modern Russian)
conjugational pattern thus deals with a “generative system” which is not only prohibitively
bulky, but in reality fails to “generate” correctly the full variety of the verb forms that obtain
in the language. Numerous irregular verbs which cannot be integrated into the Jakobsonian
system end up being listed as exceptions (cf. Jakobson, op. cit., 24f., Lunt 2001, 137ff.) and
have to be memorized separately. The result thus defies the declared ideal, as the purpose of
Jakobson’s analysis was to devise an economical and exhaustive generative description of the
Slavic/Russian verb (cf. Jakobson’s statement above).

One wonders, therefore, whether the Jakobsonian one-stem system may be validated
on other grounds. E. g.: 1) may Jakobson’s truncation rule have a diachronic justification?

Can it be demonstrated, that the truncated stem alternants arose throughout the history of
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Russian via a, let us say, phonological or analogical segment-truncation process? 2) Do the
entities constituting Jakobson’s description of Russian conjugation actually correspond to any
psycholinguistic reality? In other words, as Andersen has put it, does Jakobson’s description
“correspond to the speakers’ conception of these [stem-final segment/zero] alternations”?
(Andersen 1980, 288).

The answer to the first question is ‘no.” Rather than fruncating a segment, innovative
stems in Russian and its dialects show accretion of material. In vocalic stems it is usually -j-,
in consonant stems it is a vowel (as a rule, the suffix -a-). Thus, the ORuss. opaque paradigm
du-ti (inf.), dm-ut’ (3.pl.) ‘blow’ has been refashioned in Modern Russian as du-t’, duj-ut, and
the no less opaque ORuss. verb Zd-ti, Zzm-ut’ ‘press’ is reflected in some dialects as Zma-t’, Zm-
ut. Innovations involving segment deletion are “surprisingly few” (op. cit., 288-290). It may
be added to Andersen’s discussion of diachronic developments in Russian irregular verb stems
that no diachronic truncation rule can be posited for any earlier, Common (Balto-) Slavic stage,
either.

Is Jakobson’s description psycholinguistically motivated, then? This question appears
to be more difficult to answer: debates regarding psycholinguistic reality of the Jakobsonian
system (for both native and non-native speakers) still go on. Two things can be said at
this point with a fair degree of certainty. 1) Jakobson’s “full-stems” are arbitrary, “purely
morphophonemic constructs with no grammatical identity” (op. cit., 296). 2) Known to me
language acquisition studies involving Russian children whose internal grammar has not
completely stabilized yet (i. e., between the ages of 2 and 6+) seem to offer no support for
Jakobson’s truncation hypothesis, either. They show that when the stem of a novel or nonce
verb is not easily recoverable from the stimulus form, segment addition is by far the more
frequent procedure (and one much earlier acquired!) for deriving a new stem, than segment
deletion. As a rule, -i- is added in preconsonantal stems (e. g., dad’-i-t’ for da-t’ ‘to give’)
and -j- is added in prevocalic ones (e. g., p ‘isd-j-ut for p’is-ut ‘they write’) (cf. op. cit., 2901f.,
295f.). Similar results have been reported in Gor and Chernigovskaya (2005, 140ff., 1491t.,
155f.), wherein what Andersen terms “j-addition” is referred to as “the default ‘vowel + ;’
pattern” or “‘recover the j ' rule.”

To sum up the discussion thus far, not only does the Jakobsonian “monothematic”
system not prove pedagogically useful (at least not in my experience), it may hardly be
justified diachronically, and does not seem to correspond to any psycholinguistic reality, either.
One cannot help but wonder whether a system like this actually merits the ingenious attempts
at salvaging it after it has turned out unworkable at first application (cf. Feldstein 1987a on the

OCS verb, Feldstein 1987b on the Polish verb, and Chvany 1990 on the Russian verb).
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It is a simple descriptive fact about the (early historical) Slavic verbal system that it is
built around two alternating stems: one is found in the present stem and the other in the aorist/
infinitive stem. Both stems are very real — at least when viewed from the vantage point of
language history, if not “internal grammar.” A second important fact about Slavic is that often
the morphophonemic alternations that accompany the derivation of either stem are not of the
kind that can be synchronically predicted by inspecting a notional “basic stem” or a particular
form chosen for that purpose (the imperative, the 3.pl. present indicative, or any other). No
matter how ingeniously devised, a single-stem-based typology of the OCS verb will not enable
one to predict, e. g., pisptv» and Zengtv from pwsa- ‘write’ and gwna- ‘chase,’ respectively,
generating and selecting these “candidates” over, e. g., *pusajots and *gwvnajotv (extrapolated
from the pattern citati Citajotv ‘read’), or *pssotv and *gwnots (reflecting the pattern in tvkati
tvkotv ‘weave’), or, for that matter, *psSots and *gonjore (cf. -kazati -kazotv ‘show, tell’). It
follows that for many EHS (and Russian) verbs it is not enough to know the “basic stem.”
Under the “monothematic” approach, in order to avoid producing, e. g., *gwnajote or *gvnjoto
from *gwna-, one has to know a set of additional abstract specifications on a great deal of “basic”
stems. The question is, then: instead of committing to memory all these extra specifications,
why not simply commit to memory from the “get go” a pair of alternating stems, such as Zene/o-
and gwna-? From the purely pedagogical viewpoint such “multiplication of stems” will not
make the task of memorizing the conjugational pattern any more formidable than the strategy
of multiplying abstract specifications on a good number of “basic stems.” I would submit that
operating with two concrete stems from the very start would actually make the memorization
task easier.

Acknowledging the insuperable problems inherent in Jakobson’s analysis of Slavic
conjugation, Chvany (1990) has argued for co-existence in Russian of one-stem and two-
stem verbs (e. g., pet’ ‘sing,’ jexat’ ‘ride,’ etc.) and suggested to extend “the two-stem
presentation of irregularities” to the unproductive classes (Chvany 1990). Her sole reason
for not abandoning the Jakobsonian system all together was the wish to “preserve the
Jakobson-Lipson insight that the distinction relevant to Russian conjugation is phonological,
or morphophonemic, rather than semantic (as falsely suggested by traditional labels like
‘present stem’ and ‘past-infinitive stem’)” (op. cit., 432; emphasis mine). It has recently been
observed by Nesset that this insight is not corroborated by any evidence and “presupposes
that generalizations about Russian conjugation must be either phonological or semantic in
nature” (Nesset 2008, 95; emphasis mine). Nesset goes on to provide empirical evidence in
favor of semantics-based generalizations that complement form-based generalizations. He

demonstrates that morphophonemic alternations displayed by a present stem (such as Russ.
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pis-) “have a semiotic function in that they conspire to signal non-past meaning” (op. cit., 233;
emphasis mine). Thus, the cognitive objection against a description based on multiple verb
stems (past and non-past) seems to be eliminated.

As far as I can tell, there are no theoretical objections against “multiplication of
stems” and their memorization, either (of the sort, ‘this is not how language works’). Few
generativists nowadays will probably argue against the notion that some aspects of grammar
are indeed memorized in the process of language acquisition (I am almost impelled to add,
via good old stimulus-and-response learning mechanisms). Language is a diachronic beast.
It is constantly renewing and regularizing its patterns, and, in the process of rebuilding itself,
it happens to retain here and there shreds of earlier structures and patterns. Consequently,
there will always be aspects in any language and at any point in time, which are bound not
to be captured in the current set of productive synchronic rules. Any language has items
attaching irregular affixes or displaying aberrant or prohibitively opaque morphophonemic
alternations. Such irregular processes usually represent obsolescent, or perfectly obsolete,
morpho(no)logical patterns, which used to be regular at some earlier stage or stages: cf. the
irregular and opaque noun plurals in English such as brethren, deer, oxen, kine, etc., irregular
verb patterns such as do did done, or constructions such as is gone or is descended harking
back to the times when is (y)cumen was the only grammatical way of saying ‘has come.’ It is
such irregular forms and constructions that have to be memorized in the process of language
acquisition and then, in the process of speech production, retrieved as whole chunks (similarly
to vocabulary) directly via “brute memory” as opposed to “brute deduction.” This picture
appears to be supported by recent neurolinguistic and language acquisition studies which show,
e. g., that irregular grammatical patterns are stored and processed in the brain where meaning-
based vocabulary is stored and processed.'

Thus, one of the theoretical premises underpinning the Jakobsonian system—the
idealization of language acquisition whereby children end up generating the entire grammar—
appears to be unwarranted. In acquiring irregular or unmanageably opaque morphophonemic
and morphosyntactic patterns, (some) reliance on memorization is inevitable. And if English
can be said to have patterns that are not synchronically predictable or rule-governed and that
have to be memorized in the process of acquisition, why cannot it be said that memorization
likewise played a role in acquiring EHS, and, infer alia, in mastering the unpredictable
alternations found in multiple EHS verb stems? And if so, why cannot L2 learners do the
same in the classroom nowadays? Lastly, even if grammar were indeed to be shown one day
to be generated in its totality, that finding would still not have ruled out the two-stem approach

as one that is theoretically impossible. It would still remain to be definitively demonstrated
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that humans are neurologically equipped to store and handle only one basic stem per verb plus
a set of rules to derive surface forms, and not equipped to store and handle two or more stems
plus a set of rules (cf. the Classical Greek verbal system with its three basic stems, which very
often do not stand in predictable, rule-governed formal relationships to one another).

In short, so far as I can tell, we are really under no “theoretical pressure” to insist on a
single-stem generative approach to the description of the EHS (or Russian) verb.

Now that we have dealt with some of the theoretical issues pertaining to the
Jakobsonian framework, let us turn to practical issues involved in its application to Slavic data.

One issue has just been alluded to: the Jakobsonian system fails to account for the total
inventory of attested verb forms. There are considerable subsets of Russian data that are not
predicted by it, and applying it to the EHS data makes for even more “exceptions” (forms like
Zengtw). Jakobson 1948 consigns those “exceptions” to an appendix. They include such high-
profile verbs as (in Jakobson’s own notation) brat’ ‘take,” jéxat’ ‘drive, ride, go,” it’i ‘walk,
go,” b’ezat’ ‘run,’ xot’ét’ ‘want,” p’et’ ‘sing,’ stonat’ ‘moan,’ spat’ ‘sleep,’ etc. (cf. op. cit., pp.
24f). Lunt collects these items in a special paragraph as “irregular” verbs (some 20 items plus
ca. 80 compounds, cf. Lunt 1974, 121ff. and 2001, 137ff.). In addition to those “irregular”
items sensu stricto, multiple other verbs are said to have irregular processes affecting their
stem(s), including “unpredictable changes in stem vowel” or “unpredictable vowel+sonorant
alternations”, e. g., jomati jemljotv ‘get, take’ zodati zizdptv ‘build,” Zedati Zidpte ‘(a)wait,’
buvrati bergtv ‘take,” gvnati Zengtv ‘chase; persecute,” -cropotev -créti ‘draw (water),” etc. (Lunt
2001, 118, 125f., 126, 134). One simply fails to see how this system is “generative,” if it does
not enable one to deduce the truncated stem by inspecting the “basic stem” in so many verbs.
What is the point in basing a typology of a verb system such as OCS on a single stem, if
operating with two stems actually resolves the issue of “unpredictability” in the vast majority
of cases? Notice incidentally that Lunt only acknowledges the problem of the synchronically
unpredictable root vowels, yet there are multiple other diachronic processes at work in those
stems as well (such as, e. g., “iotation” and coda deletion), and these two processes alone
will turn into a real quagmire any strictly synchronic one-stem-based description of Slavic
conjugation. And there are more such processes than just these two. Approaching the
Slavic verb synchronically in reality does not make its description any more streamlined and
parsimonious than the traditional diachronic approach involving two stems and a (sizable to
be sure) set of diachronic phonological rules. In short, using Lunt’s system does not deliver
one from having to know diachronic facts. Throughout the entire 2001 edition of the textbook

Lunt himself constantly relapses into the diachronic “two-stem” talk (using the collocations

EENT3 2 ¢er

“present stem,” “non-present stem,” “infinitive stem,” and “infinitive-aorist stem”).
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Another problem with Lunt’s classification is that some formally identical verbs end
up in different synchronic classes: cf. zna-ti, zna-jo (class 8, the “aj-verbs”) vs. bra-ti (*bor-
ti) bor-jo ‘fight’ (“irregular class”); cf. also zZre-ti (*zZor-ti) Zor-¢ ‘sacrifice’ (“irregular class”)
vs. -te-ti (*ton-ti) -ton-¢ ‘cut, kill’ (class 7, the “C-verbs™). Conversely, verbs representing
historically diverse formations are assigned to a single synchronic class. Most glaringly, bor-
a-ti ‘take’ (a “pure” thematic e/o-present) and stv/-a-ti ‘spread out’ (a je/o-present) are both
allocated to class 5 (“Ca-verbs”), while zna-ti ‘know,” um-é-ti ‘know how,” and dél-a-ti ‘do’
all end up in class 8 (“é/aj-verbs”) only because their present stem has a sequence V + -j- in
it. There is a price to pay for such “sloppy” distribution of diachronically disparate material
across classes: the overall system does not feel intuitive, while the “member verbs” within a
proposed class never “cohere” functionally or formally.

Among the consequences is that their aorist form cannot be predicted. As will be
shown below, the selection by an EHS verb of a particular aorist formation may be predicted
with a fair degree of accuracy by inspecting certain formal and semantic properties of the stem.
The choice is usually determined by a combination of the root-vowel ablaut grade, presence or
absence of infixation, and transitiveness and/or inchoativeness of the stem (whichever the case
may be).

Let us now address the more traditional “two-stem” approaches to the EHS verb.

The Diels system starts with the infinitive and makes finer distinctions within the
“infinitive types” according to the shape of the present stem. The classification is provided in

a tabulated form below:

L -ti I.1. nes-ti nes-g, nes-e-Si...  ‘carry’
L.2. kla-ti (*kol-ti) kol-jo, kol-je-si...  ‘stab’
1.3. kry-ti kro-jo, kry-je-si...  ‘cover’
II. -noti 1L dvig-no-ti dvig-ng,  dvig-ne-si... ‘move’
1. -eti I.1.  men-é-ti mon-j-g,  mon-i-si...  ‘have in mind’
.2, wum-e-ti um-é-jo,  um-é-je-Si... ‘know how’
IvV. -iti Iv. nos-i-ti nos-{*jlo, nos-i-si... ‘carry’ (multidir.)
V. -ati V.1. bor-a-ti ber-g, ber-e-si... ‘take’
V.2. glagol-a-ti glagol-jo, glagol-je-si... ‘speak’
V3. séj-a-ti séj-9, séj-e-Si... ‘sow’
V4. dél-a-ti deél-a-jo  dél-a-je-si... ‘do, make’
VL.  -ovati VL dar-ova-ti dar-u-jp  dar-u-je-si... ‘grant, give’
VII. (athematic) Jjas-ti Jjal*d]-mv  ja[*d]-si ‘eat’
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The sole advantage of the Diels system stems from the fact that it is infinitive-centered.
The aorist in EHS happens to be made from the infinitive stem. Therefore, in many instances,
by virtue of knowing the class of a verb one also knows the choice of the aorist type that this
verb selects (e. g., nosi-ti — nosi-x-, bora-ti — bera-x-, mené-ti — moné-x-, etc.).

At the same time, there are a number of problems that make this system suboptimal.
A disadvantage of a classification centered on the infinitive stem is that the resulting division
of present stems between classes is haphazard and counterintuitive, and the overall system
lacks a good flow. Thus, “pure” thematic e/o-verbs end up divided between two different
classes: I and V (both of which happen to contain also je/o-presents!). Conversely, some
morphologically and semantically heterogeneous formations end up lumped in one and the
same class (e. g., dél-a-ti and zna-ti). “Characterized” je/o-presents are combined in a single
class (I) with a subset of the “pure” thematic e/o-verbs, etc. Recall that the same problems
befall Lunt’s classification as well.

Needless to say, these somewhat arbitrarily “carved out” verb classes, for the most
part, cannot be directly traceable to the known categories of PIE (‘categories’ in the sense
‘lexical classes’ such as root presents, desideratives, iteratives, etc., and particular expressions
of a grammatical contrast such as athematic middles, etc.). Of course, such “diachronic
traceability” of Slavic classes should not be an end in its own right. The typology proposed
herein is devised to be in principle utilizable by students of Slavic and Slavic only. But the fact
that Diels’s classification is not informed diachronically and is not sensitive to such parameters
as the ablaut grade of the root vowel, presence or absence of infixation, and semantics of the
stem (its transitiveness or inchoativeness), actually leads to drawbacks at the synchronic level.
As a result—as was the case with Lunt’s typology—the kind of aorist that a consonant-final
infinitive stem will select, cannot be predicted. This is true of class II (nasal) verbs and the
verbs of class 1.1, which, under Diels’s system, is a catch-all category and comprises verbs of
very disparate origins (all making different kinds of aorist).

The most cogent and manageable description of the EHS verb is, in my opinion, that
by Leskien (1871, 1905). Ironically, it also happens to be the oldest. Leskien distinguishes
five large classes based on the present-stem suffix: 1. e/o-presents, II. ne/o-presents, III. je/
o-presents, IV. i-presents, and V. consonant stems, which we would now term athematic or
“root” presents, i. e., stems with no historical suffix (jes-tv» = jes-o-tv ‘is’). Within some of
these classes, verbs may differ in the morphology of their infinitive stems, hence the following

subdivisions:
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present infinitive
L. A e/o-presents: nes-e-tv, nes-ti ‘carry’
B e/o-presents: ber-e-tv, bovr-a-ti ‘take’
II. ne/o-presents: dvig-ne-tv, dvig-no-ti ‘move’
. A Jje/o-presents: zna-je-tv, zna-ti ‘know’
B Jje/o-presents: ka-je-tv (se), ka-ja-ti (se)  ‘repent’
Iv. A i-presents: xval-i-tv, xval-i-ti ‘praise’
B i-presents: mon-i-to, mon-é-ti ‘think’
V. athematic presents: jes-tv by-ti ‘be’

This classification is found unaltered in Borkovskij & Kuznecov 1963, Xaburgaev
1974, Regier 1977, Schmalstieg 1980, Gardiner 1984, Vlasto 1986, and Huntley 1993, and—
with a few modifications — in Vaillant 1948 and Schenker 1993, 1995. It also lends itself
easily to the description of the verbal systems of the modern Slavic languages, and is indeed
used in such a way (with the addition of a “class VI” to capture a new kind of contracted verbs
in South and West Slavic, the so-called a-verbs, as in BCS d(j)élas, Cz. deélas, Pol. dzialasz <
PSI. *délajesi “you do,’ cf. Sussex & Cubberley 2006, 282).

This lucid and easily processed typology does not have many flaws. Most importantly,
unlike Lunt’s classification, it can be made detailed enough to capture all the attested
alternations between the two EHS principal verb stems (and Leskien does just that). The
sole objection that can be raised against the Leskien system is that, like the other systems
discussed earlier, it lumps together historically heterogeneous formations on the basis of some
superficial formal similarity. Thus pojg ‘sing’ is in the same class as znajo ‘know’ and létajo
‘fly about’—only because their present stems end in a string of segments ‘-je/o-.” Observe,
however that from the diachronic point of view, only zna-jo is a true je/o-present. In poj-¢
the element j is part of the root (the verb is an e/o-present made from the PIE root *pei(h,)-),
while /ét-a-jo a is historical a-frequentative, and, as such, features a lengthened-grade root
vowel and an additional suffix *-@- (-lét-a-je/o- < *-lét-a-je/o-). Such heterogeneity leads to
classes having no discernible semantics attached to them (with a few exceptions, such as, e. g.,
class IVb, which is mostly comprised of intransitive stative verbs). And since the choice by
a verb of its aorist depends at least partly on its semantics (which, in turn, is a function of its
“diachronic affiliation” with a particular PIE verb class or category), Leskien’s classes Ia and

II end up being characterized by multiple aorist types:
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nesg ‘carry’ — nésw (sigmatic aorist),
bodp ‘pierce’ — basw (sigmatic aorist) vs.
mogo ‘be able’ — mogs (“root” aorist);
cf. also
metg ‘confuse, disturb’ — mesw (sigmatic aorist) vs.
sedp ‘sit down’ — sédw (“root” aorist);
and
svxng ‘become dry’ — s»vxw (“root” aorist) vs.

drvzng ‘dare’ — drvznoxw (“weak” sigmatic aorist).

Even the most recent incarnations of (or variations on) the Leskien system, such as
Schenker’s classification (Schenker 1993, 1995) are out of date and off the mark in their
“diachronic component” (should their authors bother to provide one). To give one illustrative
example, Schenker operates with a PIE suffix *-ei- allegedly underlying the stem suffix in
the Slavic i-presents (cf. Schenker 1995, 133). This notion is dated. O-grade i-verbs with a
pervasive suffix -i- (the “nositi-type”) are descended from PIE iteratives/causatives in *-eie/o- (a
theory that has never been controversial). As for the o-grade é/i-verbs (the “msnéti-type”), it is
clear from comparative Baltic evidence that this class is historically distinct from the “nositi-
type.” Jasanoff has been advocating as its immediate antecedent a Balto-Slavic “i~conjugation”
that had ultimately evolved from PIE athematic middles: thus, BSI. *min-inti ‘they suppose’ is
by origin a mechanically activized PIE middle *mn(n)-ntoi or *mn(n)-ntor (cf. Jasanoft 2003,
1551t., esp. fn. 23, and Jasanoff 2004, 152ff. for the most recent expositions of this theory). An
alternative and less attractive view (stemming from the ideas expressed in Cowgill 1963) holds
that OCS moni- and Lith. mini- reflect a PIE category of “essive” (stative): *mn-h,ie/o- (cf.
LIV, 25, 436). Indo-Europeanists no longer seriously entertain the notion that OCS moniftv]
and Lith. mini might reflect a PIE affix *-ei (thus first Kurytowicz 1964, 79-84) or, for that
matter, that a PIE “half-thematic” suffix *-i-/*-jo- is at play here (thus Brugmann 1904, 535,
Meillet 1908, 176fF., Stang 1942, 23ff,, etc.). These entities were discarded a long time ago.”

This example provides a good illustration of how delayed the reaction of historical
Slavic linguists is to progress in the (in theory related) field of IE studies. The updated EHS
verb typology proposed in this paper is conceived as a step in the process of bridging the
divide between the two diachronic fields (Slavic and IE) in the area of verbal morphology.
The moment for revisiting the EHS verb with an eye on the latest trends in IE linguistics is
opportune. A brief look at the history of efforts to reconstruct the PIE verbal system should

make it clear, why.
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The challenge of reconstructing the PIE verbal system

A curious asymmetry exists between the business of reconstructing PIE nominal
morphology and the business of reconstructing PIE verbal morphology. The nominal systems
of the daughter languages are diachronically relatable to each other in a fairly straightforward
way. Already by the late 19th century the Neogrammarians had a reasonably clear picture of
the PIE declensional patterns in all their essential particulars. Of course, since then various
modification and adjustments have had to be made. Most importantly, four or five nominal
accent paradigms (or accent-ablaut classes) have been recognized to have existed at the PIE
level (principally due to works by Pedersen, Kuiper, Hoffmann, Narten, Schindler, Eichner,
and Rix), and an allative case in *-(e)h, has been added to the PIE case system. These and
other discoveries, however, have not radically upset the general picture of the PIE noun and
the contrasts it made, which had existed since the early 20th century. Few Indo-Europeanists
would disagree today that PIE had three genders, three numbers, a “collective” form in *-(e)h,,
eight or nine cases, multiple stem types (o-stems, i-stems, heteroclitic r/n-stems, etc.), and
fixed columnar stress in some nouns vs. various patterns of mobile accent in others (the accent-
ablaut classes).

The reason for such (near-)unanimity among scholars as to the nature of the PIE noun
is the conservativeness of nominal morphology in the oldest attested IE languages, which,
consequently, afford us a good look at the original patterns. To quote Tronskij, “No radical
changes took place [in the area of nominal morphology] in the period separating Proto-Indo-
European from the oldest written records of the historical branches. A reconstruction of the
late PIE noun was therefore achievable relatively easily” (Tronskij 1967, 83; translation
from Russian and emphasis mine).” As a rule, in the realm nominal morphology the daughter
languages reflect different degrees of simplification (“impoverishment”) of inherited
complexity.* But various processes of simplification happened to have proceeded in them in
such a way as to make the task of reconciling the attested data a fairly straightforward exercise.

“The verb presents a totally different picture. The verbal systems of the bulk of the
ancient [E languages are characterized by a much greater diversity than the noun systems. [...]
It is highly likely that, in the sphere of verbal morphology, the dialectal diversity of the IE
languages in the 4-3 mill. BC was greater than in the sphere of nominal morphology. [...] A
reconstruction of a uniform PIE verbal system is not therewith struck from the agenda. [Such
a reconstruction] is [merely] projected into a more distant past... Paradoxically as it may
sound, problems of such a “distant” reconstruction of the PIE verbal system are often solved

easier—and the solutions turn out to be less controversial—than the problems surrounding
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the reconstruction of the PIE verb at the time of the incipient disintegration of PIE” (op. cit.,
83-85; translation from Russian and emphasis mine).” A few decades earlier, in a 1930 letter
to Roman Jakobson, prince Nikolai Trubetzkoy spoke in much the same vein about difficulties
involved in identifying the Indo-European antecedents of Slavic verbal forms.’

Why is the reconstruction of the late PIE verb such a difficult matter?

First of all, the verbal systems of many individual early IE languages are extremely
complicated and ramified. Second, these daughter systems are very diverse and for the most
part not immediately irreconcilable with each other.

With respect to the degree of complexity, one finds that the daughter traditions
represent, as it were, two “extremes”: at the one “pole” are Indo-Iranian (including Sanskrit)
and Greek (these are the morphologically rich systems), at the other “pole” is Germanic
(a “poor” system). The question is, of course, which of the two “extremes” reflects more
faithfully the original PIE system. Until a definitive answer has been found, our picture of the
PIE verb must remain vague. It is this vagueness of the reconstructed PIE verbal system, the
virtually missing “starting point” (isxodnyj punkt) that Trubetzkoy referred to in his letter to
Jakobson (cf. endn. 6).

Our understanding of PIE verb morphology has not always been quite so uncertain.
A “Sanskritocentric” vision of PIE grammar was universally taken and promoted in the 19th
century. Schleicher’s famous fable Avis Akvasas ka “The Sheep and the Horses” (Schleicher
1868) is written in a PIE protolanguage that is patently Sanskrit-like. Things changed at the
turn of the 20th century, however, with the coming to light of Tocharian and Hittite data, which
sent into flux our understanding of PIE verb morphology (instead of clarifying and stabilizing
it). Tocharian displayed a verbal system expectedly complex and ramified, but at the same
time lacking a good fit with the rest of the IE family. It simply could not be derived from the
PIE verbal system as it had been reconstructed on the basis of Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin.
Anatolian, despite its great antiquity, turned out to possess a very simple conjugational pattern.
Instead of presenting a complex verbal system on a par with equally old Vedic Sanskrit, Hittite
looked a lot more like Germanic.” To complicate things further, the Anatolian and Germanic
verbal systems, while functionally comparable with each other, are formally irreconcilable. In
other words, if one abandons the “Sanskritocentric” model of PIE and dismisses the numerous
Sanskrit and Greek temporal-aspectual and voice distinctions as post-PIE innovations (as
some Indo-Europeanists indeed have chosen to do), one will still be very far from achieving an
uncontroversial alfernative reconstruction, as it would have to be based on two equally “poor,”
but mutually irreconcilable, conjugational patterns (Anatolian and Germanic).

All this prompted Stang to admit in 1942: “As regards... the [PIE] verbal system,
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IE studies are now at a stage where we are forced to admit that we know less about the PIE
system than we thought we did a few decades ago. The relatively cogent picture of the PIE
verb that Brugmann gave in his Grundrifs is now destroyed, and so far we have not succeeded
in replacing it with a clear alternative picture” (Stang 1942, 2; translation from German mine).
Recall also the above mentioned Trubetzkoy’s letter to Jakobson. The general sense that our
picture of the PIE verb is only very fragmentary persisted throughout most of the 20th century.

In the face of this uncertainty, Indo-Europeanists split into two camps. Some scholars
preferred to avoid having to revise the “standard model” (i. e., the Sanskrit-based Brugmannian
reconstruction) of the PIE verbal system. Thus, an “Indo-Hittite hypothesis” was born, which
dismissed the Hittite data as irrelevant for the reconstruction of PIE, because, it was contended,
Anatolian was not a “daughter” of PIE but rather its “sister” (thus, e. g., Forrer 1921,
Sturtevant 1933, 1942, 1962, and Cowgill 1979; more recently Lehrman 1998 and Adrados
2007). The central idea is that Anatolian had separated from the family before it developed a
rich verbal system enshrined in the “classic” Brugmannian model. Thus, there was no need
to reject or revise the traditional reconstruction. Scholars in the other camp espoused various
versions of the reductionist view of the PIE verb (envisaging a very simple PIE verbal system
along the Germanic lines, as it were). Such scholars attributed the missing verbal categories
in branches such as Anatolian and Germanic to their late, post-PIE, deployment within Indo-
Iranian, Greek, Latin, etc. (thus, e. g., Meillet 1922, Hirt 1928, Prokosch 1939, Lane 1949,
Adrados 1963, Guxman 1966, Perel’muter 1977, Ivanov 1981, etc.).9

In the past few decades — some 80-90 years after the discovery of Tocharian and
Hittite — the uncertainties surrounding their position within the IE family (and, relatedly, the
problems bedeviling the reconstruction of the PIE verbal system) have been gradually clearing
up. We now stand much closer to achieving the “proximate” reconstruction of the PIE verb (to
use Tronskij’s term for late PIE reconstruction) than we did some 25 years ago. For the first
time since the discovery of Hittite we are in possession of a promising alternative model of
the PIE verb, a new framework that successfully accommodates the verbal systems of the both
“new” branches — Anatolian and Tocharian. Most of the credit for this achievement goes to
Jasanoff (for a complete exposition of the new model cf. Jasanoff 2003), but the way had been
paved by important contributions of many other scholars, most notably Hoffmann, Narten,
Schindler, Watkins, and Cowgill.

The resulting picture is that of a very complex verbal system (contrary to Meillet 1922
and his followers). “...The reductionist view that the parent language had only a system of
Aktionsarten is not supported, and is if anything undercut, by our findings here.” “...The

[revised] model of the PIE verb is... in many respects extremely conservative” (Jasanoff,
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op. cit., 215). As was suspected by some scholars after the Anatolian languages were first
discovered, many of the forms missing from them must indeed have been part of the common
PIE heritage, and their absence in Hittite and Luvian is almost surely due to loss. Precious
traces of some of those lost categories are now being recognized. Thus, historical aorist stems
have been almost positively identified in Hittite and Luvian (Melchert 1997). The Hittite
si-imperatives have been plausibly argued to go back to PIE thematic subjunctives built to
sigmatic stems (Jasanoff 1987, Jasanoff 2003, 182ff., and Jasanoff, forthc.). It is also possible,
that Proto-Anatolian had retained the PIE perfect and pluperfect forms (cf. Jasanoff 2003, 11,
37f., 87).

Also growing is a body of evidence for loss of inherited morphological features outside
the domain of verb morphology, e. g, in the Anatolian noun and adjective. Thus the presence
in Proto-Anatolian of “collectives”/feminines in *-eh, and of verbal adjectives in *-f0- have
recently been securely established (cf. Melchert, forthc.).

Two things are thus emerging ever more clearly: 1) that, for all its antiquity, Anatolian
is not a very conservative branch and has undergone much simplification in the realm of
nominal and verbal morphology, and 2) that the PIE verb was indeed a very complex system
(but, of course, in a way that is very different from the Brugmannian model). Apart from
Jasanoff, this view has been upheld by a number of other key figures in the field, including the
preeminent Anatolianist Melchert."

Whether or not Jasanoff’s “new look™ of the PIE verb is ultimately correct in all its
important details, it surely does a much better job of integrating Anatolian and Tocharian
evidence into PIE than any other system of views thus far. What is more, it affords a better
fit not only to the recalcitrant Anatolian and Tocharian data, but to Slavic data as well. Within
this new paradigm, some of the EHS categories (e. g., the so-called “root” aorist) or verb
classes (e. g., the ablauting “berg buvrati class”) are seen in a new light and receive clear
diachronic antecedents (recall Trubetzkoy’s complaint about the lack of obvious “starting
points” for Slavic verb forms). The time is therefore right to revisit and reevaluate our views
on the prehistory of Slavic conjugation. The diachronically-motivated typology of the EHS

verb proposed in this paper is an early attempt at such a reevaluation.

Synchronic vs. diachronic approach to Slavic verb
There are two basic approaches to the description of any language: synchronic and
diachronic. A purely synchronic analysis disregards any dynamic processes taking place within
its subsystems and sets out to devise a coherent description of a “snapshot” of a language at a

given moment in time. However, since linguistic systems and subsystems are in constant flux,
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it is possible for two or more patterns representing different stages in the language’s history to
coexist, if not compete, at a synchronic level (cf. the regular and irregular verbs of English).
Any language at any point in time thus represents a complex, mixed system. A diachronic
analysis of a linguistic system focuses on the shaping and reshaping of grammar over time
and thus underscores the dynamic aspect of language. Ideally, it provides the observer with
a diachronic perspective by which many of its synchronically aberrant, irregular patterns are
accounted for.

We thus have a classic trade-off. Approaching language synchronically allows one
to shed the “baggage of centuries”—all the knowledge of multiple diachronic processes that
the historical linguist catalogues and makes sense of in his work. But there is a price. Since
any grammar has a messy dynamic dimension producing the synchronic effect of a mixed and
irregular system, its strictly synchronic description may prove too convoluted and unwieldy (cf.
Jakobson’s 1948 description of Russian conjugation) or leave unintegrated multiple subsets
of “irregular” data (cf. Lunt’s 2001 description of the OCS conjugation pattern). There is,
of course, a price to pay for choosing the diachronic approach to a language, as well. At the
very least, one has to figure out and absorb a number (sometimes a significant number) of
diachronic changes. But there is a reward, too: sometimes, when approached diachronically
in the right way, a synchronically messy linguistic system may regain (some of) its original
logic.

The description of the EHS verb proposed here is diachronic. That means, inter
alia, that the recent sound changes are undone in order to restore the synchronically opaque
morphological and morphophonemic patterns to their original “transparency.” This approach
is well justified when applied to languages such as Slavic, whose morphological and
morphophonemic patterns have become extremely muddied by the effects of accumulated

sound change. By way of an illustration, consider the following family of OCS verbs:

bljudo buzdg bvzdp vbz-bong

‘observe, keep, am alert’  ‘cause to wake’  ‘am awake’  ‘wake up, rise’

It is clear that they are not only semantically, but also formally related. For an
untrained eye it is not clear just how, though. By undoing three sound changes—*“iotation” (zd
< *dj), monophthongization (Cu < *eu, u < *ou), and coda deletion (bii. < *bud.)—we arrive at

the following pattern:

*beud- *boud-j- *bud-j- *bud-n-
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where one sees the shapes of the ablaut variants of the root bljud- (*bheqd}'-) reset to their

pristine state. The pattern is *beud-/*boud-/*bud-, and it is the same e : o : ¢ alternation as in, e.

g

ber-¢ (sv-)bor-v bvr-a-ti

*ber- *hor- *br-a-

Knowing the original ablaut grade of a root is important in more than one way. In the
oldest layers of the lexicon the ablaut grade and the semantics of the stem are intrinsically
linked. Thus, most i-iteratives and i-causatives are historical o-grade (cf. nositi ‘carry about’),
while ¢/i-statives tend to be zero-grade (cf. bvdéti ‘be awake’ < *bud-e- «— \/*bheqdh—). And,
as has been noted on multiple occasions above, semantics of the stem and the ablaut grade
of the root vowel actually regulate the choice of the aorist formation in a particular verb.
Therefore, the original identity of the root vowel has to be among the criteria for assigning a

verb to a particular class.

Some remarks on the EHS aorist

A few notes on the EHS aorist are here in order. I suggest differentiating between four

types of aorist for EHS:
1) “simple” (asigmatic, intransitive (NB!)): the -lbps -lbpe type
2) “strong” sigmatic (lengthened-grade): the nésw nese type

3) “weak” sigmatic (non-ablauting, found in vocalic stems): the nosix» nosi type

4) ox-aorist (“2nd sigmatic”): the nesoxw nese type

Standard treatments of EHS routinely distinguish only between three types of aorist,
merging the aorists labeled here as “strong” and “weak” into a single “sigmatic” kind (cf. Diels
1963, 238ff., Nandris 1965, 1411f., Xaburgaev 1974, 268ff., Gardiner 1984, 74ff., Schenker
1995, 140, Lunt 2001, 102ff, etc.). Yet, diachronically speaking, those two aorists represent
two very different formations. The strong (lengthened-grade) sigmatic aorist is part of the
common PIE heritage (cf. Lat. ueho ‘convey’ — uéxi ‘conveyed’ < PIE *qe'g”-s-), whereas the
weak aorist characteristic of vocalic stems (nosi-x-, da-x-, etc.) is a late, inner-(Balto?-)Slavic
arrival."

In the literature the “/bpe-type” aorist is usually termed “root aorist.” From the
diachronic point of view, however, that label is a grave misnomer: the stem is actually suffixed

(*lip-e[-t]). This aorist is thus better termed “asigmatic” or “intransitive,” reflecting the fact
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that this aorist formation is exclusively intransitive. It would also makes sense to (re)introduce
the term “simple aorist” from the German and Russian terminological traditions (einfacher
Aorist, prostoj aorist). The term “simple aorist” is known in the English-language literature (cf.
Nandris 1959, 1965).

There also exists an (obsolescent, to be sure) tradition of calling the OCS asigmatic
aorist “strong” (cf. Nandris, Schmalstieg, op. cit.). That label is another misnomer, because
ablaut is not involved in making the asigmatic aorist stem.

Lastly, the asigmatic aorist is known as “thematic.” Implied in this nomenclature is
the notion that Slavic asigmatic aorist is, mutatis mutandis, the PIE thematic aorist reflected
in Gk. &ure ‘abandoned’ (*¢-lik"-e-t « \/*lejk"—) and OIr. luid ‘went’ (*(é-)h,lud"-e-t
\*h Ileqd”—).lz That the OCS “lope-type” aorist is to be identified (at least in part) with PIE
thematic aorist has been something of a default position for over a century (cf. Vondrak 1900,
204, Schenker 1995, 140, LIV, 408, etc.). This view is difficult to maintain. All “Ippe-type”
(simple) aorists display a curious combination of semantic and formal properties that the PIE
thematic aorist cannot be demonstrated to have had, and any theory concerning the origin
of the simple aorist has to account for those properties. First, as noted above, Slavic simple
aorists are almost exclusively intransitive (or, to put it differently, are made exclusively from
intransitive verbs). Second, they are found only in a particular subset of intransitive verbs,
namely those with historical o-grade of the root (mozZe ‘could,” pade ‘fell,” etc.) or historical
zero-grade (-Ibpe ‘became stuck,’ -svsSe ‘became dry,” -svpe ‘fell asleep,” -krose ‘rose from
the dead,” etc.). Two notable exceptions—Ieze ‘lay down’ and séde ‘sat down—will be dealt
with in what follows. It is also noteworthy that none of the EHS simple aorists can be shown
to correspond etymologically to a thematic aorist outside of Slavic: there is not a single word
equation between Slavic “lope-type” aorists and “&lize-type” aorists elsewhere (Gk. éline is,
of course, a mere Scheingleichung). These three facts plainly contradict the connection of the
Slavic “/epe-type” with the Gk. “&lize-type.”

A better candidate for the PIE “starting point” of the Slavic “simple” aorist is available.
The combination of o/o-grade of the root and intransitive semantics fits the profile of the
recently posited PIE “stative-intransitive /,e-conjugation aorist” with *o : *¢ (originally, *o
: *¢) ablaut: PIE *log’-/*leg’- ‘lay,” *b"oud"-/*b"ud'- (replacing earlier *b"oud'-/*b"eud'-)
‘awoke,’ etc. Elsewhere in the family this stative-intransitive aorist gave rise to the Indo-
Iranian “passive” aorist (Ved. 3.sg. dbodhi, 3.pl. dbudhran ‘awoke’ < *é-b"oud'-e, *é-b"ud'-ro;
apadi, apadran ‘fell” < *é-pod-e, *é-pod-ro, etc.) and the Anatolian fi-conjugation preterite
(Hitt. laki “knocked down’ < PIE *log"-e ‘lay down,’ etc.) (Jasanoff 2003, 144-173). The

proper comparanda of the OCS o-grade and g-grade intransitive aorists such as
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moze ‘could’ (< *mog’e[t]),

pade ‘fell’ (< *pade[t] < *pode[t] by Winter’s law), and

*_bude ‘awoke’ (< *b'ud’e[t]), etc.,
are thus Ved. “passive” aorists such as apadi, abodhi, etc. As for the two e-grade aorists

leze (< *leg"e[t]) and

séde (< *sede[t] < *sede(t] by Winter’s law),
they must simply reflect a generalized e-grade of the apophonic pattern *o : *e, which used to
characterize stative-intransitive aorist originally (*log’-/*leg"- ‘lay,” *sod-/*sed- ‘sat).

Not only does this derivation the EHS asigmatic (simple) aorist neatly deal with its
formal and semantic properties, but it also comes with the boon of multiple word equations
suddenly emerging between Slavic and its sisters (pade = Ved. apadi, *-bvde = Ved. abodhi,
leze = Hitt. laki, etc.).

Let me conclude this discussion of the EHS aorist with a note on the distribution of
the four aorist formations. Their selection is synchronically predictable based on formal and
semantic properties of the verb stem. One can describe the selection process in terms of a
“decision tree”:

1. if the infinitive stem is vocalic, select the weak sigmatic aorist (nosi-x-, moné-x-, zna-x-)
2. if the infinitive stem is consonantal, inspect the root vowel and the “force” of the stem:
2a. if e-grade transitive, select the strong sigmatic aorist (rek- — ré/*kjx-, ved- — vé[*d]s-)
2b. if o/p-grade and/or nasal-affixed intransitive, select the simple aorist (mog-, -lep-, séd-)
2c. in either case, the ox-aorist is likewise an option (rek-ox-, ved-ox-, mog-ox, -lep-ox-)

Incidentally, the innovative ox-aorist arose in late Proto-Slavic is a result of
thematization of the simple aorist: *jvd-0- >> *jbd-0-x- reanalyzed as *jbd-ox- with a suffix
*-0x-. Curiously, in West Slavic one finds *jbd-ex-. It is as if in West Slavic the apophonic
variant *jud-e- was chosen over *jbd-0-. Thus *jbd-e- >> *jud-ex- > OPol. 3.pl. ydeho (= OCS
Jedose).”

There are only two exceptions which do not obey the rules thus formulated: bodp ‘stab,
pierce’ and ob-/sv-resto ‘come upon; meet.” The former verb has o-grade of the root and yet
forms a lengthened-grade strong aorist otherwise characteristic only of e-grade transitives:
bas- (*bod-s-). The latter verb is transitive and yet forms a simple intransitive aorist: -rét-
(*-ret-).

The form bas- is an inner-Slavic innovation. The only kind of sigmatic aorist that PIE
had ever known was the lengthened é-grade formation (type *uég’-s-t, *uéd'-s-t, etc.). The
verb bodg surely started out life in the same category as o-grade intransitives mogo, padp, etc.,

and probably itself had an original intransitive or “object-demoting” value (cf. its cognates
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elsewhere: Lat. fodio ‘dig (up, out) (tr.),” but also ‘dig around (intr.),” Hitt. paddai- ‘dig up
(tr.),” but also ‘be engaged in digging (intr.),” etc.). It is very possible that its original aorist
form was of the asigmatic kind (*bodw, *bode, *bode) and was replaced by transitive strong
sigmatic bas- when the verb had developed fully transitive force.

As for the simple aorist -rét- ‘found, came upon, met,’ it is not really an exception.
Under the rules formulated above, infixed intransitives are supposed to select the simple
aorist (cf. legp — legv, sedo — sedv). The verb *-ret-je/o- *-rét- is cognate with the family
of words elsewhere derived from the PIE root *(h ret- ‘run’ (cf. also *(h rot-eh,- ‘wheel,’
*(h )rot-h,-o- ‘chariot’)'* and therefore its unattested simplex (unprefixed) stem must have

been intransitive.

New typology/classification of the EHS verb

We are now fully set to proceed to the new classification of the EHS verb. It has been
designed to meet the following synchronic and diachronic criteria:

1) Synchronic formal aspect: a new typology should adequately and minutely
describe the EHS verbal system and enable one to generate any form of any given verb, as
long as its class is known (and the verb is not irregular). In particular, the choice of the aorist
formation (from the four aorist formations available) should be predictable from knowing
the class that the verb belongs to. To that end, in designing a typology of the EHS verb it is
not sufficient to consider the stem suffix(es) alone. Root vocalism and stem semantics are as
relevant.

2) Synchronic semantic/functional aspect: the division should be done in such a way
as to create classes not only formally homogeneous, but also sharing a definable function.

3) Ease-of-use/aesthetic aspect: a new classification should be user-friendly, i. e.,
intuitive, parsimonious, and have a good flow (in that formally similar or overlapping classes
should be next to each other in the chart, and each next class should differ from the previous
one in a minimal number of formal aspects).

4) Diachronic aspect: it should take into account the recent advances in IE studies.
For the benefit of historical Slavic students with “deeper” Balto-Slavic or Indo-European
interests, its elements should correlate with (be derivable from) the known elements of the PIE
system.

To meet these ends, I propose to combine the five infinitive types

-ti -a-ti -é-ti -i-ti -no-ti
with the five present types

-1v -e-tv -je-to -ne-tv -i-tv
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into the following 12 classes:

L. *moz-e- *mog-ti ‘be able’

II. *nes-e- *nes-ti ‘carry’

I11. *ber-e- *bor-a-ti ‘take’

Iv. *pis-je- *pos-a-ti ‘write’

V. *[ét-a-je- *let-a-ti ‘keep flying, fly about’
VL *um-e-je- *um-eé-ti ‘know how’

VIL *zna-je- *zna-ti ‘know’

VIIIL. *svx-ne- *suX-nQ-ti ‘dry up, become dry’
IX. *sed-e- (< *snd-?) *sés-ti ‘sit down’

X. *nos-i- *nos-i-ti ‘carry about’

XI. *mon-i- *mon-e-ti ‘think, suppose’

XIIL *jed-; *jes- *jeés-ti; *by-ti ‘eat’; ‘be’

(A XIIIth class may be set up to accommodate the moribund “swpati type” (cf. below).)
Let us now have a closer look at each of the proposed classes and briefly state their
formal parameters (including root vocalism), semantics of the stems that make up the
historical “core” of each class (emphasis on the formal and semantic features [*infixed], [+
unidirectional], [£perfective], [causative]/[inchoative]/[stative]), their provenance (PIE

“source category”), and the aorist type(s) associated with each class.

class I (mogo-type)

morphology: thematic; non-e-grade root (o- or o-grade); suffixless aorist/infinitive
stem (except in some of the historical d"e/o-verbs, see below and endn. 15)

semantics: imperfective when unprefixed; overwhelmingly intransitive, with only a
few exceptions, for most of which earlier intransitive meanings can be posited: kradp krasti *
‘be a hoarder’ (cf. Latv. krdju krat ‘hoard, save, collect’) — ‘be a thief” — ‘steal,’ etc.

examples: mogg ‘be able,” padp ‘fall,” judp (unx) ‘walk,’ jadp ‘ride,” kradp ‘be a thief,
steal,” etc.; bodp ‘pierce, stab’ must have formerly belonged here as well, but was transferred
to class II after developing transitive semantics (as discussed above)

aorist type: take only the intransitive asigmatic (simple) aorist (mogvw, padv, kradv,
etc.) or its recent sigmatized modification—the ox-aorist (mogoxw, padoxw, kradoxv, svpasoxw)

PIE sources: heterogeneous, predominantly /,e-conjugation, or so it seems:

1. potentially, /#,e-conjugation root presents a.k.a. “*molo-presents” (cf. Jasanoff

2003, 64-90, 216): pad-, mog- (if indeed “*molo-presents™); formerly
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also bod- ‘pierce’ and -greb- ‘bury’ (which definitely are historical “*molo-
presents”)

il. h,e-conj. s-presents (a.k.a. “sigmatic *molo-presents”): pas- ‘protect, save,
tend (cattle)’ < *peh,-s- (at least this one example)

iil. a few innovative intransitive d'e/o-presents: jbd- ‘go’ < virtual “*h i-d"e/
0-,” jad- ‘ride’ < “*jehz—d”e/o-” (cf. Lith. joti, joju), vliad- ‘rule (over)’ <
“*yol-d'e/o-,” krad- ‘be a thief> < “*kreh,-d'e/o-" (cf. Latv. krat, krdju);" might
padp (< PIE *pVh,-?7) belong here as well? (instead of continuing the familiar
PIE *pod-/ped-7)

class II (nesg-type)

morphology: thematic; usually e-grade root; suffixless aorist/infinitive stem

semantics: transitive and/or unidirectional (if a verb of motion); imperfective when
not prefixed

examples: nesg ‘carry (in one direction),’ rekp ‘speak, say,” peko ‘bake,’ zego ‘burn (tr.)’
(mutatis mutandis < PIE *d'eg""-oh.), vedp ‘lead (in one direction),” vezo ‘transport, convey
(in one direction),” tekg ‘run, flow, flee (in one direction),” viekg (< *velkg) ‘drag (in one
direction),” bljudp (< *bhegdh-) ‘observe,’ plovg < *ple.qohzl(’ ‘swim, float (in one direction),’
etc.; bodg ‘pierce’ and -grebg ‘bury’ synchronically belong here, and so does poj-¢ (péti <
*poi-tei) ‘sing’

aorist type: strong sigmatic aorist (réxv < *rék-s-, péxv < *pék-s-, vésv < *véd-s-,
faxy < ¥26g-s- < *d'ég"-s- («— \*d'eg"'-), nésv < *nés-s- < *hnék-s-, basv < “*bod-s-,” etc.

alternatively (and increasingly), the innovative ox-aorist (rekoxw, pekoxw, vedoxw, etc.)

PIE sources:

i the “core” group is subjunctives of /,e-conjugation root aorists—Jasanoff’s
“*neih-group” (cf. op. cit, 174-214, 2241Y.)
ii. at least two “*molo-presents” formerly affiliated with class I (?), which must

have “changed allegiance” due to their new transitive semantics:
a. bodp bosti (*b"od"h,-/*b"ed"h,-, cf. OCS bodp vs. Lith. bedii), aor. basv,
and
b. -grebg -greti (*g'rob’-/*g"reb'-, cf. Go. graban “dig’ vs. OCS -grebg), aor.
b=

-grésu < “*g’reb-s-” (for the identification of these as “*mola-types” cf.

op. cit, 75,77)
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subclass IIb (-moro-type)

morphology: a subset of class II verbs displaying o-grade root in the present stem,;
second stem suffixless, e-grade

semantics: both transitive and intransitive (predominantly intransitive?); the transitive
verbs in this subclass might be “crossovers” from the full-grade transitive subclass (cf. class
IIb Zbgp Zesti attested beside class 11 Zegp Zesti ‘burn (tr.)’)

examples: -storo -streti ‘extend, spread’ (< *stor-¢ *ster-ti), -morg -mreti ‘die’ (< PIE
*mro- “*mer-teig”), Zorp zZréti ‘swallow’ (< *Zor-g *Zer-ti < PIE *g"rh;- “*g"erh-tei”), -vorg
-vreti ‘stick, thrust, put (through)’ (< *ver-g *ver-ti), -cropg -créti ‘scoop’ (< *corp-o *cer[p]-
1), tlvkg tlésti ‘push, knock, trample’ (< *twvlk-¢ *telk-ti), -nvzg -nisti ‘stab, pierce,” -skvoro
-skvréti ‘melt, dissolve (tr.),” Cvt-g Cis-ti ‘honor, distinguish; read’ (< PIE *K"it- “*k"eit-tei”),
cvbt-g cvis-ti ‘blossom’ (< PIE *kuit- “*kueit-tei”), etc.

aorist type: sigmatic, whichever type is expected synchronically—weak sigmatic
aorist in synchronically vocalic stems (-zréti — -zréx- < *Zer-x-, -mréti — -mréx- < *mer-x-),
strong (i. e., where possible, ablauting) sigmatic aorist in synchronically consonant stems (cisti
— Cisy < *Cift]-s- < PIE *kuéit-s-, Zesti (feg-) — Zax- < *2&[k]-x- < PIE *d'ég""-s-), etc.

PIE source(s): unclear; given the presence in this group of merg mreti, the type may
have evolved out of a group of mechanically activized “stative-intransitive ie/o-presents,”
which had formed an integral part of the PIE “stative intransitive system” posited by Jasanoff
(cf. op. cit, 155ft.):

ie/o-present  root stative intransitive middle root aorist perfect

*my-ie/o- *my(r)-or *mer-to *memor-e ‘die’

*mn-ie/o- *mn(n)-or *men-to *memon-e ‘think’
U ho. U h h h . . h

*b'ud -ie/o- *b'ud"-or *b'oud'-e *b'eb'oud'-e  ‘awake’

Koch (1990, 443ff.) collects instances of the (original?) ie/o-inflection in the verbs
morg and storg in OCS (cf. prostvrjo (1x) in Ps.Sin. and umret» (passim) in Zogr.), Old
Serbian (umwrje, (uw)mrjetv, izmrjems, izmrjuto, etc.) and Slovene (mrjem, mrjém beside mrém,

etc.).

class III (berg-type)
morphology: thematic present stem; root vocalism in the present stem mostly e-grade;
second stem in -a-; verbs of the oldest “core” display *e : *o alternation between the two
principal stems (berg bora- < PIE *b'er- “*bh[(r)—d-”)
semantics: imperfective when unprefixed; tend to be transitive

examples: berg (bvra-) ‘take,” derg (dvra-) ‘tear, flay, torture,” perg (pora-) ‘push,
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trample; hover,’ Zidp (Zvda-) ‘expect,” Zeng (gvna-) ‘chase, persecute,’” zovg (zvva-) ‘invoke,
call’ (zovg is a historical e-grade, cf. endn. 16); isko (jeska-) ‘seek’ has is an unexpected
vrddhi root in the present stem (*h,&is-sk- *h,is-);

items with no ablaut: metg (meta-) ‘cast, toss,” svsg (swvsa-) ‘suck,” kovg (kova-) ‘forge,
hammer,’ etc.

aorist type: verbs of this class had no aorist in PIE (cf. Lat. fero tuli); in Baltic and
Slavic they were fitted with o-grade a-preterites (*bhg(r)-d-t), which later were sigmatized in
Slavic (*bhg;(r)dt >> *pirast > bvra)

PIE source: Jasanoff’s “b"er-group,” i. e., athematic h,e-conjugation presents
thematized within PIE (*b"ere > *b"ere-ti, replacing the original Narten active present *b'érti);
this thematic class is found in a// IE branches, unlike thematic verbs of class II above (Jasanoff’
s “*neih,-group”), which are not found in Tocharian and Anatolian (op. cit, 59-90, 217, 224f.)

Slavic keeps the “nesti type” (class II) distinct from the “borati type” (class III) and
thus turns out to be conservatively sensitive to the original division between two thematic
classes within Jasanoff’s new framework. This is another example of a better fit that the new

model of the PIE verb affords to Slavic data.

class IV (pisSp-type)

morphology: je/o-present; root vocalism in the present stem mostly e-grade; second
stem in -a-; verbs of the oldest “core” display *e : *o alternation between stems (pisg pwsa-
‘write’ < BSL. *peis-jo *pis-a- < PIE *peik-ioh, “*pik-a-,” plézg plvza- ‘crawl’ < PSI. *pelz-jo
*polz-a- < PIE “*polhz-g(h)—d—” (2)," etc.

semantics: imperfective when unprefixed; unidirectional (?) if a verb of motion;
otherwise no identifiable function can be assigned to this class (already in PIE)

examples: piso (pvsa-) ‘write,” lizg (lvza-) ‘lick,” jemljo (joma-) ‘seize,” steljo (stvla-)
‘spread out,” plézp (plvza-) ‘crawl (in one direction?),” trézp (trv3a-) ‘tear, torture,” struzg
(strvga-) ‘rend, mangle,’ zizdp (zoda-) ‘build,” bljujo (bleva-) ‘vomit,” pljujo (plova-) ‘spit,”
etc.

(late) items with no ablaut: placp (plaka-) ‘cry, weep,” -kazg (-kaza-) ‘tell, show,’
glagoljo (glagola-) ‘speak’ < reduplicated onomatopoeic *golgoljo *golgola-, + one very old
root incapable of zeroing out: cesg (Cesa-) ‘comb; scratch, tickle; flatter; pick (fruit),” etc.

some of class III verbs may cross over here: cf. mestp metati ‘cast, throw’ beside
original metg metati, cf. also istg juskati ‘seek’ beside original iskg juskati, etc.

denominatives of the type milujp milovati ‘have mercy’ («— mils ‘worthy of mercy’),

darujg darovati ‘grant’ («— darv ‘gift’) are subsumed under class IV (as a subclass VIb)
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because diachronically, in terms of its inflectional suffixes, the BSI. type *dor-ow-jo *dor-ow-
(@)-tei is not different from *peis-jo *pis-a-tei (save for an extra suffix *-ou- (*-éu-?) on the
stem)

aorist type: weak sigmatic aorist (p»s-a-x-) = a-preterite, sigmatized later (as per
above)

PIE sources: seemingly heterogeneous, in any event mostly mi-conjugation athematic

i. if steljp ‘spread out’ = Gk. stéllo ‘set fast, arrange,’ this equation may suggest
the presence in this class of some genuine, original PIE ie/o-presents

ii. athematic root presents are clearly a component, cf. the following
comparanda: ces/*jjetv = Hitt. kis-zi ‘combs’ (PIE *kes-ti) (thus op. cit,
76, fn. 33); zizd[*j]etv (*&"eid'- metathesized from *d'eig’-) = Ved. degdhi
‘besmears’ (PIE *dhejgh—ti); liz[*j]etv = Ved. redhi ‘licks’ (PIE *leigh-ti)

iii. jemljetv (“*h,em-ie/o-"") corresponds to thematic formations elsewhere, cf.
Lat. emit ‘buys,’ Olr. -eim ‘takes’ < *emeti, and Lith. éma (beside ima) ‘take;
begin’

iv. some of these verbs correspond to athematic infixed presents elsewhere: cf.
pisetv vs. Ved. pimsati ‘adorns, trims, prunes,” Toch.B pirike- ‘paint, write,’
perhaps also Lat. pingit ‘paints, adorns’; cf. also zizdetw vs. Lat. fingit ‘shapes,
forms,’ etc.

V. the denominative type IVb (of Balto-Slavic origin) joined this class within
Proto-Slavic (-ujo -ovati has an innovative infinitive for the expected *-uti)"

One wonders whether jemletv (“*h,emieti”) might point to earlier athematic *h émti
(just as cesetv points to athematic *kesti). One wonders, furthermore, whether hypothetical
*h,emti might actually be the original PIE form, and *h,emeti of Italic and Celtic—innovative.
Lastly, it is tempting to see in the OCS “thematic” verb jemamus (‘have’) another, even clearer,
“echo” of the same hypothetical athematic paradigm *h,é(m)mi *h émsi *h émti... *hménti,
aor. *h,m(m)at (with the aorist G-stem generalized, but athematic inflection retained). If the
answers to all these questions is a ‘yes,” category (iii) is to be unified with category (ii), as
both groups would then continue PIE athematic active mi-presents (later fixed with @-aorists in
Balto-Slavic).

One is tempted to treat category (iv) in the same manner. There are two ways of
making sense of the equation OCS piset» = Ved. pimsdti. One obvious interpretation is that
PIE nasal-infixed factitives in Balto-Slavic have lost the infix and were remodeled as je/
o-presents. The other possibility is that at the PIE level some roots might have formed both an

active root present (*péikmi *péiksi *péikti... *pikénti ‘paint’ >> OCS pisp and Lith. piesiu)
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and a semantically marked nasal-infixed factitive (¥*pinékmi *pinéksi *pinékti... *pinkénti
‘make painted, adorn’ >> Ved. pimsd-, Toch. pirike-, etc.). In the individual histories of the
separate branches one of the two variants would then have been discarded. The fact that there
are reflexes of nasal-infixed factitives in Baltic that keep their infix intact (cf. Lith. jungti,
jungia ‘unite’) indicates that *pinékti would might stayed nasal-infixed (in Baltic). This
tips the scale in favor of reconstructing both *péikti (surviving in Balto-Slavic) and *pinékti
(surviving elsewhere). This choice is further reinforced by the presence of two reconstructible
presents for another root in this category, namely *dhenigh—: cf. *dhejéhti ‘smear, knead, mould’
(whence OCS zizdp, Ved. degdhi) and *d'inég"ti ‘make shaped, formed” (whence Lat. fingi).
If this analysis is correct, then Slavic class IV consists of only three components: PIE ie/

o-presents, PIE mi-conjugation root presents, and BSI. *-aujo *-auti denominatives.

class V (létajo-type)
morphology: agje/o-present; ati-infinitive; lengthened or “neo-lengthened” grade in
deverbative iteratives (frequentatives); no ablaut in denominative verbs
semantics: no specific semantics in denominative verbs; iterative/frequentative
value in lengthened-grade deverbatives; iterative/frequentatives built to verbs of motion
have developed multidirectional semantics; imperfective when unprefixed; multidirectionals
are imperfective even when prefixed; in Proto-Slavic the frequentative morpheme *-aj(e/
0)- also developed durative semantics, became the imperfectivizer par excellence, and was
productively extended to many verbs roots in this capacity (e. g., drvzng ‘summon courage’ —
drvzajo ‘be courageous’)
examples: /étajo ‘keep flying (abound)’ < */ét-a-je/o-, bégajo ‘keep running (about)’
< *beég-a-je/o-, tekajo ‘keep running, fleeing,” métajo ‘keep casting,” -rékajo or -ricajp ‘keep
saying’ < *rik-a-je/o-, -mirajo ‘be/keep dying’ < *mir-a-je/o-, -birajo ‘keep taking,” -lagajo
‘keep laying’ < *log-a-je/o-, -garajg ‘keep burning,’ etc. (productive durative/frequentative)
the second large group here is denominatives of the type rabotajo ‘work’ «— rabota
‘work,’ delajo ‘do’ «— deélo ‘deed,’ etc.
aorist type: weak sigmatic aorist as expected in vocalic stems (/étax-, delax-)
PIE sources:
. lengthened grade frequentatives, cf. Gk. (ep.) zwrdoua ‘fly about’ «— *pot-/
*pet- and Lat. célare ‘hide (*repeatedly)’ to *celd in oc-culé «— \*kel-
il. denominative verbs in *-eh,-ie/o-, cf. Lat. curat ‘cares’ (< *koisah-ie-ti) «—

cura
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class VI (uméjo-type)

morphology: éje/o-present; éti-infinitive

semantics: stative or change-of-state;imperfective when unprefixed

examples: umejo ‘know how (to)’ «— ums» ‘mind,’ staréjo ‘be(come) old’ «— stars ‘old,’
bogatéjo ‘be(come) rich’ < bogatw ‘rich,’ etc.

aorist type: weak sigmatic aorist as expected in vocalic stems (uméx-, staréx-)

PIE source: denominative verbs derived from nouns and adjectives; -é- (< *-eh,-)
by origin is “not a verbal suffix at all, but extracted from a nominal construction, a historical

instrumental case form” (op.cit., 156; emphasis mine)

class VII (znajo-type)
morphology: je/o-present;the infinitive stem is suffixless (unlike the piso/pwsati-type);
but some verba pura develop a composite -j- +-a- suffix (séti ‘sow’ — séjati, stati ‘move into
position” — stajati), clearly a secondary development
semantics: imperfective when unprefixed;otherwise no special semantics already in
PIE
examples: znajo (zna-ti) ‘know,” déjo/dezdg (dé-ti) ‘place, put,” Zonjo (Zeti < *gin-ti)
‘reap, harvest,” -ujo (-uti) ‘put on / take off (footwear),” krvjo (kry-ti) ‘cover,” mujo (my-ti)
‘wash,’ Ivjo (li-ti) ‘pour,’ byjo (bi-ti) ‘strike, beat,” pyjo (pi-ti) ‘drink,’ vejo (vi-ti) ‘twist, twine,
wind,’ Sujo (Si-ti) ‘sew,’ séjo (sé(ja)-ti) ‘sow,” spéjo (spe-ti) ‘succeed,’ stajo (staja-ti) ‘get into
position, get up’ (formerly went with the infinitive sta-ti, as evidence by Lith. stdjustoti), meljo
(mleti < *mel-ti) ‘grind,” borjo (brati< *bor-ti) ‘struggle, fight,” koljo (klati < *kol-ti) ‘pierce,
stab, sacrifice,’ etc.
aorist type: weak sigmatic aorist as expected in vocalic stems (znax-, Zex-, kryx-,
mléx-)
PIE sources: heterogeneous;three major groups:
1. h,e-conjugation root presents (*molh,-/*melh,- ‘grind,” *borh-/*berh,-
“fight, hit,” *kolh,-/*kelh -‘strike, stab,” etc. —Jasanoff’s “molo-presents” (cf.
op.cit., 64-90, 216) remodeled as je/o-presents; recall that two members of
this PIE class ended up in class II (bodp ‘pierce’ < *b"od"h-/*b"ed'h,- ‘dig’
and grebg ‘bury’ < *g"rob’-/*g"reb’- ‘dig’); possibly, a few more items were
assigned in Slavic to class I (if pad- ‘fall’ < *ped-/*pod- and mog- ‘be able’
< *meg"-/*mog'-)
ii. h,e-conjugation i-presents (especially well attested in Anatolian): znaje-

(znati) < *gnéhs-i-e (?) ‘know’ (Jasanoff himself is cautious (op.cit., 111)),
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staje- (sta(ja)ti) < *stéh,-i-e ‘step into place,” séje- (sé(ja)ti) < *séh,-i-e
‘release, shoot,” pyje- < *pihs-e < *ph;-i-é (?) ‘drink’ (by metathesis?), voje-
(viti)< *uih,;-i-e ‘wind, twist’ (loss of the laryngeal by Pinault’s law?) for
*uiéh -i-e, spéje- (spéti) < *spéhy,i-e ‘thrive, be sated,” ORuss. préju (préti)
‘sweat’ (attested since 17th c.) < *préh -i-e, etc. (cf. op.cit., 91-127), perhaps
also Svje- ‘sew’ < *sjuje- < *siuh-i-e (?) (loss of the laryngeal by Pinault’s
law, cf. the infinitive Siti < *sji-ti < *siuh,-tei)

iii. mi-conjugation root presents; it appears that the default strategy employed
in Proto-Slavic to eliminate athematic mi-presents was to attach the suffix
-je/o- to a generalized weak stem: deZdp < *dedjo < “*d'ed"h -ie/o-" ‘put’

9 ¢

(*d"ed"éh,-mi); Zonjo “cut, reap, harvest’ < *gin-je/o- < “*g”hq-je/o— slay’
(*g""én-mi); ORuss. kronjo < “*K'rphy-ie/o-" ‘buy’ (k'r-né-h,-mi) (Gorbachov
2007); recall, though, that some root presents also ended up in class IV (cesg,

IvZg, perhaps also jemljo)

class VIII (svxng-type)

morphology: ne/o-present; the “original core” have o-grade roots

semantics: two disparate groups which display semantic and formal differences—
1) change-of-state (inchoative) intransitive verbs, imperfective when unprefixed (s»xng ‘get
dry’); these select the simple aorist; 2) perfective transitives (dvigng ‘move (tr.),” ring ‘cast,
impel’); these select the weak sigmatic aorist (Gorbachov 2007)

examples: svxng ‘become dry,” -bv[*d]ng “‘wake up,” -s»[*plng ‘fall asleep,” -lo[*p]no
‘become attached, cling,” -ve[*d]ng ‘wither, wilt,” -glo[*b]ng ‘become mired, get stuck,’
-slvpng ‘go blind,” fo[*plne ‘drown, sink,’ etc.

the other group (VIIIb) consists of perfective and (usually) transitive ng-verbs: dvigng
‘move (tr.),” ring ‘cast, impel,” kosng ‘touch,” dvxng ‘take a breath,” drezng ‘summon courage
(once),’ etc.

aorist type: the intransitive inchoatives truncate the nasal suffix, attach the terminations
of intransitive asigmatic aorist directly to the root (svx®, -svps, -lbps, -veds, -glbbv, etc.)

PIE source: s,e-conjugation nasal-infixed presents reshaped within Slavic as nasal-
suffixed and formally activized (PIE */iNp-¢é > *lip-né-ti > -lvnetv) (op.cit.); the type remained
infixed in Baltic (Lith. limpa ‘stick(s); climb(s)’); Germanic has either remodeled these verbs
as nasal-suffixed like Slavic (cf. Go. -lifnip ‘sticks around, is left, remains’) or else has kept
the infixation but generalized the infix to all four stems (cf. OF climban clamb clumbon

(3¢)clumben ‘climb’ cognate with OCS -glo[*b]-ne- ‘get stuck, mire’) (op.cit.); no other
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branch of IE has retained the /,e-conjugation nasal-infixed type.

subclass VIIIb (dre>zng-type)

semantics: perfective (!); as a rule transitive! (!)

aorist type: weak sigmatic aor. ringx-, kosngx-, dvxngx-, drozngx-, etc., but also dvige
for the expected *dvignox- (op.cit.)

PIE source: mi-conjugation nasal-suffixed (originally nasal-infixed) presents of the
type *d/’(s-ney— (whence OCS drvzng- and Skt. dhrsno- ‘dare’) (op.cit.)

It should be noted that other scholars have subdivided the “s»xngti-type” into
subclasses on different grounds (purely formal, not functional/semantic as it is done here and
in Gorbachov 2007). Thus, Leskien, Diels, Schmalstieg, and Lunt (op.cit.) have distinguished
between 1) vocalic roots with a pervasive -ng-, including in the aorist (the “ringti rinpxv
type,” which, btw., happens to consist mostly of perfective transitive verbs) and 2) consonantal
roots that truncate the suffix in the aorist (the semantically disparate “dvignoti dvigs type,”
where some verbs are imperfective inchoative, and some perfective transitive). This traditional
formal division makes it sound like a clear-cut case. The reality is more complex, however.
Already in the oldest manuscripts there are several consonant-final roots, which display a
marked prevalence of forms with a pervasive -ng- outside the present system. Among them
are such high profile items as drvznoti ‘dare,” -kosngti (s¢) ‘touch,’ -seknoti ‘dry up, run dry;
stop (of bleeding),” and perhaps also -dwvxngti ‘sigh, take a breath. *"Two more verbs—tlvknoti
‘knock, push’ and -séknoti ‘cut, hew’ — clearly prefer to keep the suffix -ng- in their second
(aorist/infinitive) stem. Such verbs that retain the suffix in all forms fend to be perfective and
transitive.

It follows, that the choice to keep (or not to keep) the suffix -ng- in the aorist is not
really governed by the morphology of the root (vocalic or consonantal). I argue elsewhere
that the original distribution of the two kinds of aorist depended on semantics of the stem:
imperfective intransitive inchoatives truncated the nasal suffix in the aorist, transitive
perfectives kept it on. By the time of the first written attestation, though, the blurring of this

original distribution was well underway (Gorbachov 2007).

class IX (sedp-type)
morphology: historically infixed, on the surface thematic, present stems
semantics: change of state, as the class VIII inchoatives
examples: only two verbs—sedp ‘sit down,’ lego ‘lie down’

aorist type: intransitive asigmatic (simple) aorist as in class VIII inchoatives (sédv,
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legv)
PIE source: the model was provided by PIE /,e-conjugation nasal-infixed presents that

had escaped remodeling to nasal-suffixed stems (see the provenance of class VIII above)

class X (noSo-type)

morphology: i-present with a pervasive -i- in both stems; iteratives/causatives take
o-grade roots

semantics: no special semantics in denominative verbs; in o-grade deverbatives either
iterative (moliti ‘beseech (*repeatedly)’) or causative (topiti ‘cause to drown’); iteratives built
to motion verbs have developed multidirectional value (rositi ‘carry about,” voziti ‘transport
about’); imperfective when unprefixed; multidirectionals are imperfective even when prefixed

examples: nosg ‘carry about,” voZg ‘transport around,’ vozdp ‘lead about,” moljo ‘beg
(*repeatedly),’ proso ‘ask (*repeatedly),’ etc.

the second large group is denominatives: greso (gresiti) ‘sin’ «— grexw ‘sin’

aorist type: weak sigmatic aorist as expected in vocalic stems (nosix-, grésix-)

PIE sources:

i. o-grade iteratives and causatives in *-éie/o-

il. denominatives in *-ie/o-

class XI (mwnjo-type)

morphology: i-present, éti-infinitive; oldest members of the group have g-grade roots

semantics: stative (physical and mental states); unidirectional (if a verb of motion);
imperfective when unprefixed

examples: monjo(moné-) ‘think, suppose,’ -globljp (-glvbé-) ‘be stuck,’ tropljo (trepé-)
‘endure, suffer,” skrvbljo (skrvbe-) ‘be sad,” mlecp (mlvca- < *mslce-) ‘be silent,” ploZo (plvze-)
‘be crawling (in one direction),’ gorjo (goré-) ‘be on fire,” etc. ; with innovative root vocalism
vizdp (vide-) ‘be (in the state of) seeing,’ slysg (slysla- < *slyse-) ‘be (in the state of) hearing,’
lestg (lete-) ‘be (in the state of) flying (in one direction),’ bezg (béza- < *bézé-) ‘be (in the state
of) running (in one direction),’ etc.

aorist type: weak sigmatic aorist as expected in vocalic stems (monéx-, letéx-)

PIE source: recall the array of forms that made up the PIE “stative-intransitive system”
discussed above in connection with class Ila:

le/o-present  root stative intransitive middle root aorist perfect

*mn-ie/o- *mn(n)-or *men-to *memon-e  ‘think’

h h - h o gh 1 h h h_gh h
*b'ud'-i e/o-  *b'ud'-or *b'oud'-e *b'eb’oud"-e ‘awake’
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According to Jasanoff, it is athematic middles (“root stative-intransitive presents”) of the type

*mn(n)-or, *b'ud"-or, etc. , that the BSI. &/i-stative class has evolved out of (op. cit. , 157ff.)

class XII: athematic
morphology: athematic endings attached directly to root
semantics: —
examples: only four verbs—jesmo (byti), jamo (jasti), dams(dati), vemo (védeti)
aorist type: sigmatic (by-x-, da-x-, ja[ *d]-s-)
PIE source: mixed;
L. two genuine root presents: */,ei-mi ‘go,” *h,ed-mi ‘eat,’
ii. one reduplicated mi-present: *dedeh;-mi ‘give’ > > *dodo-mi> > *dod-mi >
dams (recall that the other such present has joined the je/o-stems: *d'ed"eh,-
mi ‘place, put’ > > *d"ed"h ~ie/o-> *dedjo > -dezdg ‘put’)
ii. one “perfect”: *uoidh,-a(i) > védé mechanically activized to ve[*d]-mo (cf.

Ved. vedmi beside veda)

Irregular verbs:

A number of EHS verbs display irregularities that preclude their assignment to any of
the above classes.

Two or three verbs in late PSI. and EHS displayed a unique pattern -itv/-ati. One may
label this moribund pattern “class XIII.” The verbs swvpite svpati ‘sleep’ and swvcitv swvcati ‘piss’
are securely attested in the historical languages (the latter verb does not occur in the OCS
corpus, but is there in Serbian Church Slavonic). In addition to these two -itv/-ati verbs, one
may deduce from the existence of two semantically identical verbs in OCS and Old Russian
(-lvpitv -lopeti and -lvpljetv —Ibpati), that there was in PSI. a verb *(pri-)lepite *(pri-)lepati
‘become attached’—an exact formal match of *swpite *swpati. Later on that verb probably
underwent a split: a new infinitive -/spéti was supplied to the original present -/opits according
to pattern XI (*meni- *moné-), and a new present -lopljeto was backformed from the original
infinitive -lspati according to pattern IV (*pisje- *pwsa-). This would have given rise to a pair
of verbs with identical semantics, and this is exactly what we find in OCS and Old Russian.

Jasanoff (op. cit., 159) takes swpitv and swcity from “root stative-intransitives” *sup-
or («— \/*sqep-) and *sik"-6r (« \/*sejk“-), respectively, just as he derives bwditv from a “root
stative-intransitive” *b"ud"-6r (< \/*bheyd”-). Theoretically expected PIE *supor seems to be
reflected in Hitt. Suppari “falls asleep’ (to be sure, with unexpected processual semantics).

The verb xostoxw téti (beside leveled xoréti) ‘want’ has a non-canonical combination of

65



Slavia Iaponica 17 (2014)

a je/o-present stem with an éti-infinitive. It displays an irregular ablaut pattern o : » (modeled,
no doubt, on ablaut relationships in verbs with liquid diphthongs in the root). It furthermore
has an irregular i-type or athematic 3. pl. (xofetv). The verb might have been athematic
historically.

The verb jemam ‘have’ has been discussed above. It attaches athematic endings to a
vocalic stem jema-, but its 2. sg. form is in -§7 instead of -si. Its infinitive is in -é#i, like in the
two other irregular verbs with stative semantics and athematic connections, védéti and xotéti.

There are two idiosyncratic infixed verbs. One, already touched upon above, has an
unexpected je/o-present instead of -e/o- (-restp ‘find, meet’ < *rint-je/o- < “*rnt-"). The other
one appears to be an “infixed” d"e/o-present (bpd-p ‘will be’ < *b"ii-n-d"e/o- (?)).

The verb jadp ‘ride, drive,” another d"e/o-present, has an irregular (aorist-derived?)
infinitive jaxa-ti. The original infinitive was *ja-ti (cf. above).

The verb Ziv-¢ (Zi-ti) ‘live’ has a v-extended (present) stem. Its aorist is either zi or
Ziv-e.

Lastly, innovative nasal-suffixed perfective -stang ‘stand up’ has ousted stajo from the

original paradigm *stajo *stati. The latter verb had to supply for itself a new infinitive stajati.

TABULATED SUMMARY

present infinitive  gloss semantics (function) aorist type

. *moz-e- *mog-ti  ‘be able’  (intrans., ipfv.) simple

II. *nes-e- *nes-ti ‘carry’ (trans.//unidirectional, ipfv.) strong sigmatic
1. *ber-e- *bor-a-ti  ‘take’ (usu. trans. imperfectives) weak sigmatic
IV. *pis-je- *pos-a-ti  ‘write’ (no special semantics)  weak sigmatic
V.  *lét-a-je- *let-a-ti  ‘keep flying’ (gj-iteratives, multidir.) weak sigmatic
VL.  *um-é-je- *um-e-ti  ‘know how’ (é-duratives or inchoat.) weak sigmatic
VIIL. *zna-je- *zna-ti ‘know’ (no special semantics)  weak sigmatic
VIII. *svx-ne- *sux-np-ti  ‘dry up’ (nasal inchoat.//trans. pfv.) simple

IX. *sed-e- (*snd-) *sés-ti ‘sit down’ (nasal-infixed inchoat.)  simple

X.  *nos-i- *nos-i-ti  ‘carry about’(i-iter. /multidir.//caus.) weak sigmatic
XI. *mon-i- *mon-e-ti  ‘suppose’  (¢/i-statives/duratives)  weak sigmatic
XII. *jed-; *jes- *jes-ti; *by-ti ‘eat’; ‘be’  (no special semantics)  weak sigmatic

The proposed classification has a certain “flow” to it. All classes from I to IX are
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thematic, classes X and XI comprise the two kinds of Slavic i-stems, and class XII is
athematic. Within the thematic category, the first three classes are “pure” thematic, followed
by five kinds of “characterized” stems, four je/o-types and a ne/o-type. Going from class I to
class II, the root vocalism changes from -o- (or -o-) to -e-, and the stem value changes from
intransitive to transitive or to intransitive unidirectional (if a verb of motion). Going from class
II to class III, the aorist/infinitive stem changes from e-grade unsuffixed consonant-final to
zero-grade a-suffixed. Between classes III and 1V, the infinitive stem stays the same, but the
present-stem suffix changes from “pure” thematic to -je/o-. All the nasal-affixed change-of-
state verbs (inchoatives) are gathered in classes VIII and IX, and so on.

Each class has clear correlations with verbal categories at the PIE level. As a corollary,
if the PIE ancestor class had definable semantics, a certain function, the same function will
be found in its descendant at the EHS level as well. Almost every EHS class in the proposed
typology has a specific function associated with it (except for the historical athematic
formations that did not make up a semantic category in PIE).

The aorist formation selected by the members of each class is 100% predictable. The
strong sigmatic aorist (réxw, téxwn, nésw, basv) is only found in class II verbs (transitive verbs or
unidirectional verbs of motion) and in one athematic verb with a consonantal aorist/infinitive
stem (ja[*d]sv). Intransitive aorist (mogv, padv, -svxsv, sédv) is found in the three intransitive
classes I, VIII, and IX. Of course, within class VIII the (predominantly transitive) perfectives
make weak sigmatic aorists in -ng-x- (rinpxv, -kosngxw, drexngxv); within class VIII it is only
the intransitive inchoatives with consonant-final roots that form simple aorists (-glebwn, -svpv,
idv). All other classes have vocalic aorist/infinitive stems and make weak sigmatic aorists
(pvsaxv, znaxwv, nosixv, monéxv, byxv, védexn).

Both strong sigmatic and simple aorists are, of course, recessive, yielding ground to
the innovative -ox- (or “2™ thematic”) aorist. As a result, in EHS either aorist form is mutually
interchangeable with an ox-aorist: thus rekoxws is found beside réxw, jodoxwv beside jbdwv, etc.
In Old Russian the replacement of the recessive aorist types is almost complete: only réx- is
found more or less regularly (beside rekox-), otherwise only nesox-, tekox-, mogox-, jedox-,
sedox-, etc. As for the simple aorist, in all of Ostromir’s Evangeliary, the second oldest and
one of the largest Old Russian manuscripts written in the mid-11th c., only a single instance of
that aorist formation is found: 2. pl. vezmoZete “you were able’ (Cernyx 1962, 254).

Of course, literati of Old Rus’ were aware of the simple aorist as a form that belonged
to the highest register of written language. Even so, as early as at the turn of the 12th
century they no longer had any clue of its original distribution. When Grand Prince Vladimir

Monomakh, aiming at sounding like a learned man, chose to use a 1. sg. simple aorist in his
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Instruction to His Children (early 12th c.), the required form, no doubt, came effortlessly:
Tojé zZe zimy poslasta [mja] Berestoju brata na golovné, ide bjaxu ljaxove pozgli, to i tu bljudv
gorodw tixv ‘That same winter, [my] two brothers sent me to Berestie (Brest), to the firebrands
[of the town] that the Poles had burnt down, and there I prevented unrests (“kept the town
quiet”).” The trouble with the otherwise perfectly well-formed aorist bljudws is, of course, that it
should not have been formed from the verb bljusti (*bhegd”-) ‘observe, keep,’ a class II e-grade
transitive of the type that had never made intransitive (historically /4,e-conjugation) aorists in
IE or Proto-Slavic or EHS. Monomakh should have stuck with the less fancy but more secure
forms bljudoxw or bljusw. It is my hope that, armed with the proposed typology of the EHS
verb, the student of OCS and Old Russian will successfully avoid falling into the same trap as

the medieval Russian prince.

[Notes]

" Tt is well beyond the scope of this paper to discuss in any further detail cognitive mechanisms
involved in language acquisition and speech production. I refer the reader to recent works of
Joseph Galasso, who has been advocating the Dual Mechanism Model (DDM)—a theory which
is based, among other things, on brain imaging studies, and “credits the Brain/Mind with having

EEINT3

two fundamentally different cognitive modes of language processing...” “...This dual mechanism
has recently been reported as reflecting inherent qualitative distinctions found between (i) regular
verb inflectional morphology (where rule-based stem + affixes form a large contingency), and (ii)
irregular verb construction (where full lexical forms seem to be stored as associative chunks)”
(Galasso 2003). “Using... functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging, a clear picture emerges
showing that meaning-based vocabulary is stored and retrieved in the temporal-lobe regions of
the brain... [...] A second and much more intriguing aspect of language that shows up in the same
temporal-lobe is the Irregular Noun and Verb construct. The fact that such constructs are not rule-
governed suggests that they are memorized in some capacity as chunks... Stimulus and response
effects do seem to cross over into irregulars, as attested by errors such as ring rang rung => *bring
brang brung. [...] Irregular nouns such as sheep, fish, children, are similarly memorized as chunks
in the form of stems. The plural markers of these words are thus encoded in the meaning of the
stems (per se) and are not open to the same rule mechanism found with regular plural markers”
(Galasso, 2008; my emphasis).

* Recently Schrijver (2003) and Petit (2010, 258) have argued for a PIE athematic ablauting suffix

*-ei-/*-i- as the starting point for the BSI. &/i-class. They represent a vanishingly small minority

among scholars of IE.

Tronskij uses the term “proximate reconstruction” (bliznjaja rekonstrukcija) in the sense ‘the

reconstruction of the more recent, late PIE, system.” The original statement in Russian runs as

follows: “PaankanbHBIX U3MEHEHUI [B 001aCTH UMEHHOTO CJIOBOM3MEHEHUsI| HE MPOUCXOIHIIO B
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NIepHOJ], OT/ICIAIOMNH 00IENHJ0eBPONIEHCKOE SI3bIKOBOE COCTOSIHUE OT APEBHEHIINX MaMATHUKOB
OTJETIbHBIX BETBEH. BIMKHSST pEKOHCTPYKIIMS TIOATOMY ObLIa CPABHUTEIBHO JIETKO OCYIIeCTBUMA.”
These simplificatory processes include the loss of the dual (Italic, Germanic, Anatolian, Armenian)
and of some cases resulting in a “case syncretism” (Italic, Greek, Germanic), the loss of gender or a
gender (Baltic, Armenian, parts of Germanic), stem types being collapsed into fewer “declensions”
(Anatolian, modern Slavic), the loss of accentual mobility and hence the distinct accent-ablaut
classes (all branches), etc. On the rare occasion, an increase in complexity is observed (the
Lithuanian, Russian, and Tocharian case systems were expanded through contact influences).

It terms of its nominal morphology Slavic is a fairly conservative branch: EHS has retained most
of the inherited stem types and cases and all the genders and numbers. There have been, of course,
innovations. The original patterns of mobile accentuation have been eliminated, and a new mobile
class (“type c¢”) has evolved. Some of the case endings (such as the a-stem gen. sg. in -y, the
o-stem dat. sg. in -u, and the gen. pl. in -») still cannot be related with any certainty to the known
PIE antecedents. But, by and large, one easily recognizes in EHS nominal morphology (mutatis
mutandis) the late PIE nominal system.

Tronskij uses the term “distant reconstruction” (dal ‘njaja rekonstrukcija) to mean the reconstruction
of the early PIE system. The original statement in Russian runs as follows: “CoBepriueHHo He TO
B marosie. [1aronbHbple cUCTEMbI OOJIBIIMHCTBA JIPEBHUX MHJOEBPONEHCKUX S3BIKOB OTIMYAIOTCS
OT UIMEHHOTO CKJIOHEHMS TOPa3o MEHbLIEH EeJIOCTHOCTHIO. [...] O4eHb BO3MOXHO, 4TO B 00/IaCTH
riarojia JuajekTHoe pa3HooOpasue u. -e. s13bikoB [V-III TeicsueneTus no H. 3. ObuIO Goee
3HAYUTENbHO, YeM B cepe uMeHH. [...] EquHooOpa3Has peKOHCTPYKLHUS 3THM HE CHHUMAaeTcs,
HO IepeHOocUTCs B Oosee panékoe mpouwioe... Kak 3To HU mapaJioKcaabHO 3BYYMT, IPOOIEMbI
JlaJdbHEN PEeKOHCTPYKIUU HHIOEBPOIMEHUCKOM IMIAaroJIbHOM CHCTEMBI HEPEIKO pa3pelaloTcs jerye
U OeccriopHee, 4eM BOIPOCHI, CB3aHHbIE C YPOBHEM Pa3BUTHU IVIaroja B IEpUOJ HAYMHAIOIETOCS
pacmajia HHI0eBpOIelcKo# obmHoCcTH.”

In a very similar vein Lane remarked in a 1949 paper: “If we turn from the noun to the verb, we
see an even greater state of uncertainty as regards the Proto-Indo-European system. To be sure,
the personal endings, both primary and secondary, especially in the active, show a considerable
amount of agreement from language to language. But the verbal system itself is most diverse.
Here again we have always been prone to accept the system arrived at by a comparison of Greek
and Sanskrit as that of the parent speech, and we have explained the systems of Italic, Germanic,
etc., as resulting from a breakdown of that system with widespread analogical reformations and
innovations. This is possibly something near the truth, but I doubt if we should be satisfied that
we have approached anything final when we have assumed our three tense (or rather aspect) stems:
present, aorist, and perfect for Proto- Indo-European. I am convinced that the distinction between
present and aorist stems is untenable,” and so on (Lane 1949, 338f.).

“Prehistory of morphology is a tough matter. In phonetics, the starting point is more or less clear:
it is the Indo-European sound system. One cannot say the same thing about morphology. There
are only very few cases where the Indo-European antecedent of a Slavic sound is dubious or
controversial. In morphology one is up against such cases all the time. This complicates one’s

work immensely. It is especially true of [Slavic] conjugation” (Trubetzkoy 1985, 156; translation
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from Russian mine). The original runs as follows: “IIpauctopus Mopdonoruyu—asaenrs TPyIHAsL.
B ¢doneTuke Oonee niau MeHee sSICEH UCXOAHBIM MYHKT—HMHOCBPOIEHCKas 3BYKOBasl CHCTEMa.
OTHOCUTENHHO MOP(OIOTHH ITOrO CKa3aTh Helb3sd. B (QOHETHKe OYeHb Mallo CiIydYaes, TAe
HHIOCBPOIEHCKUI MPEIOK KaKoro-HHOYIh CIaBSIHCKOTO 3ByKa ObUT ObI COMHHUTEJICH MU CIIOPEH.
B Mopdonoruu Takue ciiydau BCTPEYarOTCs CIUIOIIB Jia PSIOM. OTO YPE3BBIYANHO 3aTpyAHSACT
paboTy. DTO 0COOEHHO KacaeTcs [CIaBIHCKOIO] CIpsKeHUs.”

The verb in Vedic has six tenses, three voices, six moods, nine participles, 12 infinitives, a gerund,
an absolutive, and separate desiderative, causative, and intensive/frequentative stems. By contrast,
the Hittite (and Luvian) verb has only two tenses, two voices, two moods, one participle (two in
Luvian), one infinitive, a few periphrastic (compound) forms, and a strange-looking fi-conjugation
whose origin is still debated. Compare this Anatolian setup with early historical Germanic, which,
very similarly, had only two tenses, two voices, three moods, two participles, one infinitive, and
some nascent compound forms.

“Proto-Anatolian and Proto-IE are parallel offshoots of a common ancestral language, which we
shall call Indo-Hittite” (Sturtevant 1962, 23).

To give a few representative quotes: “It would be wrong to ascribe to Indo-European the
complicated tense system of Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin. A good deal of this is secondary
innovation” (Prokosch 1938, 145). “The PIE verbal system was taking its shape at the time of the
disintegration of PIE and, by and large, is the product of [independent] developments within the
individual branches” (Guxman 1966, 129 (following Meillet 1922, 122); translation from Russian
mine; cf. also op. cit., 2551.).

Melchert is more cautious, however, with regards to some of the potential traces of “lost” verbal
categories in Anatolian, such as the perfect and the thematic subjunctive (cf. Melchert 1998 and
especially Melchert, forthc., section 3. 3. 4).

As is well-known, Slavic verbs of the “nositi-type” are secondary (derived) verb stems, reflecting
either PIE iterative/causative stems in *-éje/o- or denominative stems in *-ie/o-. These secondary
verbs classes made no aorist in PIE (cf. the paradigm of the Vedic iterative/causative dya-class). A
sigmatic aorist was supplied analogically within the Proto-Slavic or Balto-Slavic period (*nosi-ti
— *nosi-x- is a replication of *nes-ti — *né(s)-s-, minus, of course, the vowel lengthening). The
paradigm of the stative intransitive verbs in -é#i, whatever view one may take of its origin (see
above), is in its current heteroclitic “embodiment” a Balto-Slavic innovation, and the weak (non-
ablauting) aorist stem in -éx- is, likewise, an inner-(Balto-)Slavic creation. Observe that verbs of
the genetically related Germanic ai-class make innovative weak preterites as well. Many of the
Slavic a-verbs are secondary denominatives (delo ‘deed’ — delati ‘do’). Most of the remaining
a-stems are primary verbs that made preterites in *-a- in Balto-Slavic. This preterite was
secondarily sigmatized in Proto-Slavic or already Balto-Slavic (*bira-t- > *bira-s-t > bora). The
sigmatic aorists sta-x- ‘stood,” da-x- ‘gave,” and dé-x- ‘placed,’ are also sigmatization products and
continue, mutatis mutandis, the PIE root aorists *(é-)stah,-t, * (é-)doht, *(é-)d"eh -t, respectively.
Other oft-quoted instances of the thematic aorist include Toch. A lic ‘went out’ (< *(é-)h,lud"-e-t),
Gk. épvye “fled’ (\/*b”qu—), £10e ‘saw,’ Skt. avidat “(has) found” (both from *é-uid-e-t «— \/*yejd—),

etc.
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" There are, of course, other ways of explaining the WSI. aorist stem *jud-ex- (e. g., via an inner-
West Slavic paradigmatic leveling *jbdoxv *jede *jvde *jbdoxoms... — *jvdexwv *jvde *jode

*ivdexomd...).

=

LIV? (501, 507) sets up a separate root *reh,t- attested only (!) in Slavic, but this separation of
Slavic *ret- ‘come upon’ from Olr. reth- ‘run’ is unwarranted.

That the element -d- is a historical present-stem suffix in jodp ‘walk, go,’ jadp ‘travel, ride,” etc., is
clear from both comparative and internal evidence. The synchronic infinitive of jodp is iti (*h,ei
-tei), and the past active participle javs(s-) ‘having traveled’ presupposes an infinitive form *jati to
match Lith. joti, Latv. jdt (the synchronic infinitive stem is jaxa). PSl. *jati, seems to be directly
attested in West Slavic (cf. Cz. jet, OPol. ja¢, USorb. jé¢). In kradg krasti (/krad-/ + /-ti/) ‘steal’
the infinitive stem krad- undoubtedly is a recent replacement of earlier *kra- (to match the stem in
Latv. krd-t ‘to hoard, collect’).

OCS plo. vp <BSI. ple. wo. Proto-Slavic appears to have had a rounding rule that operated in open
syllables: e>o/__ ,u. In tautosyllabic contexts, however, a different rule applied: eu. > jou.>
Jju. Thus, plo.vo < BSL. ple.wé purely phonologically. Cf. also OCS zo.vg < BSI. ze.wo ‘invoke,’
nove ‘new’ < PIE *ne.uos, OCS drozno.vens ‘daring’ < PIE *d'rs-ne.u-V-, OCS ro.vg ‘I roar’ <
PIE *(h,)re.u-oh,, etc., vs. OCS rjuti ‘to roar’ < *(h,)reu.-tei, OCS bljudp ‘I observe’ < PIE *b'eu.
d"-oh,, etc.

From the PIE root *pelh,- ‘draw near’? Presence of a laryngeal in the root is confirmed by BCS
plzati plizém ‘crawl, climb. ’

The element -a- in -ovati is intrusive, imported from the g-preterite stem. Note that the preterite
(aorist) stem in Balto-Slavic was distinct from the infinitive stem, and this is still the case in Baltic,
cf. Lith. tarnauju ‘1 serve’ (PB *-dujo = Sl. -ujp), preterite tarn-av-o ‘(s)he/they served’ (PB *-av-a
= Sl. -ov-a) vs. infinitive tarn-du-ti ‘to serve’ (which should correspond in Slavic to *-u-#i, but there

is -ova-ti instead).

[References]

Adrados, Francisco R. 1963. Evolucion y estructura del verbo indoeuropeo. (Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Cientificas, Manuales y Anejos de “Emérita”, XXI). Madrid: Instituto Antonio
de Nebrija.

. 2007. Must we again postulate a unitary and uniform Indo-European? Indogermanische

Forschungen 112. 1-25.

Andersen, Henning. 1980. Russian conjugation: acquisition and evolutive change. In: Papers from the
Fourth International Conference on Historical Linguistics, ed. by Elizabeth C. Traugott et al..
Amsterdam: Benjamins. 285-301.

Borkovskij, Viktor I. and Petr S. Kuznecov. 1963. Istoriceskaja grammatika russkogo jazyka. Moskva:
Izdatel’stvo AN SSSR.

71



Slavia Iaponica 17 (2014)

Brugmann, Karl. 1904. Kurze vergleichende Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen. Strassburg:
Karl Triibner.
Cowgill, Warren. 1963. Review of Puhvel, Laryngeals and the IE Verb. Language 39. 248-270.

. 1979. Anatolian fhi-conjugation and Indo-European perfect. Installment II. In: E. Neu

and W. Meid (eds.), Hethitisch und Indogermanisch. Innsbruck: Innsbrucker Beitrage zur
Sprachwissenschaft.

Chvany, Catherine V. 1990 The Two-Stem Nature of the One-Stem Verb System: Another look at
Classes and Exceptions. The Slavic and East European Journal 34 (4). 421-438.

Cernyx Pavel J. 1962. Istoriceskaja grammatika russkogo jazyka. Kratkij ocerk. Izdanie 3e. Moskva:
UcPedglz.

Diels, Paul. 1963. Altkirchenslavische Grammatik mit einer Auswahl von Texten und einem
Wérterbuch. 1. Teil. Grammatik. Unverdnderter Nachdruck der Ausgabe von 1963. 1989.
Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universitétsverlag.

Feldstein, Ronald F. 1987a. Regular Properties of Old Church Slavonic Verbs. Slovene Studies 9/1-2.
79-86.

. 1987b. Czyta- vs. Czytaj- and Polish Conjugational Desinences. IJSLP vol. XXXV-XXXVI
(1987). 65-78.

Forrer, Emil. 1921. Mitteilungen der deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft. 1921. 61.

Fortson, Benjamin. 2010. /ndo-European Language and Culture. 2nd edition. Wiley-Blackwell.

Gardiner S. C. 1984. Old Church Slavonic. An Elementary Grammar. Cambridge, London, New York,
New Rochelle, Melbourne, Sydney: Cambridge University Press.

Galasso, Joseph. 2003 Towards a ‘Converging Theories’ Model of Language Acquisition: Continuing

Discontinuity (http://www.csun.edu/~galasso/towards.htm)

. 2008. A Note on Parameters. Material from Chapter 8 of Minimum of English Grammar, ms.

2008 (http://www.csun.edu/~galasso/).

Gor, Kira, and Tatiana Chernigovskaya. 2005. Formal Instruction and the Acquisition of Verbal
Morphology. In: Alex Housen, Michel Pierrard (eds.). Investigations in Instructed Second
Language Acquisition. The Hague: Mouton de Gruyter. 131-166.

Gorbachov, Yaroslav. 2007. Indo-European Origins of the Nasal Inchoative Class in Germanic, Baltic
and Slavic. Unpublished Harvard dissertation. Cambridge, MA.

Guxman, Mirra M. 1966. Glagol v germaniskix jazykax. In: M. M. Guxman, V. M. Zirmunskij, E. A.
Makaev, V. N. Jarceva (eds.), Sravnitel'naja grammatika germanskix jazykov. T. IV. Moskva:
Nauka. 123-343.

Halle, Morris. 1951. The Old Church Slavonic conjugation (with an appendix on the Old Russian
conjugation). Word 7. 155-167.

Hirt, Hermann. 1928. Indogermanische Grammatik. Bd. IV. Heidelberg.

Huntley, David. 1993. Old Church Slavonic. In: Comrie, B. and G. Corbett (eds.), The Slavonic
Languages. London, New York: Routledge. 125-187.

72



Slavia Iaponica 17 (2014)

Ivanov, Vjaceslav Vs. 1981. Slavjanskij, baltijskij i rannebalkanskij glagol. Indoevropejskie istoki.
Moskva: Nauka.

Jakobson, Roman. 1948. Russian Conjugation. In: Linda R. Waugh and Morris Halle (eds.). 1984.
Russian and Slavic Grammar: Studies 1931-1981, by Roman Jakobson. Janua Linguarum.
Studia Memoriae Nicolai van Wijk Dedicata. Berlin, New York, Amsterdam: Mouton Publishers.
15-26.

Jasanoff, Jay. 1987. Some irregular imperatives in Tocharian. In: C. Watkins (ed.), Studies in Memory
of Warren Cowgill (1929-1985). Papers from the Fourth East Coast Indo-European Conference
Cornell University, June 6-9, 1985. Berlin, New York: De Gruyter. 92-112.

. 2003. Hittite and the Indo-European Verb. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. 2004. “Stative” *-é- revisited. Die Sprache 43,2 (2002-2003). 127-170.

. forthcoming. Did Hittite have si-imperatives? To appear in R. Sukac (ed.), The Sound of

Indo-European II (http://www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~jasanoff/publications.html).

Koch, Christoph. 1990. Das morphologische System des altkirchenslavischen Verbums. Miinchen: W.
Fink.

Kurytowicz, Jerzy. 1964. The Inflectional Categories of Indo-European. Heidelberg: Carl Winter
Universititsverlag.

Lane, George. 1949, The Present State of Indo-European Linguistics. Language 25. 333-342.

Lehrman, Alexander. 1998. Indo-Hittite Redux. Moscow: Paleograph.

Leskien, August. 1871. Handbuch der altbulgarischen (altkirchenslawischen) Sprache. Grammatik —
Texte — Glossar. Weimar: Hermann Boéhlau.

. 1905. Handbuch der altbulgarischen (altkirchenslavischen) Sprache. Grammatik — Texte —

Glossar. 4. Auflage. Weimar: Hermann Bohlaus Nachfolger.

LIV? Lexicon der indogermanischen Verben: Die Wurzeln und ihre Primdrstammbildungen, ed.
Martin Kiimmel, Thomas Zehnder, Reiner Lipp, and Brigitte Schirmer under the direction of
Helmut Rix. Zweite, erweiterte und verbesserte Auflage bearbeitet von Martin Kiimmel und
Helmut Rix. Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 2001.

Lunt, Horace. 1968. Old Church Slavonic Grammar. 5th edition. The Hague: Mouton de Gruyter.

. 1974. Old Church Slavonic Grammar. 6th edition completely revised and extended with an
epilogue. The Hague, Paris: Mouton de Gruyter.
. 2001. Old Church Slavonic Grammar. Tth revised edition. Berlin, New York: Mouton de

Gruyter.

Medina, José. 2002. The Unity of Wittgenstein s Philosophy: Necessity, Intelligibility, and Normativity.
New York: SUNY Press.

Meillet, Antoine. 1908. Introduction a I’étude comparative des langues indo-européennes. Deuxieme

édition corrigée et augmentée. Paris: Librairie Hachette.

. 1922. Caracteres généraux des langues germaniques. 2nd edition. Paris: Librairie Hachette.

. 1934. Le slave commun. Seconde édition revue et augmentée avec le concours de A. Vaillant.

73



Slavia Iaponica 17 (2014)

Paris: Champion.

Melchert, H. Craig. 1997. Traces of a PIE Aspectual Contrast in Anatolian? Incontri Linguistici 20.
83-92.

. 1998. The Dialectal Position of Anatolian within Indo-European. In: B. Bergen, M. Plauché,

A. Bailey (eds.). Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistic
Society. February 14-16, 1998. Special Session on Indo-European Subgrouping and Internal
Relations. February 14, 1998. Berkeley Linguistic Society. 24-31.

. forthcoming. Chapter 6. The Position of Anatolian. To appear in M. Weiss, A. Garrett (eds.),

Handbook of Indo-European Studies (a current draft at http://www.linguistics.ucla.edu/people/

Melchert/recent papers.html)
Nandris , Grigore. 1959. Old Church Slavonic Grammar (= Handbook of Old Church Slavonic. Part I).

London: University of London — the Athlone Press.
. 1965. Old Church Slavonic Grammar (= Handbook of Old Church Slavonic. Part I). 2nd

edition with corrections. London: University of London — the Athlone Press.

Nesset, Tore. 2008. Abstract Phonology in a Concrete Model: Cognitive Linguistics and the
Morphology-Phonology Interface. Berlin, New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Newmeyer, Frederick J. 1996. Generative Linguistics. A Historical Perspective. London, New York:
Routledge.

Perel’muter 11’ja A. 1977. Obsceindoevropejskij i greceskij glagol. Vido-vremennye i zalogovye
kategorii. Leningrad: Nauka.

Petit, Daniel. 2010. Untersuchungen zu den baltischen Sprachen. Leiden, Boston: Brill.

Prokosch, Eduard. 1938. 4 Comparative Germanic Grammar. Baltimore: LSA.

Regier, Philip. 1977. A Learner’s Guide to the Old Church Slavonic Language. Miinchen: Otto
Sagner.

Schenker, Alexander. 1993. Proto-Slavonic. In: Comrie, B. and G. Corbett (eds.), The Slavonic
Languages. London, New York: Routledge. 60-121.

. 1995. The Dawn of Slavic. New Haven, London: Yale University Press.

Schleicher, August. 1868. Fabel in indogermanischer Ursprache. In: Beitrdge zur vergleichenden
Sprachforschung auf dem Gebiete der arischen, celtischen und slawischen Sprachen. 5/1868.
Berlin: Diimmler. S. 206-208.

Schmalstieg, William. 1980. An Introduction to Old Church Slavic. 2nd edition, revised and expanded.
Columbus, Ohio: Slavica Publishers, Inc. .

Schrijver, Peter. 2003. Athematic i-Presents: the Italic and Celtic Evidence. Incontri Linguistici 26.
59-86.

Selis¢ev, Afanasij M. 1952. Staroslavjanskij jazyk. Cast’ 11. Teksty. Slovar’. Ocerki morfologii.
Moskva: UcPedglz.

Shapiro, Michael. 1980. Russian Conjugation. Theory and Hermeneutic. Language 56,1. 67-93.

Stang, Christian S. 1942. Das Slavische und Baltische Verbum. Oslo: Dybwad.

74



Slavia Iaponica 17 (2014)

Sturtevant, Edgar H. 1933. Archaism in Hittite. Language 9. 1-11.
. 1942. The Indo-Hittite Laryngeals. “William Dwight Whitney Linguistic Series,” LSA.

Baltimore, Md. : Waverly Press, Inc.
. 1962. The Indo-Hittite Hypothesis. Language 38,2. 105-110.
Sussex, Roland and Paul Cubberley. 2006. The Slavic Languages. New York: Cambridge University

Press.

Tronskij, losif M. 1967. Obsceindoevropejskoe jazykovoe sostojanie (voprosy rekonstrukcii).
Leningrad: Nauka.

Trubetzkoy, Nikolai S. 1985. N. S. Trubetzkoy's Letters and Notes. Prepared for publication by R.
Jakobson with assistance of H. Baran. 2. Auflage. Berlin, New York, Amsterdam: Mouton.

Vaillant, André. 1948. Manuel de vieux slave. Paris: Institut d’Etudes slaves.

Vlasto, Alexis P. 1986. 4 Linguistic History of Russia to the End of the Eighteenth Century. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Vondrak, Vaclav. 1900. Altkirchenslavische Grammatik. Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung.

Xaburgaev, Georgij A. 1974. Staroslavjanskij jazyk. Moskva: Prosvescenie.

75



