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The Western South Slavic Contrast Sn. sah-ni-ti || SC sah-nu-ti

Prispevek na novo ocenjuje tradicionalno razlago za »svojevrsten razvoj« praslovanskih glago-
lov II. razreda z aoristno in/ali nedolo¢ni$ko pripono -ng-, ki so izpricani v scsl. kot ssxngti ‘sah-
niti’, pol. schng¢, rus. soxnut’, sh. sahnuti, vendar v sln. kot sahniti. Namesto da bi izhajal iz do-
mneve, da je pripona -ni- izpodrinila -ng-, avtor dokazuje, da je smiselno izhajati iz praslovanske
razlike -ng- I -ny- (< zgodnjepraslovansko inovativno *-ni-n- || arhai¢no *-niz-), ki je po vsej
verjetnosti iz ¢asa pred slovanskimi selitvami. Ta razlika je potovala s Slovani, ki so poselili zaho-
dnojuznoslovanska in zahodnoslovanska podro¢ja med 5. in 8. stoletjem, zaradi nje pa je v nasled-
njih stoletjih nastalo tekmovanje med dvema razli¢nima jezikovnima oblikama.

The paper reexamines the traditional explanation for the “idiosyncratic development” of the
Common Slavic Class II verbs with the aorist and/or infinitive suffix -ng-, attested in OCS
sexnoti ‘dry’, P schnac, R soxnut’, SC sahnuti, but in Slovenian as sahniti. Rather than proceed-
ing from the assumption that the -ng- type was replaced by -ni-, the author demonstrates that it is
reasonable to depart from a Common Slavic dialect difference -ng- Il -ny- (< Early Common Slav-
ic innovative *-ni-n- || archaic *-nii-), which probably had its origin in the period before the
Slavic Migrations. This variation was transported with the Slavs who colonized the Western South
Slavic and West Slavic territories in the 400—700s and in turn gave rise to sociolinguistic competi-
tion between the alternatives in the following centuries.

0.0 Introduction

Slovenian stands out among the Slavic standard languages by its peculiar reflexes
of the Common Slavic Class II verbs. Other modern Slavic languages have verbs that
correspond directly to the Old Church Slavonic (and Common Slavic) conjugation type
with the aorist and/or infinitive suffix -ng-, e.g., OCS sbxneti ‘dry’, P schnaé, R sox-
nut’, SC sahnuti, etc. But Slovenian shows an idiosyncratic development of *-ne- to -ni-
in the infinitive stem (so Priestly 1993: 419), cf. Sn. sahniti dry; see figure 1.

Figure 1. The conjugation of -wi- and -i- verbs in Slovenian and
Serbo-Croatian

Verbs in -ni- || -nu- Verbs in -i- || -i-
Slovenian Serbo-Croatian  Slovenian Serbo-Croatian

Pres. 1sg. sah-n-e-m sah-n-e-m bran-i-m bran-1-m

Pres. 3pl. sah-n-ej-o sah-n-u bran-ij-o bran-e

Pres. ptcpl. sah-n-o¢ sah-nii-¢i bran-e-¢ bran-e-ci
Impv. sah-n-i sah-n-i bran-i bran-i

Inf. sah-ni-ti sah-nu-ti bran-i-ti bran-i-ti
I-form sah-ni-1 sah-nu-o bran-i-1 bran-i-o

Past ptcpl. sah-ni-vsi (u-)sah-nu-vsi  bran-i-vsi bran-i-vsi

Past pass. ptcpl. (u-)sah-nj-en-¢ (u-)sah-nu-t-¢  branj-en-¢ branj-en-¢

I'The research reported in this paper was first presented at a symposium on “Dialectology
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This peculiarity, of course, has been noted long ago, and the “idiosyncratic de-
velopment” that gave rise to it has been explained as a simple analogy with the
verbs of Class IV, e.g., braniti ‘defend’. But perhaps because of the simplicity of this
explanation this unique change has rarely been viewed in a perspective that would
allow its integration into a wider context of Slavic diachronic linguistics. In fact, as I
aim to show in this paper, it is only recently that it has become possible to examine
and account for it in such a perspective.

In the following pages, after a preliminary definition of its Common Slavic
background, I will characterize the problem that is posed by the modern Slovenian
conjugational type of sahniti by reviewing the most recent relevant scholarship on
the topic (section 1). Next I will restate the “idiosyncratic development” and show
how it fits in with data from other Slavic languages (section 2). Finally I will de-
monstrate how this hypothetical, wider perspective is justified and suggest that it is
appropriate to apply it also to other Slavic data (section 3).2

0.1 Leskien’s Classes II and IV

In August Leskien’s classification, the Common Slavic Class II defines thematic
verbs with a present tense formed with the suffix *-n-e/o-. Two subclasses are dis-
tinguished, subclass II.1, which comprises only the verb stati ‘stand up’, and subclass
I1.2, verbs that have an infinitive stem formed with the suffix *-no-. These, in turn,
fall into two subtypes, verbs with a vocalic root and nasal suffixes in all forms
(minoti ‘pass’, II. 2.a) and verbs with a consonantal root and nasal suffixes only in
the present tense, in the other parts of the paradigm that are built on the present
tense stem, and in the infinitive (dvignoti ‘move’, 11.2.b); see Leskien 1910 [1990]:
149-52, Vaillant 1966: 223-60; cf. figure 2.2

and Historical Linguistics. Contributions of South Slavic,” University of California, Berkeley, Ca.,
22 April 1995. It was carried out with support from the UCLA Academic Senate Council on Re-
search and from the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation.

2The following abbreviations are used in this paper: aor. (aorist), Bg. (Bulgarian), Cz.
(Czech), CS (Common Slavic), d. (dialectal), ECS (Early Common Slavic), impf. (imperfect), impv.
(imperative), inf. (infinitive), LCS (Late Common Slavic), M (Macedonian), o. (old, obsolete), OCS
(Old Church Slavonic), P (Polish), pass. (passive), Pb. (Polabian), pl. (plural), p.p.p. (past pass.
ptepl.), pres. (present tense), PS (Proto-Slavic), ptepl. (participle), R (Russian), res. (resultative), SC
(Serbo-Croatian), sg. (singular), Sn. (Slovenian), st. (standard), US (Upper Sorbian).

Note especially that CS (Common Slavic), refers to the prehistorical development of Slavic,
ECS (Early Common Slavic), to the period before the *# > *y change, and LCS (Late Common
Slavic), to the period between the qualitative differentiation of inherited long and short vowels
and the Jer-Shift. PS (Proto-Slavic) labels the reconstructed segments and wordforms that serve as
point of departure in the reconstruction of the prehistorical development of Slavic. PS segments
are written in small capitals without asterisks.

3 Leskien’s subdivision of Class II verbs is no longer relevant to all of the modern Slavic lan-
guages and their dialects, and where rough equivalents of subclasses 1.1, I1.2.a, and 11.2.b can be
recognized, their membership often differs from the Old Church Slavonic state of affairs as a re-
sult of regional and local differences in development since Common Slavic. Hence some verbs that
formerly belonged to one subclass have reflexes that exemplify different subclasses in the modern
languages and their dialects. Such discrepancies have no apparent bearing on the questions of
morphology which interests us here.
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Class IV, characterized by the present tense suffix -i-, has two subtypes, with
aorist suffixes -é- (mwnéti ‘think’, Class IV.1) and -i- (braniti ‘defend’, Class 1V.2),
respectively.

The abridged paradigms are given here to facilitate identification of the points
of morphological similarity between the two classes.

Figure 2. Leskien’s Classes II and IV in Old Church Slavonic

Class 1.1 Class I1.2.a Class II.2.b Class IV1 Class IV.2

Pres. 3sg. sta-n-e-tb  mi-n-e-tb dvig-n-e-tb  mbn-i-tp bran-i-tb
Pres. 3pl. sta-n-Q-tb  mMi-n-Q-tb dvig-n-g-tb  mbh-¢-tb bran-e-tb
Impf. 1sg. sta-n-é-ax-» mi-n-é-ax-» dvig-n-é-ax-b mbn-é-ax-» bran-a-ax-b
Impv. sta-n-i mi-n-i avig-n-i mbn-i bran-i

Inf. sta-ti mi-no-ti davig-no-ti mbn-é-ti bran-i-ti
Aor. 1sg. sta-x-b mi-no-x-b  dvig-b mbn-é-x-b  bran-i-x-b
Past act. ptcpl. sta-v-b mi-nQ-v-»  dvig-b mbn-é-v-6  brari-b

Res. ptcpl. sta-I-b mi-nQ-I-» avig-l-» men-é-1-p  bran-i-l-b
Past pass. ptcpl. — mi-nov-en-b dviz-en-b mMbn-én-b brari-en-b

0.2 The infinitive suffix LCS *-ne¢-

In reconstructions of Common Slavic, the aorist and/or infinitive suffix OCS
-n@- of subtype II.2 verbs is traditionally projected directly into the past as LCS
*-n@-, although its nasal vowel is recognized as somewhat problematic: its presumed
Proto-Indo-European source is *-new- (cf. Meillet 1934 [1964]: 216, Beekes 1995: 231,
257). Most scholars follow Endzelin in pointing to the occasional lexical doublets in
Slavic with u and secondary ¢ (such as OCS nuditi || noditi force, PS NAUD-). Most
of these have a syllable-initial nasal consonant to which the secondary nasalization
can be ascribed, just as the suffix -ng-. These well-known attested doublets might
suggest the possible existence of an earlier LCS *-nu-. But most scholars refrain
from speculating on the precise phonetic path from PIE *-new- to LCS *-ng- (cf.
Endzelin 1912: 370-372; Stang 1942: 56-57; Arumaa 1964: 131; Shevelov 1965: 320;
Vaillant 1966: 230; Stawski 1974: 44; Lamprecht 1987: 104).*

1) (@ P gnusny ‘disgusting’, OCS gnusati ~ gnosati se, gnusonv ~ gnosonbp, Bg.
gnusen ~ gnbsen, M gnas; (b) P mudzi¢ ‘tarry’, Sn. muditi, OCS muditi ~ modi-
ti, Bg. muden ‘slow’; (c) P nudzi¢ ‘bore€’, nedza poverty, Sn. nuditi ‘force’, nuja ~
noja need, OCS nuditi ~ nediti “force’, nuzda ~ noZda force, Bg. nuZda ‘need’,
M nudi ‘offer’; (d) P wnuk ~ wnek grandson, Sn. vnuk, Bg., M vauk; (e) P
chomato ‘horsecollar’, Sn. homot, SC homut (0.) ‘yoke’, (st.) ‘armful’ (Altaic,
possibly through Volga Bulgar or Hunnic, cf. Kazakh kamjt, Mongol xomuD;
Trubacev 1974—, s.v., Golab 1991: 402).

As we shall see, this last question is not immaterial to the account proposed
below (section 2).

4 Earlier, Miklosich had posited a change (CS) *-naw- > *-ng-, pointing to the prevocalic al-
lomorph of the suffix in mi-nov-en-s, etc. (1875 [1926]: 429). Brugmann, on the other hand, pro-
posed a morphological explanation for the nasal vowel in this suffix (Grundriss 111/1: 322); cf. Iv-
8i¢ 1970: 260-61.
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As we shall see, this last question is not immaterial to the account proposed
below (section 2).

1.0. Sn. d. sah-no-ti ™ st. sah-ni-ti, d. sah-ni-ti ** st. sah-nu-ti

Specialists in the dialectology of the South Slavic languages are familiar with
the regional variation in the infinitive (and /-form) suffix exemplified in the head-
ing of this section and acknowledge the variant Class II suffix in Sn. sah-ni-ti, SC
d. sah-ni-ti as characteristic not only of standard Slovenian and most Slovenian dia-
lects, but also of much of the western portion of the Croatian-Bosnian-Serbian lan-
guage area.

As mentioned, the origin of the -ni- suffix has traditionally been considered
unproblematic. Nahtigal’s laconic statement, “in Slovenian, the Class II class marker
-n@- changed to -ni- by analogy with Class IV ...” (1961: 249) expresses the general
consensus; cf. also Miklosich 1875 [1926]: 424, Ramov$ 1952: 149, Bajec et al. 1973:
222. Vaillant did not subscribe to this standard explanation (see below), but he still
considered it “not surprising that these languages remade the theme in -neo- (-nu-,
-no-), isolated as it was from the present tense in -ne-" (1966: 259).

It is only recently that the relation of the “idiosyncratic” Western South Slavic
-ni- to Sn. d. -no- and SC st. -nu- has been described and clarified in detail.

1.1 The modern state of affairs

A few years ago Rado Lencek surveyed the relevant dialectological literature in
order to (i) determine the geographical distribution of -ni- verbs in Western South
Slavic and (ii) shed light on the analogical processes through which Class II verbs
(with LCS *-ng-) might have metamorphosed into Class IV verbs (with Sn., SC d.
-ni-) in this area. LenCek’s extremely valuable study (1984-1985) convincingly
establishes two sets of findings from which significant conclusions can be drawn.
First, his comprehensive survey of the relevant, published dialect research enabled
Lencek to define the rather uneven geographical distribution of -ni- verbs in Slo-
venian and Serbo-Croatian and to trace an isogloss that cuts across the Serbo-Cro-
atian language territory and separates a western area with -ni- verbs from an east-
ern one that has only -nu- verbs. The isogloss is sketched in (2).

(2) The -ni- || -nu- isogloss runs from the Adriatic coast near Ston on PeljeSac to
the mouth of the river Neretva, up the Neretva past Mostar, across through Sa-
rajevo to Zep&e on the river Bosna, west to Banja Luka, down the river Vrbas
to the Sava, up the Sava to its confluence with the Drina; then north bisecting
Srem, crossing the Danube west of Novi Sad, on through Vojvodina, through
northwestern and northern Backa ..., across the river Tisa, eastward into north-
ern and northeastern Banat (Lencek 1984-1985: 397-398).

The western territory this isogloss delimits includes the larger and smaller areas
mentioned in (3).

(3) (@ Slovenian (with the exception of Rezija in the west and Eastern Styria and
Prekmurje in the northeast, which have the regular reflex -no- of LCS
*-nQ-);
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(b) a few peripheral kajkavian dialects which have had strong historical con-
tacts with Slovenian (but not the main kajkavian territory, which has -nu-);
(0 ikavian Stokavian and Cakavian dialects in western Istria, in Gorski Kotar,
the Lika basin, and Gacko Polje;

(d) the dialects of Senj and the Ravni Kotari south of Velebit;

(e) the islands Vrgada, Lastovo, Dugi Otok, Vis (but not Rab and Brac);

(f) western Bosnia and portions of western Hercegovina;

(g) western Slavonia, parts of Posavina and Podravina;

(h) western Srem, southern Baranja, western and northern Backa, northern
Banat;

(i) the outlier dialects of Gallipoli and Molise (Lencek 1985: 397).

Secondly, Lencek determined the geographical variation in the conjugation of
-ni- verbs in these areas. He identified six local or regional patterns on the basis of
the formation of the present tense (-n-e- or -n-i-) and of the past passive participle
(in -ri-en-, -ni-t-, or -nu-t-) (398). The main forms are displayed in figure 3.

Figure 3. The conjugation of -ni- verbs in Serbo-Croatian

Six regional and local patterns. Categories with variant forms are underscored.

(2) (b) © (D ©) )
Inf. -ni- -ni- -ni- -ni- -ni- -ni-
[-form -ni- -ni- -ni- -ni- -ni- -ni-
Pres. -n-e- -n-e- -n-e- -n-i- -n-i- -n-i-
Impv. -n-i- -n-i- -n-i- -n-i- -n-i- -n-i-
P.p.p. -h-en- -ni-t- -n-- -h-en- -ni-t- -n-t-

The approximate geographical distribution of these conjugational patterns can be de-
fined as in (4).

(4) Pattern (a): Slovenia and western Istria;
pattern (b): Gorski Kotar and Zumberak in historically mixed ¢akavian-§toka-
vian-kajkavian dialects;
pattern (c): Lika, Senj, Dalmatia, western Bosnia, Stokavian dialects in Posa-
vina, most of Podravina, Srem, Backa, Baranja, Banat;
patterns (d)—(f): Stokavianized parts of old kajkavian and Cakavian areas in
Gorski Kotar, on Dugi Otok, in Posavina, and Slavonska Pozega.

These findings enabled Lencek to draw two conclusions regarding the historical
development of the -ni- verbs.

The first conclusion is that there was no single analogical process by which the
-ni- verbs developed. It is reasonable to suppose that the most recent change was the
change in the present tense from -e- conjugation in patterns (a)—(c) to -i- conjuga-
tion in patterns (d)—(f). This correlates with the geographical contiguity between
patterns (d)—(f) and (b) and (c). Lencek assumes that the initial step in this process
was a remaking of the past passive participle by analogy with the Class IV verbs (I
will examine this assumption in section 2.1; contrast Vaillant 1966: 259), and he ten-
tatively posits one conceivable course of development that would illustrate the re-
maining steps (400); see figure 4.
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Figure 4. The hypothetical analogical development of types (a) and (d) in

figure 3

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5

LCS d. (@ (@)
Inf. *dvig-nu-ti  *dvig-nu-ti *dvig-nu-ti >  dvig-ni-ti dvig-ni-ti
I-form *dvig-nu-l-» *dvig-nu-l >  *dvig-ni-l dvig-ni-l dvig-ni-l
Pres.  *dvig-n-e- *dvig-n-e- *dvig-n-e- davig-n-e- > dvig-n-i-
Impv. *dvig-n-i *dvig-n-i *dvig-n-i avig-n-i avig-n-i
P. p. p. *dviZ-en-b > *dvig-ni-en *dvig-n-en dvig-n-en dvig-n-en

The second conclusion Lencek draws from his findings is that the -ni- patterns did
not arise at first in a single center of innovation from which they subsequently dif-
fused. He shows that the attested geographical distribution implies (i) that -ni- pat-
terns arose in three focal areas — in the Eastern Alps (for Slovenian), west of the
Neretva River (ikavian Stokavian dialects) and somewhere in the northeastern part of
the -ni- territory (in ekavian Stokavian dialects) — and (ii) that subsequent massive
interaction, mixing, and fusion of earlier stages of related dialects spread the -ni-
formations far beyond the areas where they originated (400).

1.2 The putative change from LCS *-ng- to Sn., SC d. -ni-

Lencek’s study is very successful in establishing the geographical distribution of
conjugation patterns with -ni- and -nu- in Western South Slavic, but its conclusions
do not shed much light on the origin and development of these patterns.

Lencek admits that the sequence of changes suggested in figure 4 “does not
seem to be clear at all.” In fact it is hard to see any motivation for the crucial first
step in the sequence, the new past passive participle formation of (a) and (d). Worse
yet, whereas the chain of innovations in figure 4 is supposed to explain the deve-
lopment of patterns (a) and (d), there is no similar explanation for the other four
-ni- verb patterns — (b) and (e), (¢) and (f) (400). In these, the past passive particip-
le was not remade according to the assumed analogy with Class IV verbs, and so
when the present tense was supposedly assimilated to that of Class IV verbs—as in
patterns (e¢) and (f) — the past passive participles in -ni-z and -nu-t, with -¢- rather
than -en-, were actually morphological exceptions.

One would expect that if the Class IV participial formation was somehow im-
portant for the analogical development of -ni- forms in patterns (a) and (d), the ab-
sence of this crucial initial step and the retention of the formations in -ni-f and
-nu-t would have precluded the development of -ni- forms in (b), (¢), (¢), and ().
Instead, Lencek’s findings demonstrate that the change in the past passive participle
was not a necessary precondition for the development of most of the -ni- patterns.

Vaillant, in his discussion of the Slovenian and Serbo-Croatian -ni- verbs,
pointed out that the remodeling of the past passive participle is not a sufficient con-
dition for the development of -ni- verbs either: kajkavian dialects form the past pas-
sive participles of Class II verbs exactly like the neighboring Slovenian and Stokavian
dialects, but they have the suffix -nu- in the infinitive and /-form (1966: 259). Len-
Cek’s findings — in particular the different conjugational patterns displayed in figure
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3 — point to an entirely different conclusion, which Lencek did not draw, namely,
that the development of -ni- forms in the infinitive and /-form of Class II verbs had
nothing whatever to do with any changes in the past passive participle formation.
This conclusion, which an unbiased observer would find directly indicated by the
display in figure 3 is a basic premise for the exposition below.’

2.0 The Late Common Slavic variation *-ny- = *-ng-

Sometimes it is useful to turn familiar things upside down in order to look at
them from a fresh point of view. If we try to do this with the -no- || -ni- || -nu-
variation, we discover that while it is difficult to imagine how or why LCS *-neo-
might have changed to -ni- in Western South Slavic, the opposite change would be
rather easy to understand. There is a consensus that the nasalization in LCS *-ng- is
secondary; cf. section 0.2. And it is firmly established that LCS *¢ results from a
merger of several Proto-Slavic nasal diphthongs, PS -UN-, -UN-, -AN-, -AN- (where
N represents PS N and M) as in (5).

(5) LCS *ggba ip; ‘fungus’ (PS GUMBA-, Li. gumibas excrescence), *doti —
*demeo ‘blow’ (PS DUM-TI, DUM-A-M, Li. dumti), *byti — *bodo ‘to be inf.,
Isg. future (PS BU-TEI, BU-N-D-A-M, cf. Lat. mori-bundus ‘dying’), *roka
‘hand’ (PS RANKA-, Li. ranka), *poto fetter (PS PANTA-, Li. pantis).

On the other hand, Sn. /i/ and SC /i/ are the regular reflexes of both LCS *i (PS I,
EI) and *y, (PS U). Hence Western South Slavic -ni- and OCS -n¢- can be recon-
ciled as LCS d. *-ny- || d. *-no- < ECS d. *-ni- || d. *-nii-n-, the former variant di-
rectly representing a PS -NU-, the latter showing the morphological and/or phono-
logical change responsible for the “secondary nasalization.”

The PS -NU- is the zero grade of the PIE *-new- that appears in the past pas-
sive participle and verbal noun (LCS mi-nov-en-b, mi-nov-en-pje), its length presum-
ably analogical like that of the long alternant in Gk. deik-na-mi, deik-nu-men
‘show’; 1sg., 1pl. (cf. Beekes 1995: 231, 256).

The “secondary nasalization” may have originated as (i) an extension of the
characteristic Class II present stem *-n- to the aorist and/or infinitive stem. Or it
may have originated as (ii) a progressive (left-to-right) nasalization of the vowel of
ECS *-nii- to [-ng-] followed by a reinterpretation of the nasalized vowel as phonem-
ically equivalent to ECS *@n. Such a reinterpretation could occur with or without a
prior morphological identification of the nasal feature of the vowel with the present
stem *-n-.

As mentioned in section 0.1, there are other sporadic examples in the Slavic
languages of progressive vowel nasalization in Late Common Slavic. These sporadic
phonetic alterations produce by-forms with u [/ ¢ in different Slavic languages, and
may well be younger than the monophthongization of oral diphthongs (ECS *au >
*7); the Altaic borrowing LCS *xomers in (1)(e) corroborates this (cf. Gotab 1991:
402; TrubaCev has a different interpretation, see 1974, s.v.). By contrast, judging by

3 Lencek’s attempt to explicate the relation between the supposed changes in the past passive
participle and the infinitive of Class II verbs points up the fact that the historical development of
the participial formation (LCS *-nov-en-s > -nu-t- || -n-en- || -ri-en-) is at least as poorly under-
stood as that of the infinitive stem.
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the wide geographical distribution of the LCS d. *-ng- suffix, the diversity LCS d.
*-ny- || d. *-ne- most likely goes back to the period before the Slavic Migrations,
that is, before the ECS *# > *y change and monophthongization of oral diphthongs,
and thus represents ECS d. *-nii- || d. *-nii-n-. This speaks in favor of the first of
the alternative explanations for the diversity, mentioned as (i) above, the morpholog-
ical innovation ECS *-nii- > *-nii-n-.

This account not only offers a simple alternative to the explanatory morass the
conjugational patterns in figure 3 would lead us into if we assumed -ni- forms are
descended from LCS *-ng- forms. The account provides a key to understanding the
second of Lencek’s findings, his conclusion that there must have been three distinct
centers of innovation (cf. section 1.1): far from having to assume three parallel, in-
dependent, local innovations with inscrutable motivation, we can hypothesize a sin-
gle archaism, ECS *-nii- or LCS d. *-ny-, going back to the Pre-Migration period of
Common Slavic and transported to several localities in Western South Slavic at the
time of the Migrations. But what makes this reconstruction especially attractive is
the fact that it allows us to link the Western South Slavic -ni- forms to correspond-
ing forms reflecting LCS *-ny- in several West Slavic areas, which indicate exactly
the same interpretation.

2.1 Upper Sorbian hasnyé¢ “ d. hasnué

In standard Upper Sorbian, Class II verbs have infinitives, preterites (aorists),
and [-forms with -ny-, e.g., sta-ny-¢, Ssta-ny-ch, sta-ny-I ‘become’; has-ny-¢,
has-ny-ch, has-ny-l ‘extinguish’. In the Bautzen and Kamenz regions, the infinitive
ending written -ny¢ is pronounced [-nc].

Upper Sorbian has an old dialect difference involving verbs in *-ny- || *-ne-.
The northwestern (Catholic) Wittichenauer dialect has -ny- forms from the earliest
attestations in the 1500s on. The dialects of the (Protestant) Bautzen and Lobau are-
as, by contrast, have -nu- forms in the 1500s and 1600s, but in texts from the
1700-1800s -nu- forms gradually completely yield to -ny- forms. This apparent
morphic change, which generalizes -ny- spellings, probably to some extent was facil-
itated by the development of vowel reduction, which made the spellings with -ny-,
which remain phonetically and phonemically motivated in the conservative north-
western dialects to this day, equally compatible with the more widespread pronun-
ciation of the type [hasnc] both where this developed from hasny¢ and where it
developed from hasnuc extinguish; cf. Schuster-Sewc 1978: 447.

The early spelling differences in Sorbian and the modern testimony of the
northwestern dialects of Upper Sorbian are unmistakable evidence of the older *-ny-
Il *-ne- diversity. It has been claimed that purely phonetic changes produced the
forms in -ny- in Upper Sorbian (thus Tkacenko 1966: 236). But this unsupported
claim is baseless. The explanation for the *-ny- || *-ne- diversity in the Upper Sorb-
ian dialects is much more likely the same as in the case of Western South Slavic:
some of the Slavs who colonized this area in the 500—600s spoke varieties of Com-
mon Slavic in which Class II verbs had the suffix *-ny-, whereas others used the
suffix by-form *-ng-. This is not to say that the clear-cut dialect difference attested
in Upper Sorbian in the 1500s directly correlates with the areas that these two
groups of settlers colonized in the Early Middle Ages. It is more reasonable to sup-
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pose that there was a *-ny- ~ *-n@- variation in many localities, probably for genera-
tions, perhaps even for centuries, before the tendency to establish uniform communi-
ty norms resulted in the clear-cut areal distribution of *-ny- and *-ng- reflexes that
is known to us from the last five centuries. I will return to this sociolinguistic per-
spective below (section 3.1).

2.2 Silesian d. kf’itny¢ ™ kf’itnué

In the Czech part of Upper Silesia there is a *-ny- || *-n@- isogloss that sets off
the dialects around Jablunkov (P Jabtonkéw), in the upper Olse valley (P Olza, a
right tributary of the upper Oder River), from the more northerly areas down-
stream. The northern dialects have -nu- forms (e.g., sta-nu-¢, sta-nu-l ‘become’,
zamk-nu-¢, zamk-nu-l, zamk-nu-t-y ‘shut, lock’), but south of the isogloss, which
cuts across the Olse about 5 km up-river from Trinec, Class II verbs have forms
with -ny-, e.g., zamk-ny-¢, zamk-ny-l, zamk-ny-t-y (beside zamk-fi-tin-y); cf. Béli¢
1972: 113; Basara 1975: 14, map 1 (kf itnué, kf itny¢).

Neither BéElic nor Basara comments on the origin of the forms in -ny-. Bak
(1974: 14849) attempts to explain the krzikny¢, siednyc sie, zamkny¢ forms he cites
and speculates that their -ny- may contain the (denasalized) reflex of the virile gen-
der plural /-form allomorph—in other words, that an earlier alternation zamknorncé —
zamknoy — zamknoua — zamknyli (corresponding to st. zamknac ... zamkneli) might
have been leveled to zamkny¢ — zamknyy — zamknyuya — zamknyli. However, this
idea is contrary to the direction of leveling attested in all other dialects where the
vowel alternation in the /-form is eliminated: it is always leveled in favor of a sin-
gular alternant, that is, an allomorph associated with the unmarked number, which
is in accordance with Marczak’s laws of leveling (Marczak 1957-1958, 1963). Be-
sides, this attempt at an explanation ignores the past passive participle, which has
lexicalized formations in -ny-z- in these dialects (e.g., o-puch-ny-t-y ‘bloated’), with
no trace of the nasalization Bak posits (which would have been reflected in a shape
*-nont-).

What is more, Bak’s hypothesis leaves unconsidered the geographical perspect-
ive, and the local character of this dialect feature, unexplained: the supposed inno-
vation (if it were a plausible analogical change) could have occurred anywhere at all
in the Polish language territory; but its supposed results are attested only in dialects
spoken, until recently, in one of the most isolated parts of Silesia, in localities where
it would not be surprising at all to find an archaism preserved.

There is no reason not to take these -ny- forms at face value. If we do, we can
identify one more area that was apparently colonized (in part) by a group or groups
of speakers of a Common Slavic *-ny- dialect.

2.3 Polabian vataknét ™ vataknot

Despite the small number of Class II verbs in the corpus of Polabian that has
come down to us, there is evidence of two distinct shapes of the infinitive suffix,
one reflecting LCS *-ny-, the other, LCS * -ng-. There is a handful of Class II verbs
with infinitives in *-ne-ti. They are cited in (6), each infinitive in a typical spelling
form accompanied by the phonemic interpretation of Olesch (1983-1984, s.vv.) and
by the corresponding Late Common Slavic reconstruction.
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(6) (@ Saddargniint ‘ripple (flax): sa-dargnot, LCS *sbdbrgnoti; (b) Tangnunt
‘draw, stretch’, Wastangnunt ‘pull up: vas-tagnet, LCS *vbs-tegnoti; (c)
Tweiggenunt ‘raise’: dvaignot, LCS *dvignoti; (d) Wattakenint ‘put in’,
Wastakeniint ‘put up’: va-, vas-takngt, LCS *vb-, vbs-tbknoti; (€) Wamakeniint
‘lock up’, Witmakeniint ‘unlock’: va-, vit-makngt, LCS *vb-, *otb-mbknoti; ()
Wirggeniint ‘throw’: virgnot, LCS *vergnoti.

Two of these verbs are attested with variant infinitive forms, (d) Watdakent ‘put in’
and (f) Wiirggent ‘throw’, and one more verb is attested only with such an infin-
itive, (g) Wdykent (Waykent, Waykent) ‘learn’. These forms are normalized vataknét,
virgnet, vaiknét (Polaniski and Sehnert 1967, s.vv.; Olesch 1983-1984, s.vv.). Since
there is a fair amount of spelling variation in the corpus, it is important to mention
that these variant forms are attested in the original manuscript draft of Christian
Hennig von Jessen’s Vocabularium and hence cannot easily be dismissed as copying
mistakes. They have to be viewed, rather, as an indication of dialect diversity among
the speakers from whom Hennig von Jessen collected his data.

Olesch reconstructs the three variant Class II infinitives as LCS *varokniti,
*yprgniti, *vykniti (in agreement with Polaniski and Sehnert 1967, s.vv.). However, the
-né- of these infinitives may just as well represent LCS *-ny- as *-ni-. Indeed, we
can now argue that for comparative reasons *-ny- is to be preferred. This recon-
struction does not require an ad hoc analogical explanation of dubious plausibility
(along the lines of the hopeless attempts cited in sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3). And it
allows the apparent Polabian dialect diversity in the Class II suffix -né- || -no- to be
tied in very simply with the other examples of the Late Common Slavic suffix vari-
ation *-ny- || *-ng-. It is evidence that some of the Slavic settlers who colonized the
Lower Elbe area continued the same linguistic traditions as settlers in Upper Silesia,
in Upper Lusatia, in the Eastern Alps, and in parts of Illyricum—traditions that
very likely went back to a single circumscribed area in the Pre-Migration Common
Slavic homeland.

3.0 The Slavic colonization of the west

If you plot the areas that have the archaic LCS *-ny- variant on a map of the
Slavic-speaking territories, say, in the 800s, their distribution along the western
margin of the Slavic world will look very much like an example of peripheral relic
areas left unaffected by an otherwise general change. But we know these are not
relic areas. They were settled by Slavs only during the Migrations, and this archaism
must have been brought to the locations where we find it in modern times by the
waves of Slavic settlers who colonized southern and central Europe in the 400—700s.

Until recently such a geographical distribution of a Slavic linguistic archaism
would have been difficult to understand (cf. Schuster-Sewc 1978: 447). But the grad-
ual accumulation of archaeological data from the Early Middle Ages, as well as ad-
vances in their interpretation, have now made it possible to progress from the defini-
tion of areas colonized by the Slavs to the identification of the major routes by
which Slavic cultural and linguistic traditions gradually spread across the Continent
during this period. The map in figure 5 shows, perhaps not surprisingly, the import-
ance for the Slavic Migrations of the ancient system of roads, which throughout
Europe predominantly followed the courses of the rivers. The gradual spread of the
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different Slavic house types plotted in figure 2 allows us to trace the Migration
routes up the river Danube, upstream along its tributaries — the Sava and the Drava
river systems — into Pannonia and Noricum, up the Morava to Upper Silesia; across
the Bohemian Basin and through the Elbe River Gorge to the northern watershed of
the Ore Mountains in Upper Lusatia; and beyond, down the Elbe to the eastern
border regions of the later principality of Hannover, along the banks of the Lower
Elbe.

Figure 5. Slavic settlement routes in the 400-700s

Legend: ¢ Semisubterranean houses with stoves. © Semisubterranean houses with
open hearths. A Other types of Slavic dwellings with open hearths. A Above-ground
houses. Cf. Baran 1990: 359. Vertical hatching marks the parkland transition be-
tween the forest zone and the steppe. The areas numbered 1-4 are discussed in sec-
tions 1.0, 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, respectively.

As it turns out, the geographical distribution of the LCS *-ny- variant in the four
areas indicated on the map constitutes a remarkable linguistic corroboration of the
archaeological record. One can trace the Migration routes back mentally, across the
continental divide into Bohemia and Moravia, down the Danube to its lower course,
and then northward, into the presumable Slavic homeland, to that (peripheral?)
Common Slavic dialect area in which the change ECS *-niz- > *-ni-n- had not oc-
curred when the Migrations began. Most likely this was somewhere in the pre-
sent-day East Slavic language area, probably a relatively small region long since re-
populated with speakers of *-ng- dialects.

3.1 A sociolinguistic view of the *-ny- ~ *-ng- variation

It is reasonable, in such a mental experiment, to surmise that the colonists who
hailed from this Common Slavic *-nii- area — and their descendants as well, in some
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locations, for generations — perceived the LCS *-ny- variant as an index of their
group identity. Conceivably, in the Slavic Migrations, *-ny- forms were transported
to many other places than the four regions we know of now along the same and
other routes. In most localities where there was a *-ny- ~ *-no- variation at the end
of the period of territorial expansion, the *-ny- forms were eliminated in favor of
*-no- forms. Similarly we can suppose that *-ng- forms at one time were known
also in the communities of the four regions where *-ny- reflexes are historically
attested. But on the whole a consistent usage developed everywhere in the Slavic
lands during the Middle Ages as smaller and larger communities little by little
established uniform local and regional norms of usage. Although Polabian gives
evidence of both the variants, this is not evidence of a synchronic *-ny- ~ *-ng-
variation in eighteenth century Polabian, for the forms probably belonged to
different local dialects. This is the case as well in the twentieth century Czech dia-
lects of Upper Silesia. The picture appears different in Upper Sorbian, where our
written documentation testifies to competing norms in the 1700-1800s. But perhaps
this was a relatively new situation, brought about by the greater mobility generated
by the social upheavals of the 1600s. If so, the increased contact among Sorbian dia-
lects at the time would naturally motivate some leveling of previously established
differences and in the process perhaps favor the attested generalization of -ny-
forms.

The Serbo-Croatian data summarized in figure 3 should surely be interpreted
as the final stage in such a process. The dialects with pattern (c) are likely original
-nu- dialects that have adopted -ni- in the infinitive and /-form. It is very character-
istic that these dialects preserve -nu- in the past passive participles. These verbal ad-
jectives are much more likely to be lexicalized and hence to preserve morphological
archaisms, than are the infinitive and the finite /-forms.® This is particularly clear
from the dialects characterized under (f); they have taken the final step of aligning
the present tense with the Class IV conjugation, but they still retain the lexicalized,
morphologically exceptional past passive participles in -nu-. These details in the Ser-
bo-Croatian data, which remain unexplained in the analogical account sketched by
Lencek (cf. section 2.3) should be emphasized before we leave this topic. They show
that the traditional theory, in trying to explain the Slovenian and Serbo-Croatian
-ni- verbs as originating in a remodeling of the past passive participle, erred not
only by looking for an analogical explanation where none was called for, but also
by assuming relations of foundation in verbal paradigms which run counter to our
experience with morphological change: participles are not usually ‘leading forms’, or
‘formes de fondation’ in Kurylowicz’s terminology (1949 [1960]), but on the contrary,
more likely than finite forms and infinitives to be lexicalized and hence to exempli-
fy earlier formation rules.

6 At the same time, as separate lexemes, deverbal adjectives can be borrowed without any
adjustment to the productive verbal morphology of the borrowing language. It is notable that
standard Slovenian has a few deverbal adjectives with -nu-, minuli ‘past’, poginuli ‘deceased’
(contrast miniti — minil ‘pass’, poginiti — poginil ‘perish’). These and some other lexemes with u
for LCS *¢ are also found in Slovenian dialects, including dialects with the -no- reflex of the
Class II suffix. Ramov§ considers a number of possible explanations for these, including borrowing
from Serbo-Croatian (1936: 179—180).
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3.2 Final outlook

A generation ago TrubaCev observed that the Sorbian languages differ from
their West Slavic neighbors and in significant respects have more in common with
the Slavic south and east. The separateness of Upper and Lower Sorbian is observ-
able, for example, in their specific Common Slavic lexical archaisms (Trubacev
1963), in their inherited craft terminology (Trubalev 1966), and in the striking ab-
sence in these languages of the narrowly West Slavic borrowings from Iranian, un-
doubtedly dating from the Common Slavic period, which are found in the Lechitic
and Slovak-Czech regions (Trubacev 1967). Trubacev concluded that the Sorbian
languages are basically southern or eastern, and that the superficial features by
which they resemble Lechitic and Slovak-Czech result from what he called their
“secondary occidentalization.”

Until recently it was difficult to imagine by what routes eastern or southern
Slavs could have reached Lusatia to become the linguistic ancestors of the Sorbs, in-
dependently of the colonization of the Slovak-Czech and Lechitic lands, and Truba-
Cev’s theory did not attract many followers. But the synthesis presented in Baran
1990 has made it clear how this was feasible and has provided the necessary
non-linguistic grounding for Trubacev’s bold hypothesis. The peculiar relationship
between Slovenian, Silesian Czech dialects, Upper Sorbian, and Polabian that is re-
flected in the data analysed in this study may not be as unique as it may seem at
first blush. It certainly suggests that we should look more closely at those linguistic
relations among the Slavs that correspond to the routes by which they settled the
west.
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O zahodnojuznoslovanskem nasprotju sln. sah-ni-ti I/ sh. sah-nu-ti

Prispevek na novo ocenjuje tradicionalno razlago za »svojevrsten razvoj« praslo-
vanskih glagolov II. razreda z aoristno in/ali nedolo¢nisko pripono -n¢-, ki so izpri-
Cani v scsl. kot sbxnoti ‘sahniti’, pol. schngc, rus. soxnut’, sh. sahnuti, vendar v sln.
kot sahniti. Obi¢ajno se ta posebni razvoj v slovensCini razlaga kot preprosta analogi-
ja z glagoli IV. razreda, npr. braniti. V toku te nove ocene avtor kaze, da se »svoje-
vrsten razvoj« — takoj ko je na novo prikazan — ujema s podatki iz drugih slovan-
skih jezikov. Namesto da bi izhajal iz domneve, da je pripona -ni- izpodrinila -no-,
avtor dokazuje, da je smiselno izhajati iz praslovanske razlike -ne- || -ny- (< zgod-
njepraslovansko inovativno *-ni-n- || arhaino *-nii-), ki je po vsej verjetnosti iz Casa
pred slovanskimi selitvami. Ti razlini obliki sta lahko povzrocili variacijo, ki je iz-
pricana v sodobnih slovanskih jezikih. Variacija je potovala s Slovani, ki so koloni-
zirali zahodnojuznoslovansko in zahodnoslovansko ozemlje med 5. in 8. stoletjem;
zaradi variacije je v naslednjih stoletjih nastalo tekmovanje med dvema razlicnima
oblikama. Ti rezultati se dobro ujemajo z rezultati novej§ih raziskav, ki so dolocile
poglavitne smeri selitve Slovanov, ki so bile po Donavi v Panonijo in Norik, navzgor
po Moravi do zgornje Slezije, prek ceSke nizine in po soteski Labe do Ceskega ru-
dogorja v Zgornji Luzici; nadalje navzdol po Labi do vzhodne meje kasnejSe kneze-
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vine Hannover in po bregovih spodnje Labe. Miselno potujoC po teh poteh v obratni
smeri, avtor predlaga, da je zgodnjepraslovanska oblika *-niz- bila morda znacilna za
nekdanja narec¢ja na ozemlju danas$njih vzhodnih Slovanov. To verjetno sorazmerno
majhno podroCje je bilo Ze zdavnaj na novo poseljeno z govorci nareCij z obliko
*-no-.

The Western South Slavic Contrast Sn. sah-ni-ti || SC sah-nu-ti

The paper reexamines the traditional explanation for the “idiosyncratic deve-
lopment” of the Common Slavic Class II verbs with the aorist and/or infinitive suf-
fix -ng-, attested in OCS sbxnoti ‘dry’, P schnaé, R soxnut’, SC sahnuti, but in Slo-
venian as sahniti. The peculiarity that gave rise to this development in Slovenian is
generally thought to be simple analogy with the Class IV verbs, e.g., braniti ‘defend’.
In the course of this reexamination, the author shows how the “idiosyncratic de-
velopment,” once restated, fits in with data from other Slavic languages. Rather
than proceeding from the assumption that the -neo- type was replaced by -ni-, the
author demonstrates that it is reasonable to depart from a Common Slavic dialect
difference -ng- || -ny- (< Early Common Slavic innovative *-nii-n- || archaic *-nii-),
which probably had its origin in the period before the Slavic Migrations. These
by-forms could thus have given rise to the variation that is found in the modern
Slavic dialects. This variation was transported with the Slavs who colonized the
Western South Slavic and West Slavic territories in the 400-700s and in turn gave
rise to sociolinguistic competition between the alternatives in the following centuries.
These findings are shown to correlate well with recent advances in the identification
of the major routes of migration taken by the Slavs, which progressed up the Dan-
ube, into Pannonia and Noricum, up the Morava to Upper Silesia, across the Bohem-
ian Basin and through the Elbe River Gorge to the Ore Mountains in Upper Lusa-
tia; then beyond, down the Elbe to the eastern border regions of the later princi-
pality of Hannover and along the banks of the lower Elbe. Working back from these
routes, the author suggests that the Early Common Slavic *-nii- forms may have
characterized dialects somewhere in the present-day East Slavic language area,
probably a relatively small region long since repopulated with speakers of *-ne- dia-
lects.



