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1.  TwO CONJUGATION CLASSES OF RUSSIAN VERBS (INTRO)
Russian two conjugation classes are traditionally defined by the vowel appearing between the
verbal stem and the agreement suffix in the present tense

In the first conjugation this vowel is [e] (turning into [io] under stress), in the second, [i]

In both conjugations a vowel may appear in the past-tense forms that is absent from the present-
tense forms

Table 1: First conjugation: nesti ‘to carry’, ¢itat/ ‘to read’, sosdt’ ‘to suck’

singular-M(F/N) plural
pres |1 | nes-u prig-n-u S0S-1/ nes-io-m | prig-n-e-m | sos-io-m
2 | nes-io-§ pr:g-n-e-s S0S-/0-§ nes-‘o-te | prig-n-e-te | sos-io-te
3 | nes-io-t pr:g-n-e-t S0S-/0-t nes-ut pri:g-n-ut | sos-ut
past nes-1(d/6) | prig-nu-I(a/o) | sosd-I(a/o) | nes-I-/ prig-nu-I-i | sos-d-I-i

In the first conjugation the hiatus created by (the vowel of) the thematic suffix and the present-
tense suffix is resolved by vowel deletion (Jakobson 1948, Halle 1963, Lightner 1965, etc.):

For the productive thematic suffixes -aj- (present)/-a- (past) and -ej-/-e- both glide formation in the present (Garde
1972, Itkin 2007) and glide deletion in the past (Jakobson 1948, Halle 1963, Lightner 1965) have been proposed

(1) a.  [[[sos-a]2-€]3-t]a — [[[sos-#]2-E]3-t]4 — S0S/Ot “suck 3s6’ vowel deletion
b.  [[[prig-nu]z-€]s-t]s — [[[prig-nu]2-€]3-t]a — prignet ‘will jump 3sc’

What happens in the second conjugation?
2. THE PUZZLE AND THE SOLUTION OF RUSSIAN E-VERBS

In the productive i-class of second-conjugation verbs the thematic suffix [i] appears both in the
present and in the past tense

Table 2: Second conjugation: carit/ ‘to reign’

singular-M(F/N) plural

pres |1 car--u car-i-m
2 car-i-§ car-i-te

3 car-i-t car--at

past car-i-1(a/o) car-i-l-i

This would suggest that the present-tense suffix here is @

However, the second conjugation (defined by the presence of the suffix [i] in the present tense)
also contains verbs with the thematic suffixes surfacing in the past tense as [e] and [a]:
Itkin 2013 points out that this class, while usually viewed as closed (ca. 30 a-verbs and ca. 50 e-verbs), has some
limited productivity where it comes to the domain of sound verbs

Notation: The transcriptions below closely follow Russian orthography and do not indicate: (a) palatalization
before front vowels (/Ci/ — [Cii], ICe/ — [Cle]), (b) various vowel reduction phenomena in unstressed syllables,
(c) voicing assimilation and final devoicing. Stress is marked by an acute accent on the vowel. The yers (abstract
high lax unrounded vowels) are represented as /i/ (front, IPA [1]) and /i/ (back, IPA [v]). The letters u (IPA [te]),
w (IPA [s]), oc (IPA [2]), w (IPA [ee]), and y (IPA [ts]) are traditionally rendered as ¢, s, Z, ¢, and c.
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Table 3: Second conjugation: carit/ ‘to reign’, kri¢at ‘to scream’, gorét/ ‘to burn’

singular-M(F/N) plural
pres | 1 |car--u kric-[7]-u gor--u car-i-m kric-i-m gor-i-m
2 | car-i-s kric-i-§ gor-i-§ car-i-te kric-i-te gor-i-te
3 | car-i-t kric-i-t gor-i-t car--at kric--at gor---at
past cardj-I(a/o) | kric{d-1(alo) | gorg-I(a/o) | cardi-I-i | kric4d-1-i | gor-g-I-i

Everyone agrees that the surface [a] is derived from underlying [e] (section 2.1)
Two ways of accounting for the replacement of the past-tense [e]/[a] by the present-tense [i]

Melvold 1990 (following Jakobson 1948): the thematic vowel [e] is deleted before the present-
tense suffix -i- by the general hiatus resolution rule, like in the first conjugation:

(2) a.  [[[gor-e]z-i]3-t]s — [[[gor-&]2-i]3-t]a — gorit ‘burn 3se’ vowel deletion
b.  [[[prig-nu]z-€]s-t]s — [[[prig-nu]2-€]3-t]a — prignet ‘will jump 3s¢’
Micklesen 1973, Coats and Lightner 1975, Itkin 2007:129-130: the second conjugation present-

tense suffix is null, and the thematic vowel [e] is changed to [i] in the present tense
Itkin argues for an underlying [j] as the representation of the 2™ conjugation thematic suffix

(3) a  [[[gor-e]-O]s-t]4 — [[[gor-i]2-D]3-t]a — gorit ‘burn zss’ vowel change
b.  [[[krik-€]>-D]s-t]s — [[[Kric-€]2-O]3-t]s4 — [[[kric-i]2-O]3-t]4 — kricit ‘scream zs’

This presentation:
»  independent evidence for a zero present-tense suffix
»  independent evidence for thematic vowel change
»  independent evidence for the raising ablaut from secondary imperfectives

Derived advantages of the raising ablaut:

»  the raising ablaut will prove to be useful elsewhere (secondary imperfective, actor
nominalization, the exceptional verb ssaz ‘to piss’)

»  the (non)default nature of transitive softening in the secondary imperfective of e-
and i-verbs will be explained

Theoretical advantage: if the second-conjugation present-tense [i] is due to ablaut, the second-
conjugation present-tense suffix is phonologically null, which means a typologically normal
zero present-tense suffix in one productive verb class

2.1. Velar softening and second-conjugation a-verbs
Palatalized velars turn into alveopalatals (Halle 1959, Lightner 1965, Plapp 1999, etc.), except

in nominal declension:

(4) a  ribdk ‘a fisher’ — ribacok ‘a fisher.nIM’, ribacit ‘to fish’

b.  sneg ‘snow’ — snezok ‘snow.DIM’, snezit/ ‘to snow’

C.  grex ‘sin’ — gresok ‘sin.DIM’, gresi¢ ‘to sin’
When a velar-final root is combined with the verbalizer -e-, the velar mutates, and the suffixal
vowel turns into [a]:

(5) second-conjugation verbalizer -e-
a.  -Vis- ‘hang’ + -e- — visit/visél ‘hang eres3scipast.ms’
b. -VizZg- ‘squeal’ + -e- — VZ'ZZVZ’Z‘/Vl'Zl ‘squeal PRES.3SG/PAST.MSG

The only exception to this generalization is the verb kisét ‘to swarm’
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Lightner 1967 also lists the verb obezmdatocet’ “to lose the queen bee’, but it belongs to the first conjugation (see
Appendix 1)

In the first-conjugation thematic suffix -e[j]- and in the elative suffix -¢js- the first vowel shows
the same behavior (see Appendix 2)

[a] verbs are underlyingly e-verbs

2.2. The derivation of the present-tense forms

Motivation for the morphologically triggered thematic vowel change: ablauts in the verbal root
and in the thematic suffix (Matushansky 2023):

(6) a  siadu/séla ‘sit down.PRES.1SG/PAST.FSG’ root ablaut
b.  roju/rila ‘dig.PRES.1SG/PAST.FSG’

(7) a  pisu (pis-j-u)/pisdla ‘write.PRES.1SG/PAST.FSG’ theme ablaut
b.  melii (mel-j-u)/moldla ‘grind.PRES.1SG/PAST.FSG’

If there is one (readjustment) rule changing the thematic vowel, there can be another one

Proposal: the thematic vowel [e] can undergo ablaut (raising) in the present tense

The second-conjugation present-tense suffix is then null
Two Russian verbs appear with a null present-tense suffix on anyone’s story:
Table 4: Singular present forms of the verbs jes# ‘to eat’ and dat’ ‘to give’

jest ‘to eat’ dat’ ‘to give’
present 1 jed-m — jem dad-m — da-m
2 jed-s — jes dad-§ — da-s
3 jed-t — jest dad-t — das-t

The deletion of the stem-final [d] before a sonorant is independently attested in the past tense,
and its transformation into [s], in the infinitive (and can be extended to the 2sg)
In the plural the thematic suffix is realized as [i] and the stem-final consonant is pronounced (see Appendix 4)

A null morpheme should preferably be the least specified (elsewhere) allomorph

The ablaut analysis of second-conjugation verbs makes the null present-tense suffix productive

A null present-tense morpheme is a cross-linguistic default

Further arguments in favor of a raising ablaut:
»  aproper analysis of transitive softening in secondary imperfectives
»  actor nominalizations and the exceptional verb ssat’ ‘to piss’
»  anew take on Russian conjugation classes

Starting point: transitive softening
3. TRANSITIVE SOFTENING AND THE SOURCE OF THE SECOND-CONJUGATION GLIDE
Transitive softening, a.k.a. iotation, or transitive palatalization (nepexoaHoe cmsrdenue), in

Slavic languages and in Russian in particular (Jakobson 1929, Meillet 1934, Kortlandt 1994,
Townsend and Janda 1996, inter alii; see Halle 1963, Lightner 1972, Coats and Lightner 1975,
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Bethin 1992, Brown 1998 and Rubach and Booij 2001 for generativist analyses) is the term
used for a special type of consonant mutation resulting from an underlying [CjV] cluster:

Table 5: Transitive softening

consonant transitive softening infinitive (-¢-) 1sg (-u-)
a. S, Z §, 7 pros-i-t/ ‘to beg’ pros-u ‘beg-1sG’
b. t, d [ vod-/-t/ ‘to lead’ voz-i ‘lead-1sG’
C. p,b,m, v pli bb, mb, v bub-/-t/ “to love’ bubl-i7 ‘love-1sG’
d. l,r,n b, ri, ni bel-/-t/ ‘to whiten, tr.” | bel-i/ ‘whiten-1sG’

The velars x, k and g turn into s, ¢, and z, respectively. They are not exemplified because in the
second conjugation they are subject to velar softening (before a front vowel), with the same
surface outcome for the consonant (cf. Table 3)

For occasional failure of transitive softening in derivation see Kapatsinski 2010, Slioussar and Kholodilova 2013,
Magomedova and Slioussar 2017a, b

3.1. Second-conjugation i-verbs and transitive softening

On the assumption that the second-conjugation present-tense suffix is null, the [Cj] cluster in
the 1sG arises as follows:

(8) [[[pros-i]i-u]2 _ )
. —— cycle 2: glide formation
[pros-j-u]2
i transitive softening and some more rules
[progi]

The same happens before the passive past participle (PPP) suffix -én-:

(9) a  kormiz ‘to feed’ — kérmllena ‘feed epp-rsc’
b.  gruzi¥ ‘to load” — gruzena ‘load pee-rsc’

And in the secondary imperfective:

The secondary imperfective suffix has three allomorphs: suffixes [iv] (underlyingly -iw-), [v] (underlyingly -w-)
and -@- (zero), all followed by the thematic suffix -a-/-aj- (-a-). [v] is not used with i-verbs (but see section
10.3.1)

(10) a.  kormit ‘to feed’ (11) a.  gruzit ‘to load’
b.  otkormi# ‘to fattenery’ b.  razgruzit ‘to offload rrv’
c.  otkarmliva# ‘to fatten jpry’ c.  razgrugas ‘to offload ey’

Second-conjugation verbal stems are vowel-final (end in [e] or [i]), giving rise to hiatus in the
secondary imperfective:

(12) [[[raz.gruz-i]i-a]-ti]s
" cycle 2: glide formation
[[raz.gruzj-a]z-ti]
1 transitive softening and some more rules
[razgruigati]

Default outcome for i-verbs: glide formation and subsequent transitive softening
There are 14 i-stems that do not undergo transitive softening in the secondary imperfective (section 10.3.2)

3.2. Second-conjugation e-verbs and transitive softening

In the 1sG of the present tense and in the PPP [e]-verbs must give rise to transitive softening:
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I have counted 7 e-verbs that can form PPPs and they all undergo transitive softening

(13) a.  obidela ‘offend pasr.esc’ e-verb
b.  obidit/obfEu ‘will offend sse/ise’
c.  obffena ‘offend pep.rse’

(14) a.  zakipéla ‘start boiling pasr.rsc’
b.  zakipit/zakipli ‘start boiling 3sc/1sc’

In the secondary imperfective e-verbs usually do not trigger transitive softening (section
10)

(15) a. Zak| at ‘start b01hng IMPV.INF’ default (23 roots)
b. Ob@%tf ‘offend ivev.ine’ non-default (5 roots)

The defaults are different where it comes to transitive softening in the secondary imperfective

[i]-verbs almost always trigger transitive softening in the secondary imperfective
[e]-verbs usually don’t

Why such a difference? And why is there no variation in the 1sg and in the PPP?
3.3. The raising ablaut as a stem-conditioned readjustment rule

Hypothesis: glide formation only happens from [i], [e] cannot turn into a glide (nor, hence, give
rise to transitive softening), pace Halle 1963, Lightner 1965, Flier 1972

Transitive softening is therefore not expected for e-verbs in environments where the raising
ablaut (yielding the e2i change) has not occurred

Proposal: the raising ablaut is obligatory with some suffixes and stem-triggered with others:
»  obligatory: in the present tense and in the PPP
»  stem-triggered: in the secondary imperfective, and with the suffixes -tel-/-tel-n-

Predictions: potential other environments of stem-triggered e2i change

Example (the zero allomorph):

(16) [[[[[obid-e]2-D imprv]3-a]a-l]s offend.IMPFV.PAST.MSG
i

RAISING ABLAUT (E21)
[[[[[obid-i]2- @ wprv]s-a]s-1]5
-

[[obidj-a]4-1]s

GLIDE FORMATION

CJ

TRANSITIVE SOFTENING

obizal
If the e2i change has not occurred, transitive softening does not happen (see section 10)
4.  INTERMEDIATE SUMMARY

Proposal: second-conjugation e-verbs undergo a raising ablaut (yielding the e2i change)
Subsidiary proposal: the e2i change is obligatory in some environments and stem-triggered, in
others

The combination of these assumptions can explain:
»  obligatory and optional transitive softening with some suffixes
»  the (non-)default nature of transitive softening in secondary imperfectives derived
from second-conjugation verbs
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Empirically, for second-conjugation e-verbs we can explain:

a.  their present tense: the present-tense suffix is zero, obligatory [i] before the vocalic
1saG suffix (-u-) yields transitive softening

b.  their PPPs: obligatory [i] before the PPP suffix -en- yields transitive softening

c.  their secondary imperfectives: stem-triggered [i] before the vowel introduced by
the secondary imperfective suffix yields transitive softening

Supporting facts:
»  ssat/ ‘to piss’ as independent motivation for the raising ablaut in the present tense
»  agentive nominalization as evidence for [—past] as the trigger
»  other environments for stem-triggered raising ablaut
»  the secondary imperfective of non-raised e-verbs

Main result: the raising ablaut can explain patterns

The alternative (vowel deletion) can explain what happens in the present of e-verbs but not in
the secondary imperfective or in PPPs (no (variation in) transitive softening predicted)

5. INDEPENDENT EVIDENCE FOR A NON-E2I RAISING ABLAUT
The exceptional verb ssat’ ‘to piss’ supports a raising ablaut that is not e2i and by extension a

null present-tense suffix:

Unique pattern: with [i] in the present tense (the same for its dialectal variant scat):
This verb can also be conjugated in another class, with the thematic vowel deleted before the present-tense suffix
(like in the verb sosdt’ ‘to suck”)

Table 6: Special verb ssd# ‘to piss’

singular.M (F/N) plural
present 1 Ss-u §S-i-m
2 SS-1-§ ss-i-te
3 SS-i-t ss-u-t
past ss-a-1 (a/o) ss-a-1-i

Proposal: underlying [a] (be it a thematic suffix or part of the root) and the same raising ablaut
as postulated above: the [+back][-round] [i] and [a] differ only in the feature [o high]

I’m not aware of any prior attempts to account for this verb
The deletion hypothesis can assimilate ssa#’ ‘to piss’ to the two second-conjugation verbs with [i]/[a] alternation
(gnav ‘to chase’, spat’ ‘to sleep’) and stipulate that this root forces the backing of the tense suffix

The raising ablaut can account for several exceptional verbs

For the heteroclite verb xotét’ ‘to want’ see Appendix 4
6.  AGENTIVE NOMINALIZATION AND THE DIRECTION OF THE RAISING ABLAUT

Evidence that the past-tense stem is more basic: secondary imperfectives (stem vowel tensing
targets the past-tense root) and agentive nouns

6.1. Agentive nominalization as evidence for the underlying [e]

The agentive (actor) suffix -ze/- always attaches to the past-tense thematic stem:
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(17) a.  vladéet presase/vladél past.vse ‘own’ — vladétel ‘owner’ -gj-/-e-, | conj
. Citaét pres.3sc/Citdl past.mse ‘Tead’ — citatell ‘reader’ -aj-/-a-, | conj

C.  SOSet pres.3se/PiSdl past.msc “Write” — pisdtel/ “writer’ -j-I-a-, | conj

d.  Lubit pres3se/lubil pastvse ‘love’” — lubitel’ ‘amateur’ -i-/-i-, 11 conj

(17c) shows that the base for the suffix -ze/- is the stem

Non-i verbs of the second conjugation fall into two classes:
(1) palatal verbs: the suffixal vowel [e] changes into [a] if the stem ends in a (derived)
palatal ([¢], [3], [z], or [§¢]), see Appendix 1
(i) non-palatal verbs: the suffixal vowel remains [e]

Agentive nouns formed from palatal a-verbs surface with [a]:
The suffix is non-productive with the thematic suffix -e- (for both conjugations). Dictionary forms are indicated
with S, novel ones, with N

(18) a. dérflVderédl ‘hold pres.3sc/pasT.Msc’ — Sder telf ‘holder’
b.  disit/disdl ‘breathe presascirastivse’ — "disldltelinica vaginoj ‘vagina breather’
C.  zvucit/zvucdl ‘sound eres 3seieastise’ — Nobertonnyj zvuddtel’ ‘obertone sounder’

Further support for the underlying [e]: suppose the underlying representation was [i]. Then the
ablaut to [e] with the suffix -ze/- would have to happen only to palatal-final verbs

This would be counterintuitive, so the past-tense stem (the e-stem) must be underlying
6.2. Agentive nominalization as evidence for the raising ablaut

Agentive nouns formed from e-verbs of the second conjugation surface with [e] or [i]:

(19) a. Smotrtelf ‘custodian’ «— smotrit/smotrél ‘look (after) PRES.3SG/PAST.MSG
b. pOVEItelj ‘sovereign ru_ler’ «— pOVEIZ’t/pOVEIéI ‘enjoin PRES.35G/PAST.MSG
C. Zrtelf' ‘spectator’ <« zrit/zrel ‘behold pres 3sc/PasT.MsG’

(20) Svidtelf ‘witness’ (cf. videt’ ‘to see’, SVidetisia ‘to see each other again’)

Second-conjugation e-verbs differ from first-conjugation e-verbs, which never derive agentive
nouns with [i]:

Two caveats: (1) since the suffix -e- generally derives stative verbs, the paucity of -zel- nouns may be semantically
motivated, and (2) it is an open question whether the underlying representation of the suffix in (17a) is -ej- or -e-

(21) a. vladéet pREs_3SG/VIadé| pAST.MSG - OWn’ — vladérel/ ‘owner’
b.  radéet pres3se/radél past.vse ‘care for’ — radétel’ ‘caregiver (arch.)’
C. vescaet pres.aselvescal pastvse ‘broadcast’ — vescatel ‘broadcaster’

Only verbs that are subject to the raising ablaut in the present tense can undergo it in agentive
nominalization:

(22) a.  gontel ‘oppressor’ : gonit/gnal ‘chase sres 3se/pastmse’ -ali-, Il conj
b. dvr: telf ‘mover’:; dVl'éeUdVl'gal ‘MOVE pRES.35G/PAST.MSG -ali-, | conj
C. SkaZtelf ‘StOI'thHCI": skazetiskazdl ‘tell PRES.3SG/PAST.MSG -ali-, | conj

Some additional discussion of non-deverbal -ze/- nouns can be found in Appendix 3
6.3. Another summary

Agentive nominalizations from e-verbs argue that the vowel [e] is underlying
They also provide another environment for stem-triggered e2i change
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7.  THE RAISING ABLAUT IN DERIVED ENVIRONMENTS
7.1. Transitive softening (TS) write-verbs

Ca. 60 Russian first-conjugation verbs surface with the thematic suffix -a- in the past tense and
undergo transitive softening in the present tense:
The first-conjugation present-tense suffix is rendered as -/o- following Lightner 1965, it turns into [e] in unstressed
syllables. The opposite underlying representation ([e] backed in stressed syllables) has also been proposed
(23) root -pis- ‘write’
a.  v-pis- a |- a = vpisala ‘wrote inrsc’
In write TH PAST FSG
b.  v-pis- j- Jo- t = vsoset ‘will write in 3sg’
in write TH PRES 3SG

Where does the present-tense [j] come from?

Bethin 1992:285: a readjustment rule for a-suffixed verbs by which the /a/ is replaced by /i/ in
the present tense

Matushansky 2023: transitive softening verbs involve an independently attested fronting ablaut
(a2e):

(24) [[[pis-a]i-io]2 -t]s a2e glide formation (to be adjusted)
i cycle 2: FRONT ABLAUT
[[[pis-e]1-io]2 -t]s

[[[pis-j]-io]2 -t]s

g

cycle 2: glide formation (problematic!)

I cycle 2: transitive softening

[[[pis]s-io]2 -t]3
i post-cyclic: ['o] — [e] in unstressed syllables
[soset]

Matushansky 2023: e-verbs argue that [e] can turn into a glide in Russian

And I have always felt that this is a stretch. So...
adjusted here: e-verbs undergo raising ablaut in the present tense

The front ablaut (characterizing write-verbs) feeds the raising ablaut, yielding [i]:

(25) [[[pis-a]i-io]2 -t]s a2e2i glide formation

i cycle 2: FRONT ABLAUT

[[[pis-e]i-io]2 -t]3
I cycle 2: RAISING ABLAUT

[[[pis-e]1-io]2 -t]3
i cycle 2: glide formation

[[[pis-j]1-i0]2 -t]3
I cycle 2: transitive softening

[[[pi§]i-io]2 -t]s
i

[pisa]
For write-verbs the front ablaut only occurs in the present-tense paradigm:
»  no transitive softening in the secondary imperfective

»  no transitive softening in agentive nominalization
»  no transitive softening in the PPP

post-cyclic: ['o] — [e] in unstressed syllables
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Some vowel change must be postulated in write-verbs

Appealing to the e2i ablaut makes this change minimal
The thematic ablaut in write-verbs ([a] in the past, [i] in the present) requires [+past]

7.2. Exceptional second-conjugation a-verbs
Two exceptional verbs (gnat’ ‘to chase’, spat’ ‘to sleep’) appear with the thematic suffix -a- in

the past and with the second-conjugation [i] in the present:

(26) a.  gonit/gnal ‘chase eresascirastmse’
b. spit/spal ‘sleep pres3scirast.msc’

Proposal: their thematic suffix is also subject to the front ablaut:

(27) [[[gon-a]i-D]2 -t]3 a2e glide formation (to be adjusted)
i cycle 2: FRONT ABLAUT
[[[gon-e]1-0]2 -t]3
I cycle 2: RAISING ABLAUT
[gonit]
Indirect support: secondary imperfectives of these verbs:
(28) a.  dogonvit ‘to finish chasing ivery’ transitive softening, like (15b)
b.  dosipdt ‘to finish sleeping iery’ no transitive softening, like (15a)

Unlike in the present, in the secondary imperfective the raising ablaut is stem-triggered (section
3.3), so -gun- triggers it, while -sup- doesn’t

Itkin 2012: the verb miaiikat’ ‘to meow’, as well as a few others on [-ukati], follow the second-
conjugation pattern in the present tense

8. STEM-TRIGGERED RAISING ABLAUT IN THE FIRST CONJUGATION

First-conjugation verbs appearing with the thematic suffix [€] in the past normally surface with
the allomorph [ej] in the present:
I depart here from the standard transliteration and indicate the glide

(29) a.  krasngjet/krasnél ‘be/become red pres 3seipastmse’
b. za IZalél “pity pres3sclpast.msc’

Two first- conjugation e-verbs have transitive softening in the secondary imperfective:

(30) a razgovigjeltsia/razgovélsia ‘break fast rur 3se/past.mss’ — razgo@dtfsfa
vizdoroviejet/vizdorovel ‘recover/heal rursscipastmss’ — Véizdordyvlivat/

These facts can be regarded as evidence for treating this suffix as underlyingly -e- with Garde
1972 and Itkin 2007 (pace Jakobson 1948, Lightner 1965, Melvold 1990, etc.)

But they are also compatible with its underlying representation as -e/-, with some additional assumptions

And two first-conjugation verbs with transitive softening in the present may surface with [e] in
the past (Thelin 1973:96 mentions only (31b)):

(31) a.  sviscet/svistél ‘whistle pres 3scirast.mse” (formerly from svistdl)
b. bléscet/blestél ‘shine PRES.3SG/PAST.MSG (aISO from b||Std|)

The past-tense forms indicate the thematic suffix -e- while the present-tense forms necessitate
glide-formation (and hence e2i change)
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The first-conjugation suffix -e- can trigger glide insertion or (exceptionally) be raised

This pattern (first-conjugation e-verbs triggering transitive softening in the present) is not attested elsewhere, this
is not analogy to an existing verb group. The pattern in (30), on the other hand, is old

9. RAISING ABLAUT: CONCLUSION AND FURTHER QUESTIONS

Theoretical (implementational) outcome:

»  the fronting ablaut (a2e) targeting write-verbs (Matushansky 2023): stem-triggered
in the present tense

»  the raising ablaut (yielding e2i):

in the second conjugation:
obligatory in the present tense and in PPPs
stem-triggered in the secondary imperfective and in agentive nominalization

in the first conjugation: stem-triggered
in the present tense (2 verbs)
in the secondary imperfective (2 verbs)

»  productive (rather than exceptional) zero present-tense suffix

Evidence for the raising ablaut comes from several sources:
»  second-conjugation e-verbs: present tense, PPPs, occasionally agentive nouns and
secondary imperfectives
»  the exceptional verb ssat’ ‘to piss’
»  first conjugation: two e-verbs in the present and two, in the secondary imperfective

Postulating the raising ablaut renders several facts more systematic:
> exceptionality of transitive softening in the secondary imperfectives of e-verbs
»  independently motivated null present-tense inflection in a productive verb class
»  the derivation of write-verbs

General idea: if a morphologically triggered vowel-change process already exists, why not
use it?

Unexpected: why do all a2e verbs undergo e2i if the raising ablaut is otherwise exceptional
in the first conjugation?

Leftovers: non-TS secondary imperfectives
10. OPEN: SECONDARY IMPERFECTIVES WITHOUT TRANSITIVE SOFTENING

Five e-verbs trigger transitive softening:

(32) a pOSidéﬂ/pOSl@ivaﬂ ‘to sit for a bit prviimpPryv’ TS, [iv] allomorph (4 roots)
b.  obidet/obifit ‘to offend prviivpry’ TS, @ allomorph (1 root)

Five a-verbs may be regarded either way:

(33) pobojdtisialpobdivatisia ‘to fear prviveryv’ unclear, [iv] allomorph (5 roots)

Most e-verbs do not trigger transitive softening. What do they do?

(34) a.  poveléripovelevar ‘to command/rule prvivpry’ e, [v] allomorph (3 roots)
b. pogladétipogliadivat “to take a glance prvimpry’ no TS, [iv] allomorph (17 roots)

C. dogorér/dogorat ‘to finish burning prvimpry’ no TS, @ allomorph (3 roots)
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The remainder do not form secondary imperfectives at all
10.1. Secondary imperfective allomorphy

The -iw- allomorph is the only productive one in Russian. It is pre-accenting
The -w- and -@- allomorphs are post-accenting

Matushansky 2009: the same underlying representation (-iz-) and a cyclicity-based account: the
realization as -iw- vs. @/[v] is determined by whether the prefix-root combination is lexically
marked as cyclic or post-cyclic

See Tatevosov 2013:65-72 for arguments that undermine this proposal; Sadler, Spencer and Zaretskaya 1997:193
point out that secondary imperfectives derived from i-verbs by the zero allomorph do not form action nominals

Our story does not depend on this part of the analysis. We only care about the fact that both the
[iv] and the zero allomorph (followed by the thematic suffix -a-) are vocalic

10.1.1. The -w- allomorph (underlyingly [v])

Flier 1972, Feinberg 1980: an allophonic variant of the zero allomorph in intervocalic positions

Vocalic athematic verb stems can only use the -w- allomorph:
And also three a-verbs with C-stems: dat/davadt’ ‘to give prvampry’ (root -daf[d]-), znas/znavat’ ‘to know prvivery’
(root -zna[j]-), staz/-stavat’ ‘to become pryimpry’ (root -sta[n]-), where -w- takes the TS theme (-a-/-i-)

(35) a.  razdut/razdupr “to blow up prvampry” (root -dufj]-)

b.  dognit/dogniyat ‘to finish rotting prvimpry” (root -gnifj]-)

C.  sogrév/sogreMat ‘to warm up prvivery” (oot -gre[j]-)
Roots in -a[j]- (e.g., ottdjat/ottajivat’ ‘to thaw out prvimpey’) Tequire a thematic suffix (generally [a], one exception
otdrditi/ordrdivat’ ‘to scrub off prvaimeev’) and hence the secondary imperfective in -iw-

Except for three roots ending in [e]] (Levin 1977:240):

(36) a.  zaséjatizaseMat (also zasédiviat) “to seed prvimpry’ (root -se[j]-) _ “W-/-iw-
b.  zatéjarizateMar (also zatéiviar)) ‘to undertake prvivpry” (root -te[j]-) -W-/-iw-
C.  vavéjativzveMar ‘to stream upwards prvivery” (root -ve[j]-) -W-

Compare to other roots ending in [ej]:

(37) posmejdtfsfa/posmé@atfsfa ‘to laugh a bitprviivery” (root -smefj]-) -iw-

Non-vocalic athematic verb stems take the zero allomorph, clearly supporting Feinberg’s
and Flier’s position

With athematic verbs -w- appears after vocalic roots and zero after consonantal ones

With first-conjugation e-verbs -w- is obligatory (two exceptions: (30)):
(38) Ovladét//ovladeMdﬂ ‘to gain possession prviimpry’ (oot -vlad-, theme -e[j]-)
Second-conjugation i-verbs do not take the -w- allomorph

The choice between the -w- allomorph and the zero allomorph is only mostly phonological

But fully deterministic (very few exceptions)

General view: the -w- allomorph is an allophonic variant of the zero allomorph: it is obligatory
with first-conjugation e-verbs and with vocalic roots
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Roots in -a[j]- (e.g., ottdjat/ottajivat’ ‘to thaw out prvimpey’) Tequire a thematic suffix (generally [a], one exception
otdrditi/ordrdivat’ ‘to scrub off prvimeev’) and hence the secondary imperfective in -iw-

Flier 1972, Coats 1974, Worth 1978, Swan 2015, etc.: the final [j] in such verbs is underlying
and alternates with [v] in secondary imperfectives

»  the -w- allomorph is not expected with second-conjugation e-verbs (there cannot
be an underlying glide there)

»  the -iw- allomorph would be expected to also be preceded by [v] when combined
with first-conjugation e-verbs and vocalic roots

Gladney 2013:634: [v] is hiatus-filling
»  the zero allomorph is not expected with e-verbs (the hiatus should be filled)

»  the -iw- allomorph would be expected to also be preceded by [v] when combined
with first-conjugation e-verbs and vocalic roots

Matushansky 2009: the underlying -iz- (the back yer) turns into a glide intervocalically (with
some additional constraints)

>  Both options are not expected to be available simultaneously!

Reiterating the facts:
»  non-complementary distribution of -w- and -@- allomorphs is attested only with e-
verbs
»  the -w- allomorph is the default with first-conjugation e-verbs
»  with second-conjugation e-verbs the -iw- allomorph is the default (17 roots), while
the -w- allomorph and the -@- allomorph have the same frequency (3 roots each)

10.1.2. The -iw- allomorph

The choice between the [iv] vs. @/[v] allomorphs cannot be attributed to any of the self-evident
factors (Harrington 1967): the same stem can combine with either in function of the prefix, the
prefix does not determine the choice, nor does compositionality (though the -iw- allomorph is
more frequent and hence more likely to appear with semantically transparent prefixed verbs).

The same prefix-root combination may give rise to both options with different meanings
Hypothesis: while the TS suffix -a-/-i- cannot be distinguished from the non-TS -a- suffix on the surface, the
secondary imperfective form distinguishes them: -iw- corresponds to one (-a-), and -w-, to the other (-a-/-i-)

(39) a.  razvéjarirazvevar ‘to blow about prvimpry” (root -ve[j]-) -W-
b.  razvéjatirazvéivat ‘to scatter prvivpry’ (root -ve[j]-) -iw-

The zero or the -w- allomorph is not found with a-stems
Exceptions: three -a-/-i- verbs (Levin 1977:240): naklikatinaklikd# ‘to bring upon oneself (a disaster) prvimpry’,
razrézavirazrezat’ ‘to cut up prvamery’ (also allows -iv-), and rassipatirassipdt’ ‘to spill prvivpeey’

The -iw- allomorph is not found with athematic stems

The choice between the -iw- and -iw-/-0- allomorphs is stem-dependent and has nothing to
do with transitive softening

10.2. Second-conjugation e-verbs with no TS in the secondary imperfective

If the choice between the -w- allomorph and the zero allomorph is determined by the root (for
athematic verbs) or by the thematic suffix (-w- for the first-conjugation -e-, -@g- for -i-), why
do second-conjugation e-verbs allow both?
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Only one root in (40), (40c), has more than one derivative: obozréz/obozrevar ‘to survey’, podozrevdar ‘to suspect’
(no base perfective), prizrégiprizrevat ‘to support by charity’, prozrés/prozrevat ‘to recover one’s sight’, and one
with a non-[v] secondary imperfective: prezrétiprezirdt ‘to despise’

(40) a.  zret/ ‘to behold’ (prozrétiprozrevat ‘to recover one’s sight prvivpry’) 3 e-roots: -w-
. velér ‘to order’ (povelétipovelevat ‘to command/rule prvivpry’)
c.  terpév ‘to tolerate’ (preterpevar ‘to suffer impryv’)

(41) zakipétizakipat ‘to come to boil prviimpry’ 3 e-roots: -&-
letes/ (letar) “to fly prvvprv’

c.  dogoréridogordt ‘to finish burning prvivery’

What is the rule and what is the exception?
The full list of 14 non-TS i-verbs like those in (41) contains both transitive and intransitive verbs

o

10.2.1. e-verbs with the -iw- allomorph

Assuming that [j] can only arise from [i], we do not expect transitive softening

Setting aside (for the sake of simplicity) the choice between the -iw- vs. @ allomorphs in (32),
suppose -iw- is the underlying representation (17 roots):

(42)  [[[[po.gliad-e]2-iw imprv]z-a-1]a take a glance.IMPFV.PAST.MSG
L1 VOWEL DELETION
pogliadival

This is the most productive pattern, as expected from the combination of the most productive
secondary imperfective allomorph and the underlying representation

4 roots are assumed to be subject to ablaut: the thematic vowel changes to [i], and the resulting
[i] turns into [j] before the vowel of the secondary imperfective suffix:

(43)  [[[[po.sid-e]2-iw imprv]z-a-l]4 sit for a bit.IMPFV.PAST.MSG
41 ABLAUT
[[[[pO.Sid-i]z-iW ||v|PFv]3-a-|]4
41 TRANSITIVE SOFTENING
posizival

While in unstressed syllables the difference between [e] and [i] is neutralized, the suffix in (43)
is known to be -iw- because of the stress pattern: this allomorph is pre-accenting

10.2.2. e-verbs with the zero allomorph

Usual take: the underlying representation of the secondary imperfective is -@-, the vowel [a] is
its thematic suffix

The choice for the zero allomorph is a property of the stem (see Matushansky 2009)

The vowel cluster resulting from the verbal thematic vowel and the thematic vowel [a] of the
zero secondary imperfective suffix is resolved by Jakobson’s vowel deletion rule:

(44)  [[[[do.gor-e]2-@ ivprv]z-a-1]a finish burning.IMPFV.PAST.MSG
L1 VOWEL DELETION
dogoral

The zero allomorph is selected by 3 otherwise regular roots
And one more root not only selects the zero allomorph but also undergoes ablaut:

(45) [[[[obid-e]2-@ imprv]s-a-1]4 offend.IMPFV.PAST.MSG
L1 ABLAUT
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[[[[ obid-i]2- @ imprv]s-a-1]a
I TRANSITIVE SOFTENING
obizal
The [v] allomorph in (34c) is not accounted for

10.2.3. Intermediate conclusions

The behavior of e-verbs with respect to transitive softening can be explained by the assumption
that the thematic suffix [e] can sometimes be raised to [i]

This is a rare and lexically determined process that is also attested for first-conjugation e-verbs
Problem for all accounts: the existence of both (34a) and (34c) is unexpected

Possible intuition: normally [e] would trigger glide-insertion, but if it fails, [e] is deleted before
the following vowel

»  Why would glide-insertion fail?

»  Why doesn’t [e] trigger palatalization before being deleted?

As a matter of fact, the first-conjugation present-tense suffix -/o- (or -¢é-) also fails to trigger
palatalization when deleted before the 1sg -u-

The optimal solution would also account for the exceptional -w- allomorph with five i-verbs
and for the 14 exceptional i-verbs without transitive softening in the secondary imperfective,
but we are not there yet

This statistic seems to suggest that in the second conjugation the -w- is an exception
10.3. Supplementary puzzle: non-TS i-verbs

A small number of i-verbs do not exhibit transitive softening in the secondary imperfective
Three types of exceptions, like with e-verbs:

(46) a.  zaxvatitizaxvdtivat’ ‘to conquer prviIMPFY’ -iw-
b.  otrubit/otruba# ‘to chop off” prviivpry’ -0-
c.  zatmivizatmevar ‘to eclipse prvivpry’ -w- + thematic -e-

The last option, (46c¢), is unexpected (attested for 5 roots, with some regularization)

10.3.1. Unexpected [e] secondary imperfectives with i-verbs

Second-conjugation i-verbs do not take the -w- allomorph of the secondary imperfective
The five exceptions all surface with [e] in the secondary imperfective:

(47) a.  zatmivizatmevar ‘to eclipse prvimvpry’ i-roots with Sl in [ev]
. prodlit/prodlevat’ ‘to extend prvimvpery’ (also prodliat)
c.  rastliz/rastlevar ‘to deprave prvimvpry’
d.  upokditiupokoevat’ ‘to lay to final rest prvivery” (all from Zaliznjak 1980)
e.  upoitlupoevar (also updivatl) ‘to enrapture prvaimery’ (from Levin 1977:240)

The authoritative 1980 edition of Russian Grammar (Svedova 1980-1:349) suggests that the
surface e in these verbs is used conventionally and conceals an underlying [i] (Russian vowel
neutralization does not allow one to distinguish the two phonemes in unstressed syllables).

Support: one more verb showing up with an unexpected [e] in the secondary imperfective,
zastriat/zastrevar ‘to get stuck’, has an underlying [ia] (from an n-verb, Dal' 1863-1866 (2001)
gives the dialectal variant zastrér)), which would also neutralize with [i].
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If so, we have the same issue for i-verbs as for e-verbs: how come both @ and [v] allomorphs
are possible?

For the synchronically unpaired verbs namerevatisia ‘to intend’, nedoumevaz ‘to puzzle (over)’, oburevat’ ‘to
overwhelm’, and uvescevat ‘to admonish’ it is impossible to determine what a primary imperfective is

Otherwise the question arises where the surface [e] comes from

10.3.2. i-verbs with no transitive softening in the secondary imperfective

In addition to the exceptional e-verbs in (34) there are 14 i-verbs with no transitive softening
in the secondary imperfective

6 verbs that have the zero allomorph only, for non-motion verbs the a-imperfective stem is a
bound one (available only with a prefix):

(48) a.  -kup-: kup:t/ (-kupdjut) ‘to buy’

-niz-: -nzit/ (-nzdjut) ‘to pierce’

-rub-: rubzt/ (-rubdjut) ‘to chop’

-log-: -lozit/ (-lagdjut) ‘to put’ (with a suppletive imperfective for some prefixes)
-pusk-: pustit/ (puskdjut) ‘to let” (with stem allomorphy)

-stup-: stupit/ (stupajut) ‘to step’ (underived forms both a bit archaic/formal)

For 8 more unprefixed perfectives the existence of the -#v- secondary imperfective coincides
with the availability of an unprefixed imperfective counterpart with pluractional meaning
(indicated by +)

For four motion verbs i-stems are perfective, while aj-stems are pluractional:

—~oo0T

(49) a.  brosit/ ‘to throw’ brosdjut ‘they throw+’ -brdsivatr
b.  katit/ ‘to roll’ katdjut ‘they roll+’ -kdtivat/
C.  tasciv ‘to pull’ taskajut ‘they pull+’ -taskivajut
d.  -xvatit ‘to grab’ xvatdjut ‘they grab+’ -Xvdtivajut

One bound motion root with ablaut and the uncharacteristic transitive softening theme -a/j- in
the pluractional stem:
(50) -skok- ‘jump’
-skocit’ ‘to jump’ skacut ‘they jump+, inf: skakdt” -skak-iv-aj-ut
Three bound roots that (a) have non-bound unprefixed imperfective counterparts in -aj-, (b)

for some prefix-stem combinations also have transitive softening in secondary imperfectives
uniformly formed with the @ allomorph, (c) are not motion verbs:

(51) -glot- ‘swallow’

a.  poglotit ‘to absorb’ pogloscat’ TS

b.  progloti# ‘to swallow’ progldtivat/ no TS
(52) -kus- ‘bite’

a.  Vkusi# ‘to partake’ vkusat TS

b.  iskusi¥ ‘to tempt’ iskusat TS

c.  zakusi# ‘to eat an appetizer’ zakusivat/ no TS
(53) -lom- ‘break’

a.  prelomi# ‘to refract’ prelomlat TS

b.  prolomi# ‘to break through’ prolamivat/ no TS

Suggestions that these are not true aspectual pairs and the a-variants are not derived from the
i-variants can be found in Gribanova 2013 and Tatevosov 2013, but this approach cannot
account for the lack of transitive softening in -iw- secondary imperfectives for, e.g., za-xvat-i-
tlza-xvat-iv-a-v’ ‘to conquer’.
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10.4. Sketch of a proposal
Sometimes the final [i] and [e] of the verbal stem is occasionally part of the root rather than a
thematic suffix

The same mechanism is then activated as the one that requires glide-insertion with athematic
verbs in section 10.1.1, and we end up with [eva] and [iva] secondary imperfectives

Otherwise the thematic -i- in second-conjugation verbs turns into a glide, and the thematic -e- is
deleted before another vowel

The deleted -e- does not palatalize the stem-final consonant because maybe it never does

Open question: i-verbs with no transitive softening

Appendix 1 VELAR PALATALIZATION AND [A] FORMATION

Palatalized velars turn into alveopalatals (Halle 1959, Lightner 1965, Plapp 1999, etc.):

(54) a.  ribdk ‘a fisher’ — ribacit’ ‘to fish’
b.  grex ‘sin’ — gresit’ ‘to sin’

Both thematic suffixes surfacing as [e] in the past tense (both the first-conjugation -e[j]- and
the second-conjugation -e-/-i-) turn into [a] if the stems ends in a palatal [¢], [§], [Z], or [S¢]:
The behavior of the first-conjugation verbalizer -e[j]- is mixed: when combining with a stem ending in a velar, it
changes the velar into a palatal and changes into [a]. However, when the palatal is underlying (and presumably
non-palatalized), e.g., with the root -svez- ‘fresh’, or with phrasal bases (e.g., obezdénezet’ ‘to become penniless’),
no change occurs. Lightner 1965:70-73 discusses the former case as the default and Lightner 1967, the latter.

(55) first-conjugation verbalizer -e[j]-

a.  -krasn- ‘red’ + -e- — krasnéet/krasnél ‘be/become red pres 3sc/past.vsc’

b.  -niscé- ‘beggarly’ + -e- — niscldet/nisdd|l ‘become a beggar pres 3scipastmsc’
(56) second-conjugation verbalizer -e-

a. -VIS- ‘hang’ + -e- — visitlvisél ‘hang PRES.3SG/PAST.MSG

b.  -vizg- ‘squeal’ + -e- — vizZit/vizZ[d| ‘squeal pres3scirast.msc’

The same process characterizes the elative suffix -¢js-:

.....

(57) a.  -krasn- ‘red’ + -gj5- — krasngis]y ‘the reddest’
d

b.  -gorik- ‘bitter’ + -ejs- — gorddjjsij ‘the bitterest’

The only second-conjugation exception to this generalization is the verb kisét ‘to swarm’
Lightner 1967 also lists the verb obezmdtocet’ ‘to lose the beehive’s queen’, but it belongs to the first conjugation

Transitive softening in [a]-verbs transitive softening is indistinguishable from velar softening,
so in the present tense and in the PPP they add nothing:

(58) a.  zamolcdla “fall silent past.rsc’ a-verb
b.  zamolcitIzamolcu “will fall silent zse/1s6’
c.  zamolcana ‘kept silentpep.rsc’

In the secondary imperfective (12 verbal roots) they show no transitive softening, supporting
the intuition that a deleted [e] does not trigger palatalization

Appendix 2 NON-UNIFORMITY OF E2A AFTER PALATALSP

The verbalizing suffix -e/- is deadjectival and sometimes denominal (or de-PP)
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It surfaces as [e] before consonants and as [ej] before vowels, hence the suggested underlying
representation (which also allows it to be distinguished from the second-conjugation -e-)

The vowel of the first-conjugation thematic suffix -e- turns into [a] after a palatal that stems
from a palatalized velar:
I know of one exception: the verb ploxé# ‘to take a turn to the worse’

(59) first-conjugation verbalizer -e-
a. -krasn- ‘red’ + -e- — krasnéet/krasnél ‘be/become red(der) pres 3se/rast.msc’
b.  -dik- ‘wild’ + -e- — dicdet/dical ‘be/become wild(er) pres.3sc/past.msc’

However, the surface-non-palatalized palatals [$] and [Z] that do not correspond to palatalized
velars do not trigger the e2a change:

(60) a.  -svez- ‘fresh’ — svezéet/svezél ‘be/become fresh(er) pres 3soipast.mse’
-xoros- ‘good, lovely’ — xoroséet/xorosél ‘be/become lovely(er) rres.3scipast.msc’

If the base stem ends in the (surface-palatalized) palatal [$¢], the e2a change is obligatory:

(61) a.  -to§c- ‘emaciated” — tosddet/toscdl ‘become emaciated pres 3sc/past mse’
b.  -nis¢- ‘beggarly’ — niscldet/niscldl ‘become a beggar pres 3se/past.mss’

These facts suggest that the palatal needs to be palatalized for the change to happen
In addition, when the base is complex, the e2a change does not occur:

(62) a.  dém/gi ‘money’ — obezdénezeet/obezdénezel ‘become penniless pres.3sa/past.mse’
b.  madtka ‘queen bee” — obezmdrocet’ ‘to lose the queen bee pres.3seipast.mse’
C.  MOX ‘moss’ — {obo/za}mséetl{fobo/za}msél ‘become MOSSY pres.3sc/pasT. MG

The e2a change is therefore conditional on both phonology and structure
Lightner 1965:70-73 treats the e2a change as the default for the suffix -e- and Lightner 1967, its absence.

The e2a change also characterizes the elative suffix -¢js-:

.....

(63) a.  -krasn- ‘red’ + -gjs5- — krasngis,y ‘the reddest’
d

b.  -gorik- ‘bitter’ + -ejs- — gorddjjsij ‘the bitterest’

No exceptions to be found in Zaliznjak 1980, but attested cases of derivation from stems ending
in a palatal undergo the e2a change (unlike with the verbalizer -e~), but not always:
(64) a.  -riz- ‘red-haired’ — rizdajsijlrizéjsij ‘the most red-haired’, rizét’ “to turn reddish’

b.  -svez- ‘fresh’ — svezdjsij ‘the freshest’, svezér ‘to be/become fresh(er)’

Structurally elative formation does not involve a category change
Appendix 3 NON-DEVERBAL -TEL/-

One of the two second-conjugation verbs that surface with [a] in the past tense goes the same
way (the other does not form an agentive noun):

(65) a. go’_nit/gnal ‘chase pres 3s6/past.Mse’ — gontelj ‘oppressor’
b.  spit/spal ‘sleep pres3scipast.msc’

An informal check for neologisms shows that both options are possible (albeit marginally):
Morris Halle would have pointed out that Aleksei Kruchenykh has created the neologism zuditel/ (from zudét ‘to
itch’), yet it has not caught up at all

(66) a. ‘terpiteli*’terpétel ‘sufferer’

b.  ’vertiteli/"vertétel ‘turner’
c.  ’duditel/’dudétel ‘wind instrument player’


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aleksei_Kruchyonykh
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Itkin 2007:168 points out that thematic vowels can change unpredictably, including cases of
athematic verbs surfacing with the thematic vowel i: spasitel ‘Savior’ from the athematic verb
spast/ ‘to save’ (imperfective spasar, cf. spasdtel/ ‘rescuer’).

First, -tel’- derivation from athematic verbs is completely unpredictable, the other two cases are
the infinitive-based bliustitel/ ‘protector’ (from blusti ‘to safeguard’) and rastitelnij ‘vegetal’
(from rast/ ‘to grow’).

Secondly, there is evidence that derivation in [iteli] may be non-deverbal:

(67) a.  pokrovitel ‘protector’: *krovit, cf. krit/ (1sQ: kroju) ‘to cover’ @ class
b.  dvizitel/ ‘mover’: *dvizit, cf. dvigat’ (-a-/-i-) ‘to move’ -ali- class
c.  skazitel ‘storyteller’: *skazit/, cf. skazat’ (-a-/-i-) ‘to tell’ -afi- class
d.  revnitel’ ‘zealot’: *revniv, cf. revnovdt’ (-ov-/-u-) ‘to be jealous’ -ow- class
e.  voitel’ ‘warrior’: *vojit, cf. voevat (-ov-/-u-) ‘to wage war’ -ow- class
f.  vlastitel ‘sovereign’: *vlastiv, cf. vlast/ ‘power’, vladér ‘to own’ -e- class
g.  racitel ‘zealot’: *racit’ (attested in some dialects) missing -i- class
h.  popecitel ‘warden’: *(po)peciti, cf. pécisia ‘to care for’ @ class

In DM terms, -itel- involves derivation from the root, some support from:

(68) a.  deridtel ‘holder’ < derzdti “to hold’
b.  Spas-Vsederiitel ‘Christ Pantocrator, lit. All-Holder’ (cf. derzdva ‘state’)

There is one [atel] noun that is formed from the lexical root rather than the verbal stem:
(69) znamendtel ‘denominator’: znamenjovlé# ‘to signify’
This one is not semantically transparent at all

Appendix 4 THE HETEROCLITE VERBS JEST/ ‘TO EAT’, XOTET ‘TO WANT’ AND DAT/ ‘TO GIVE’

The heteroclite verb xotét’ ‘to want’ behaves as a second-conjugation verb in the plural and as
a TS first-conjugation verb in the singular:

Table 7: Heteroclite verb xotét/ ‘to want’

singular.M (F/N) plural

present 1 xo0¢-u Xot-i-m
2 X6¢-e-§ Xot-i-te

3 X6¢-e-t Xot-i-at
past xot-¢-1 (a/0) xot-¢-1-i

The singular forms (with the consonant mutation known as transitive softening) indicate the
presence of a glide (i.e., [¢] « [tj] is independently motivated)

Proposal: the very same second-conjugation thematic suffix -e- undergoes the same ablaut to
[i] in the present as other e-verbs

The difference is that the stem xot-¢- takes the first-conjugation present-tense suffix (-/o-) in
the singular and the second-conjugation present-tense suffix (-g-) in the plural

The difference from Melvold’s view would be the change in the vowel; Melvold’s view would hypothesize [&€]
— [je] in the singular and [ei] — [i] in the plural. Much depends on whether [e] can turn into [j] before a vowel

The heteroclite athematic verb jes# ‘to eat> behaves as a second-conjugation verb in the plural
and has a unique conjugation pattern (no tense suffix) in the singular:
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Table 8: Heteroclite verb jes# ‘to eat’

singular.M (F/N) plural

present 1 je[d]-m jed-i-m
2 je[d]-$ jed-i-te

3 jes-t jed-i-at
past jé[d]-1 (a/o) jé[d]-1-i

Standard view: zero present-tense suffix for the singular, second-conjugation present-tense [i]
suffix for the plural

The final [d] of the stem is deleted or changes to [s] before consonantal suffixes (due to an independently attested
process)

Notice, everyone needs a zero present-tense suffix!

My view: zero second-conjugation present-tense tense throughout, [i] augment for the plural
Incidentally, it ends up being a regular post-accenting verb with retraction in the past (just like pé# ‘to sing”)

Unsolved problem: the heteroclite verb dat’ ‘to give’ behaves like jes# ‘to eat’ in the singular
and has mixed conjugation in the plural:

Table 9: Heteroclite verb dat ‘to give’

singular.M (F/N) plural
present 1 da[d]-m dad-i-m
2 da[d]-$ dad-i-te

3 das-t dad-ut
past da[d]-I (a/o) dafd]-1-i

No one has a nice explanation
But importantly, there are other verbs with an exceptional 3pL, e.g., ¢tit’ ‘to honor’
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