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Slavic i-verbs, imperfect, and ja-stem nouns

In an earlier study (2015a) I discussed the development of Proto-Slavic *j, Van
Wijk’s law, and nouns of the volja type. The same topics have been taken up by
Henning Andersen in a recent article (2014). Since Andersen consistently disregards
my work, it may be useful to specify the differences between the two approaches here.

The Slavic i-verbs fall into two categories. On the one hand, verbs with an
infinitive in -éti represent earlier perfects (goréti, poléti, boléti, stojati, bojati sg¢),
statives (lezati, sédéti), optatives (xotéti, veléti beside xwtéti, voléti), duratives (letéti,
bézati beside iteratives létati, bégati), and athematic i-presents (mwvnéti, boadéti, lvpéti,
voréti, kypéti), corresponding to Lithuanian verbs in -éti and Latvian verbs in -ét with
an i-present (cf. Kortlandt 2011: 207-209 and 2010: 43). These verbs regularly belong to
accent class (c) in Slavic, reflecting original accentual mobility. On the other hand,
verbs with an infinitive in -iti represent original causatives, iteratives and
denominatives and correspond to Lithuanian causatives and iteratives in -yti, present
-0, and -inti, present -ina, Latvian -it and -indt, and to eie-presents in other Indo-
European languages. As a rule, the Slavic causatives and iteratives belong to accent
classes (a) or (b) and the denominatives to the accent class of the noun from which
they are derived (cf. Kapovi¢ 2011 for a comprehensive survey of i-verbs in Croatian
dialects). There are three major factors which disturbed the original distribution of
the accent classes. First, Stang’s law did not operate before a clitic because it was
limited to final syllables not counting final jers (cf. Kortlandt 2011: 271f.). This resulted
in such alternations as Russian (Petr) kurit vs. (vulkan) kuritsja ‘smokes’” and sddit vs.
(solnce) saditsja ‘sets’, which led to a redistribution opposing transitive (b) to
intransitive (c) verbs. Second, the accent was retracted onto restored long root vowels
in paradigm (c), which could then join paradigm (b), as happened later in Stokavian
trésémo beside pecémo, where the original stress is preserved in Cakavian tresems,
pecemo. These two developments were already established by Carl Ebeling (1967: 593).
Third, the distinction between simplex verbs with mobile stress (c) and compounds
where Dybo’s law shifted the stress from the prefix to the root so as to yield e.g.
Kukljica ugdsin (a) and prebiidin (b) was mostly lost.

In Baltic, denominative verbs have presents in Lith. -éja, -oja, -uoja, -auja,
Latvian -¢, -d, -uo, not Lith. -i, -o. It follows that the Slavic denominatives must be
separated from the other i-verbs, the corresponding Baltic types of which have an
athematic origin. The Slavic duratives (letéti, bézati) and iteratives (Iétati, bégati)
correspond to the Lithuanian i- and o-presents, respectively, whereas the
denominatives in -iti, -éti, -ati and -ovati correspond to the Lith. derived thematic
ja-presents. Elsewhere I have argued that the Baltic d-presents are built on an original
paradigm 3rd sg. *stastati, 3rd pl. *stastinti underlying Lith. statyti ‘to put’, reflecting
PIE *stisteH.ti, *stestH.nti, Vedic tisthati (ct. Kortlandt 2009: 175). The reduplicating
syllable adopted the root vowel, as in Lith. dedi: ‘T put’ < *d"ed"- and diiodu ‘I give’ <
*dod- (with an acute from Winter’s law). The reduplicated syllable lost its initial *s-, as
in Latin steti ‘I stood’, spopondi ‘I pledged’. The causatives and iteratives now adopted
the paradigm with 3rd sg. *-ati and 3rd pl. *-inti. This was a Balto-Slavic development
in view of Serbian/Croatian hddati, ndsati, védati, vézati (cf. Vaillant 1966: 359,



Kortlandt 2009: 177), cf. Latvian vaddt ‘to lead about’ beside vadit ‘to lead’, Lith.
vadziéti, also Prussian laikit ‘to hold’ < *-ati, maysotan ‘mixed’ < *-aton, Lith. laikyti,
maisyti. They provided the model for the Slavic secondary imperfectives in -(j)ati of
verbs in -iti, which subsequently adopted the je-inflexion of the more numerous
denominatives in the same way as Latvian vadat and Lith. vadzidti. The derivation of
the d-presents from a paradigm 3rd sg. *stastati, 3rd pl. *stastinti explains the fact that
the Slavic causatives and iteratives belong to accent classes (a) and (b), not (¢), e.g.
Russian bégat’, letdt’, S/Cr. lijétati with a pretonic long root vowel as a result of Dybo’s
law (as opposed to létjeti with mobile stress).

The Slavic duratives like béZati and letéti correspond to the Lithuanian type of
tekeéti ‘to flow’, present téka, Prussian giwit ‘to live’, giwa, Russian beZdt’, 1st sg. begi,
Cakavian (Novi) zivit, Zivén (also Vrgada, Mostar, Posavian, cf. Juri$i¢ 1973: 247),
where the infinitive is based on an original imperfect in *-é (cf. Kortlandt 2009:
185-187). These intransitive verbs denoting non-terminative dynamic processes
adopted the e-preterit of the Indo-European verbs with an i-present denoting a state
of being, e.g. Lith. budéti ‘to be awake’, judéti ‘to be in movement’, Slavic monéti ‘to be
in thought’, dvrZati ‘to be in control’, Vedic budhya-, yudhya-, manya-, drhya-, which
were semantically close enough to supply a new imperfect to present stems of non-
terminative intransitive verbs when the earlier imperfect developed into an aorist. At a
more recent stage, most of the verbs adopted the athematic i-present as well, e.g.
Russian 3rd sg. bezit, S/Cr. bjézi, Zivi, but perfective pobjeci, pobjegnuti. The difference
between duratives béZati, letéti and iteratives bégati, [étati developed into a distinction
between determinate and indeterminate movement (cf. Schuyt 1990: 317-394). The
athematic a/i-paradigm of the causatives and iteratives split into two types, yielding
Lithuanian verbs in -yti, present -o < *-a(ti), and -inti, present -ina < *-in(ti)-, Latvian
-1t and -inat, Slavic -ati and -iti, e.g. S/Cr. hodati, nésati (with secondary length)
beside hoditi, nositi. The latter type joined the inflexion of the athematic i-presents
with 3rd sg. *-eiti beside 3rd pl. *-inti. Finally, the thematic inflexion of the
denominatives with 3rd sg. *-eie and 3rd pl. *-eio (cf. Kortlandt 2009: 162 and 2015b)
was abandoned, probably after the merger of these two endings into *-eie as a result of
the umlaut at stage 6.1 of my chronology (Kortlandt 2011: 164), yielding a paradigm
with 3rd sg. *-eiti and 3rd pl. *-enti at stage 7.8 (ibidem: 167).

Andersen subscribes to the old-fashioned view that *-eie- was contracted to
*-1- in Slavic causatives, iteratives and denominatives, e.g. *nosito (2014: 61). The
obvious objection is that we find -»je in OCS trvje ‘three’ and gostvje ‘guests’ < *-eies,
but Andersen wants to have his cake and eat it, deriving both *-i- and -»je from *-eie-
by positing *-i(j)e- as an intermediate stage between *-eje- and *-i- (2014: 62).
Moreover, he posits an accent retraction from *-ie- to the root in iteratives but not
from *-ié- in denominatives, yielding a neo-acute tone on the root and a “secondary
acute” on the suffix, respectively. He rejects Stang’s law (“ictus retraction from an
inner circumflex”, 2014: 64) and identifies his retraction from *-ie- with the retraction
from weak jers, ignoring the different timbre reflexes of these retractions in Slovene
(cf. Kortlandt 2011: 17-22). He also ignores Dybo’s law and the resulting vowel
quantities in the Slavic languages (cf. Kortlandt 2011: 170-173). He quotes Stang’s view
(1957: 116, not the page indicated by Andersen) that in the e-presents accent paradigm
(b) originated under the influence of the i-presents, ignoring what has been written
about the problem in the course of the last fifty years (cf. especially Vermeer 1984). In
his discussion of the 1st sg. ending -jo (2014: 63), e.g. nosp, not **nosvjo, Andersen



once again tries to have his cake and eat it, deriving both radical and desinential stress
from *-éjp by positing an intermediate stage *-i(j)p followed by “monosyllabication”
and a progressive accent shift from *-ip to the nasal vowel *-jg. All this is quite
arbitrary.

The Slavic imperfect, e.g. OCS vedéaxw, vedéase, represents a nominal é-stem
followed by the perfect of the verb ‘to be’, e.g. Vedic 1st and 3rd sg. dsa ‘was’ < *osa,
*ose (cf. Kortlandt 1986). The é-stem is also found in the Baltic preterit, e.g. Lith. védé
(with a circumflex ending), Prussian weddeé. This conclusion was essentially reached
by Christian Stang already (1942: 82-84). Deverbal nouns in -é- are found in Latin, e.g.
caedes ‘killing’, sédes ‘seat’, clades ‘destruction’, vates ‘prophet’. Though the absence of
intervocalic *-j- in the sequence -éa- clearly shows that the Slavic imperfect is a
compound formation, Andersen still maintains that we are dealing with an “interfix”
-é- < *-¢- which “has no apparent meaning” followed by a “progressive” suffix -a- <
*-ja- which lost its *j in prehistoric times (2014: 71). He evidently did not see the
problem of how the thematic endings could have arisen in the sigmatic paradigm of
the imperfect (cf. Vaillant 1966: 67). His claim (2014: 77) that Serbian pécijah (with a
long -a- from contraction) beside older pécah has preserved uncontracted *-éja- which
is not found elsewhere in Slavic, in spite of the fact that the sequence was actually
contracted in zelénjah (zelenéti ‘to turn green’) and Zéljah (Zeléti ‘to desire”), does not
inspire confidence in his methodological principles. In fact, the form pécijah is built
on the imperative péci, as is clear from the second palatalization (cf. Kortlandt 2009:
151f. on the present stem id- ‘go’). It is remarkable that Andersen does not mention
Stang’s name at all in his discussion of the Slavic imperfect.

The Slavic ja-stems represent original ja-stems as well as PIE proterodynamic
i/ja- and 7/je-stems while PIE hysterodynamic 7/ja- and 7/jé-stems are reflected as
Slavic vja-stems (cf. Kortlandt 2009: 135 and 2015a: 72-75), e.g. Russian kdza ‘skin’ <
*-ja, boginja ‘goddess’ < *-i/ja, vélja ‘will’ < *-i/je, sem’jd ‘family’ < *-i/vja, sud’ja
‘judge’ < *-1/vjé. The first three types were stressed on the stem before Dybo’s law
while the last two were stressed on the suffix *-»j-. As a result of Dybo’s law, the accent
shifted to the ending, which had a long vowel as a result of Van Wijk’s law in the first
three types (cf. Kortlandt 2015a: 66-68) but a short vowel in the last two types. The
long vowel received a falling tone, as a result of which the accent was retracted
according to Stang’s law, yielding a neo-acute tone on the stem and a short vowel in
the ending (cf. Kortlandt 2011: 171f.). In Polish and Slovincian, this development was
interrupted by the contraction of *bja to *a, e.g. Slc. roldu ‘plowland’ < *rold <
*rolvja < *orlvja, Old Polish sedzid judge’ < *sodvja < *spdvja. Most of the volja type
nouns then joined the rolvja type, e.g. Old Polish wold, Slc. viiola beside viiola (cf.
Kortlandt 2015a: 72). The combination of Van Wijk’s lengthening, Dybo’s accent shift
and Stang’s retraction is also found in the comparative in *-je, e.g. Czech hiife ‘worse’
< *goré (Stang) < *goré (Dybo) < *gorje (Van Wijk), méné ‘less’ < *mené < *meéneé <
*ménje, Russian dial. bdle ‘more’, moldZe ‘younger’.

Andersen again wants to have his cake and eat it by deriving both
proterodynamic jd- and hysterodynamic »ja-paradigms from a single formation in
*-¢j- which was reduced by “neo-apophony” to *-j- after polysyllabic stems (2014: 89),
additionally including simple ja-stems such as koZa and susa in the same formation
(uncritically followed by Olander 2015: 75). He notes that “almost all the volja/stisa
nouns are derived from monosyllabic bases” but suggests that “despite appearances,
they should be compared first of all to the CS -¢j- (LCS -ij-) adjectives” (ibidem). He



then posits a development *waléja > *woli(j)a > *wolia > *wolja for most Slavic
languages (2014: 92) but with final shortening > *wolia > *wolja for Polish and
Slovincian (2014: 93). Interestingly, he evidently accepts Van Wijk’s law, which he
renames “Intensity Shift with mora preservation ...ia > ...ja” (similarly 2014: 62f.), in
spite of the fact that he explicitly rejects the law as a “hopeless theory” (2014: 98). He
does not explain Slovincian doublets such as viiold and viiola or roldu and riola. He
posits the same suffix *-ej- as the source of adjectival -»j- but cannot explain the
desinential stress of the suffix (2014: 87f,, cf. the treatment by Dybo 1968: 174-192, 1981:
146-172). In fact, the desinential stress can be explained by the identification of the
suffix -vj- with the Italo-Celtic gen.sg. ending -7 < *-iH (cf. Kortlandt 2009: 106, 122),
which is particularly attractive because the possessive adjective replaces the genitive in
the oldest Slavic texts (cf. Vaillant 1977: 52), e.g. syn® boZii for Oeod vidg ‘son of God’,
césarvstvije boZije for 1 faoideia T0D Oeod ‘the kingdom of God’. I conclude that
Andersen’s article is entirely misguided and does not contribute to our understanding
of the issues involved.
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