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CONTEMFORARY RUSSIAN VERB STEMS ENDING IN "I* HAVE TWO
VARIANT NONFINAL SUFFIXES TO MARK IMFERFECTIVE ASFECT, "IVAJ*
ANC "AJ." PURELY FHONOLOGICAL FACTORS DO NOT SEEM TO
CETERMINE WHICH PREFIX IS USEDC AND THERE IS LITTLE EVIDENCE
FOR A CAUSAL RELATIONSHIF BETWEEN A FARTICULAR FREFIX AND A
FREFERREC SUFFIX. IN MANY CASES THE "IVAJ* SUFFIX IS FOUNDC
WITH THE EAST SLAVIC FOLNOGLASIE VERB ROOT AND THE "AJ*
SUFFIX WITH THE CORRESPONCING SOUTH SLAVIC/CHURCH SLAVIC
FORM. HOWEVER, THIS TREND HAS EXCEFTIONS AND COES NOT AFFLY
TO ALL VERBS IN THE SUBCLASS. A WORD COUNT OF ITEMS IN THE
ACADEMY OF SCIENCES CICTIONARY SHOWS THAT 4& FERCENT OF THE
ITEMS TAKE “IVAJ,” 42 PERCENT TAKE "AJ," AN 10 FERCENT TAKE
EITHER. ASSUMING THESE FIGURES ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
WHOLE SUBCLASS, THE SUFFIX "IVAJ" IS THE FRODUCTIVE
IMFERFECTIVIZER. AND MAY BE GRADUALLY REFLACING "AJ." ON A
PRACTICAL LEVEL, HOWEVER, BOTH ARE IN FREQUENT USE AND NO
RULE FOR FORMING THE IMFERFECTIVE OF VERBS IN "“I" CAN YET BE
ORAWN UF. (JD)
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Harrington
A Problem in the Morphology of Russian Verbal Aspec:

On sober second thought,”the title of this paper should perhaps
be "a problem in the derivation of imperfective verb forms". And it
gshould be noted immediately that the problem is one for waich I can
present no elegant solution.

As you may very well know, there exists in contemporary Russian
& sub-class of verbs whose basic stems end in the suffix -i- and

whose conjugational paradigm (prosent/future) oxhibits the following

pattern:
Singular EiXHEE Plural
-1 -im ist person
~-ig* ~-ite 2nd "
-1t -8t 3rd "

The familiar verb govorit' (speak, talk) is an example of the group.
Traditionally these verbs have been known:is the productive part of
the Second Conjugation.

It is also well knowr that, in the overwhelming majority of cases,
if such a verb possesses a prefix, it belongs to the perfective aspect.
For most such prefixed, perfective verbs there exist (at least
potentially) corresponding imperfectives derived from them in snéh.a way
that the derived form contains the same prefix(es) as the perfective,
the same root, of course, but a quite different non-final suffix. The
imperfectivizing suffixes of concern to us here are two, -ivaj- and
-aj~. The problem involved isz this: How can one predict which suffix
will ba used in any given cuse‘?

The problem usually arises in the classroom. At some time in his
studies a student of Russian encounters tﬁ; verb ugovorit' (Persuade)
and its imperfective ugcvarivujut: He may alsc have at hand another

item, say, uglubit' (deepen)/ uglutljajut. Juxtaposing the two sets,
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he may well question the lack of uniformity in the formation of the

imperfectives.

-

By presenting the student's question first, however, I do not wish

. to imply that the problem has interest only for the learner of the

language. It seems ressonable that compact settling of the problem
would be preferahle from almost any point of view to a mere listing
of a large number of lexical items. Scholars have in the past noted
the existence of the two imperfectivizing suffixes, but no one, to

my knowledge, has suggested any elegant solution to tae problem which
the two suffixes cause.

" One might scek the solutlon in the reaim of purely phonological
factors, perhaps in a hypothetical state of affairs in which the form
of the suffix is determinedby the immediately preceding consonant, or
by the place of stress in the perfective verb. 32 cursory examination
of the data is sufificient, however, to prove that neither item is
pertinent. For example, |

vilavit'/vyjavijajut compared with vylovit'/ vylaviivajut

ustavit®/ ustavljgjut " " uslovit'sja/ uslovlivajutsja

Next wve mgght posit some relationship between the particular
prefix(es) and a preferred suffix. And indeed a faint glimmering
of hopeful pattern does appear; the prefixes pred-, pre~, and voz-

occur almost exclusively* with the suffix -aj~-, while the compound

Aprefix o-bez~ is found only with the suffix -ivaj-. I should

note parenthetically that the former prefixes are associated with a

* — - - e - “-—

* The three exceptions found were:
preuvelidit’'/preuveli¢ivajut, vozvelicit'/vezvelic¢ivajut,
vosstanovit'/vosstanavlivajut.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUQ

Office of Educatj
- ) ) jon
pgﬁodocumen‘c h.us peen reproduced exactly as received from the
SGh or crganization originating it. Points of view or opinic;ns;

stated do not necessaril :
c repr i .- . ;
position or poticy, Y represent official Office of Education

ATION AND WELFARE

e e
N -



3

certain layer of ﬁocabulary often referred to as the Church Slavic
layer, i.e., derived from the ecclesiatical, learned tradition,
while the latter, compound, prefix is purely East Slavic. The other
twenty prefixes show no affinity for cvae puffix over the other. So,
our hypothesis turns out to be Jf only marginal value.

8till in search of a simple solution one might next examine the
root of the verb, paying particular attention to the phenomenon of
Fast Slavic polnoglasie - pleophony. A respectable number of items
do occur where the polnoglasie form is found with the imperfectivizing

. suffix -ivaj-, and the correcsponding SBouth Slavic/Church Slavic form

has the suffizx -aj-. (Bee Appendix A for examples.) However, the
pattern is not without exception (also Appendix A), and, of course,
the polnoglasie criterion does not apply to anywhere near all the
verbs in the subclass in question. Thus, one must regwetfully
conclude that while an interesting trend is apparent here, it is
figain only marginal to our problem.

The next attack on the problen might be to find out approximatoly
wvhat percentage of the verb items possess the one imperfectivizing
suffix as compared with those having the other. I resorted to just

such counting of items in the Slovar' Slovar' russkogo jazyka v éotxgex tomax,

the Academy of Sciences dictionary; certain of the verbs were checkd?\

informally with native speakers of Russian. Socme 48% of the items

tako the suffix -ivaj-, about 42% take -aj-, and 10% approximately
torm the inmperfective either way, without apparent distinction in
/uuage (see Appendix B)

’@I: these figures can be taken as representative of the state of

affairs within the Jhole subclass as it exists in the language (and
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that's a large "if'), then perhaps one could say that the suffix
~ivaj~ is the productive imperfectivizer and may be gradually
replacing its rival. Some slight support for part of that 3tatement
is found in comments from native speskers to the effect that while
they personally might consistently use, say, odolzajut an the
imperfective of odolzit', they know that they have heard other
Russians use odalzivajut. Yet in makimz drawing any terntative
cornclusion; one must not forget that the two alternants have existed
side by side for hundreds of years at lsast and that the suffix
-aj- is still stable in 8 rather large vocabulary, some of it very
high-frequency vochbulary. On a theoretical level, of course, the
problem is easily resolved at the appropriste point in the grammar
by formulating a rule that perfectives in ~i- give rise to imper-
fective 8 in -~ivaj-, all exceptions simply being listed. Yet on
a practical level such a rule would yield slightly better than a
50/50 chance of succéaa‘vith any given item, and moreover the list
of exceptions would obviouély be unwieldy.

It would seem that I have run out of 'formal' points of attack
upon the problem. Any asuggestions from my listeners as to a new

approach would be greatly sppreciated.
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Appendix A

Representative polnoglasie forms compared with others:

senopoTATs / Bamopauysent 4 oTsparwrs / orspamen?
saropomuts / sarcpasmse? 3 Barpemmrts / BOrpamRanT
ORONOTHTL / ORONBMMBOLT |

yézapomma / yropeumpany % coxparmrs / conpampnT

OMONOANTL / OMONENNDEHT
| orerperuTs/ OTCTpaHSOY
npoxosopurs/ npoxonamuzeny 3 oxuenyes / oxtexment

Counter-examples:

ONEHERNTE/BREE ONeDaHANT
ynpeznTs / ynpemneny

I
; czgoposnrs / o3noposnsor

? nosxpazuTs / NO3NpABILVT
|

—ERIC:
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Appendix B

List of verbs containing -ivaj- or -aj- without appareat distinction

in usage:
nonGenprsant{ea) - nouSompant(ca)
npHCenHNBANTCR UpuGerHANTCH
BEXTTHRATX
9ar0PAINBRT 3R,OTOBIAAT
BB N3
HOfw ° nog~
sepenogs nepenox~
HpH- ¥ HpH~ "
y" 4 y - 0
npuy=- , pUy- "
mpony~ " mpegy- "
OnepuBanT opapsor
yaebpusanr YHOSpanT.
ONIeJLRMBEIT OXONRBWT
HEA3RU BT . HGORRAWT
S2RENNBOIT BAREJANT
HOw» HO e
REER | ﬂ
fgpew nepew
He RO URRIT HAROINANT
BRPANAVBAIT BHRPANRADT
NOVY RDAITBEIT npuyRpamaeT
| yaeunseny yaemnaor -
, OCRSNIABaNT . 00RenyMeT .
| BHAYMANBA0T BHAYTRALT 7
HOAMEHM BEDT NONMEHA0T o
BEMEDIBANT BHUASDAIT e
38m . 96~ s
Hac” § m. 1 N
0G= " of= "
; O : o=
| nepe~ " nepe~ "
;» npn - 1} npa- L i
B po= ” PO~ ]
XEN TODeusuNBeiT nepenayanT
Pa3= pase *
YuaIuBany ynenamw
| i pRRODABANBAICT NPYHOPOBIADY
oGocaltinsent oCocotamoT
‘ ONQARBOHYT cranar :
HPONNSENHBOLT APONALBALLT
ONODERHUBAIT - ONIOPOHKALYT

; Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ONKINBANT
HOPAEBANT
upze

opymyBanT
OCARVBEYYT
ApNCBENBLRT
OCMHCHNBENT
Jacepreen?
npyenocROnuBaNT
HACTYZNEANT
oGeyRUBaNT
IPUCYIHBaT
HETDABIVBRIT
npo=~ o

pace= "
NONTANANBAKT
OTYUREANT
noge "

3eXN2URNBLIOT

OnunIoT
HapaupKT
np¥-

oGpynawT
OCaRNEnT
APECEOM0T
OCMHCAAWT
S8COPI0T
npyenocotimoT
HECTYHRALT
ooGyIRenT
HpReyysT
HATDABJIFIOT
ggg: .
NORTOHNAOT
OTyUaT
nogs
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