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TRADITIONAL THEORY ABOUT THE ORIGIN OF
THE LATIN IMPERFECT"

Despite numerous attempts to throw light upon the origin of the Latin imperfect, this question has
not been adequately explained yet. The present article tries to summarise the traditional theory
about the formation of this Latin tense and the most resounding hypotheses about its origin.
Keywords: Latin, imperfect.

Introduction

The imperfect tense expresses a continuous past action which is unfinished, as
the name itself indicates — im-perfectum. This characteristic accounts for its three
uses:

a) pure, durative imperfect

b) iterative imperfect and

¢) imperfect de conatu. These uses are best preserved in Greek but were also used
in Latin, where the forms of the old imperfect disappeared. In Proto-Germanic, the
IE imperfect, the aorist and the perfect continue partly in the old perfect and partly
in its counterpart, the preterite, while, in Proto-Slavonic, the old imperfect for non-
momentary actions was replaced by forms ending in *-ahw.! In Italic languages, the
functions of the IE imperfect passed on into the compounds with *bhyam.

Towards the formation of the Latin imperfect

Latin imperfect, formed with the suffix -ba-, which is a constituent part of all
Latin verbs in the indicative mood except for the verb esse, functionally corresponds
to the IE imperfect. It continues the imperfective aspect of the IE imperfect, which
expresses a past action in progress (as unfinished), however, its use is much narrow-
er than in Greek, for example. It is formed from the present stem of the verb by
adding the suffix -ba- (in the 15t and 274 conjugations) or -eba- (in the 3'd and 4% con-
jugations); the endings are the same as for the present, except in the 1t sg., where
the ending is -m, which is an IE secondary ending.

The article is an abridged version of a part of the author’s MA thesis on The Imperfect in Cicero’s Texts,
which deals with the development of the Imperfect tense from Indoeuropean to Latin as well as with its
use from the beginnings of Latin literature to the period of late Latin, with particular regard to Cicero’s
texts. The thesis was presented on March 24 2000 before a panel of examiners consisting of the following
members: Prof. Erika Mihevc Gabrovec, Prof. MatjaZ Babi¢, and Dr. Marko Marin¢ic.

1 ocr. Brugmann 1922: 573-574, Krahe 1972: 125-126, Szemerényi 19904 323.
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The main part and basic characteristic of the Latin imperfect is the suffix -bam,
which most probably originates from a form of the auxiliary verb “to be”. Most gram-
marians agree? that the suffix -bam derives from an older form *bhy-@-m, which in
turn derives from the IE root *bheyH-, the meaning of which was “to grow” (hence

“to originate”, “to become”, “to exist”, “to be”, “to retain”, “to live”). In Proto-Italic,
the form *bhy-a-m developed into *-fam (the proof of this can be found in the Oscan
form fufans?®); what has been left of it are -b- and -£ in the imperfect of Italic lan-
guages. The Latin imperfect containing -ba- is not formally connected with the IE
imperfect, but is a Proto-Italic new form and is, together with b-future, an Italic-
Celtic particularity. In grammar books and treatises, the imperfect and the future are
always discussed together as b-tenses. The proof that this is a particularity of Italic
can be found in other Italic languages, like the aforementioned Oscan form of the
3t pl. fufans, which functionally, but not formally, corresponds to the Latin erant; its
Latin counterpart would be *fubant. Nevertheless, this is not the only proof for b- (or
f) tenses in Italic languages. Besides the Oscan imperfect fufans, we can also find the
future form carefo in Faliscan, which corresponds to the Latin form carebo and pafo
or pipafo (= Lat. bibam); both forms have been preserved in inscription on goblets.4

The -b-/-£-5 future can also be found in Celtic, but not in Oscan (which has fper-
fect) or Umbrian. So, b~ or ffuture can be found in Celtic languages, Latin and
Faliscan, while the imperfect can be found in Latin, Oscan and Umbrian. This fact
indicates an entirely Italic formation.

» <& ” o« » o«

The time of the formation of the Latin imperfect

The origin of the Latin imperfect can only be loosely defined. Due to the Oscan
form fufans (= Lat. eranf) “they were” (the only preserved form of this imperfect in
Oscan) formed from *bhu-bhyant, it is presumed that this periphrastic formation was
already present in Proto-Italic. However, one needs to be careful when discussing the
imperfect as a Proto-Italic formation. Namely, the stem of the aforementioned
Oscan imperfect is questionable, as there only exists one example, and also because
the formation of the imperfect from the root *bhu- with the suffix *bhy-G- derived
from the same root, is not highly likely; Latin also did not form the corresponding

LHS 1977% 579, Meillet-Vendryes 1948: 292-293, Matasovi¢ 1997 220-221, Ernout-Meltzer 19202 3,
Ernout-Meillet 19743 Palmer 1990.

For other experimental explanations of the form fufans see LHS 19775: 579-580.
Cf. LHS 19775: 578, Walde-Hofmann 1938/19543: 103, 167.
Cf. Sommerfelt 1907, Thurneysen 1909: 372, Leumann 1924, Hermann 1948.
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*fubant, but favoured erant® instead, although, by its formation, it falls out of the
frame of other b-imperfect tenses.’

The question of the chronological origin of the future and the imperfect still re-
mains open. As Old Irish forms the f/b-future from derived verbs, a conclusion was
made long ago about a common origin of the future form in Irish, Latin and Falis-
can. This could have happened in the area to the north of the Alps before the Latin
peoples settled in Italy, in the times when the Irish and Latin predecessors were
neighbours. The connection between the Latin and Old Irish future forms was one
of the most important points on which the theory about the existence of a proto-
Latin-Irish community was based (Walde 1917). As the Oscans and Umbrians form-
ed the future with the suffix -s-, and not the suffix -b-, it can be assumed that, in the
times of the formation of the future forms, they were not yet neighbours to the Latin
peoples; on their arrival to the Italian Peninsula, when they settled near the Latin,
they already had an existing future form. The future is therefore older than the im-
perfect; the latter was only formed in Italy from where it penetrated into Oscan. The
origin of the future form dates back into the times when Celtic, Latin and Faliscan
were still closely connected, while the origin of the imperfect dates back into the
times of closer connection between Latin, Oscan and Umbrian (Pohl 1986: 208;
Walde 1917). Leumann believes that the imperfect is older than the future because
it appears in all Latin verbs (with the exception of esse) and can also be found in
Celtic. The -be/o- future is more recent since, in Latin, it cannot be found in inher-
ited thematic primary verbs (most of which belong to the 3 and 4! conjugations)
which used the old é&future. At the same time, he advocates the necessary distinc-
tion between the imperfect and the future, as both are unequally divided not only by
languages, but also within one language into paradigms and verb classes. (Leumann
1924: 60-75, LHS 1977°%: 579).

Traditional theory about the origin of the Latin imperfect

Traditional theory explaining the origin of b-tenses is “Kompositionstheorie”
(composition theory). According to this theory, the auxiliary verb *bheyH- “to be” is
added to the pure verb stem or the nominal form. When forming the future of the
15t 2nd and partly 4th conjugations, we add the morpheme -be/o- to the last syllable
of the present stem and conjugate it like we do the present indicative of verbs in the

6 The suffix -&- in eram, eramus undoubtedly originates in the IE proto-language in some aorist formation
(Cf: Old Irish. bd “I was” (< *bhyam), Lithuanian. buvo “he was” (< *bhyat)). However, we cannot prove the
aorist with the root *es- in any IE language; hence the uncertainty regarding the origin of the forms eram,
erds ... cf. Safarewicz 1969, 226-228.

Cf. also reduplication in the Oscan perfect. fufens “fuerunt” and the Umbrian future ex. fefure; for a more
detailed explanation see Planta 1892/1897: 2, 373; 2, 3282; 2, 331; 2, 342, Buck 1904: § 128, 2a, § 193,
Brugmann 1897/19162: 112, 3, 508 § 421, 7 A.2; II2, 3, 506, Leumann 1924: 66-68, Hermann 1948, LHS
19775: 579.
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3 conjugation. With the imperfect, we add the morpheme -ba- to the last syllable
of the present stem and conjugate the new form the way we conjugate the present
indicative, with the exception of the 15! sg., which has the IE secondary ending -m.
Examples: ’

a) future
infinitive present stem  morpheme Sfuture
sandre sand- -be/o- sanabo
docére docé- -be/o- docébo
lenire lent- -be/o- lenibo
dare da- -be/o- dabo

b) imperfect

infinitive present stem  morpheme imperfect

sandare sana- -ba- sanabam
docére doce- -ba- docébam
lentre lent- -ba- lentbam
dare da- -ba- dabam

The present stem also appears in esse and ire:
esse (stem *es-) > fut. ero (from *es-0)
impf. eram (from *es-a-m)
ire (stem *ei-) > fut. 7-bo (from *ei-bo)
impf. i-bam (from *ei-ba-m)

The common feature of all explanations of the Latin imperfect is that they look
for the old preterite form of the stem *fu-, from which Latin ful and Old Latin con-
junctive fuam are derived (cf. also of Old Indian bh#- and Greek @u- “to form, to
become, to be”), in the ending -ba-m; this was formed from *-bhu-@G-m and corre-
sponds in its formation to er-a-m (< *es-@-m), which was derived from the stem *es-.
By its origin, the imperfect form is therefore a periphrasis created with the inflected
form of the verb “to be”.

On the other hand, explanations of the stem part of the imperfect form differ,
because the structure of the part of the verb before the suffix remains unknown.
Some grammarians see in it a stem incomprehensible to us today; others a flexible
form that was still alive in Latin in historic times, but which later underwent such
changes that it cannot be recognised anymore. The fusion of two stems was supposed
to correspond to the development of the Romance future tense from the Proto-
Romance infinitive + *habyo (e.g. *cantdre hdbyo > Fr. chanterai, 1t. cantaro; Sihler
1995: 554-555). The 15t, 20d and partly 4th conjugations of dare, ire and esse have the
present stem while, in the 3™ and 4% conjugations (colé-bam, lenié-bam, capié-bam),
the present stem is somewhat remodelled; namely, colé-, lenié-, capie- only appear in
this form and, therefore, cannot be regarded as established variants of the verb stem;
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between the stem and the morpheme there is -é-, for which there is still no adequate
explanation. Efforts to discover the origin of the stem of the 3 and 4tk conjugations
led to several hypotheses.

Attempts to explain the verb stems of the 3™ and 4% conjugations

The first part of the imperfect, ending in -€, could have derived from the 3™ con-
jugation, and probably became equal to the first part of the Slavonic imperfect in -&
(cf. Lat. vehé-bam = Old Church Slavonic vezé-achw); it was similar to a case of a nom-
inal formation or a verbal noun. Later on, forms with -iegham in the 3/ and 4th con-
jugations probably appeared. However, if this first part is a case of a verbal noun end-
ing in -&, a question arises how the corresponding verbs ending in -G, -€ and -7 in the
15t 2nd and partly 4™ conjugations were formed. Bopp placed the Latin imperfect
side by side with the Slavonic imperfect (Bopp 1833/1849: II?2 399ss.). Schmidt
(Schmidt 1871), too, directly equated Latin lege- in lege-bam with Slavonic nesé- in
nesé-achw. Both authors influenced subsequent research (cf. Brugmann 1897/19162:
II 32, 506). In this case, we see in legé- either a) a pure verb stem without an inflex-
ional ending, b) a stem of a verbal noun, or c) a fossilised case of a verbal noun with-
out the ending - casus indefinitus (Hoffmann 1920/1924). The weak point of this
explanation is the assumption that this is a form which cannot be proved to be an
independent and living verb form in Latin.

Hermann (Hermann 1951) tried to prove that the first part of the compound is
neither a verbal noun nor casus indefinitus, but a pure stem preserved in combina-
tion with *bhyam. He explains the long € in the first part on an example of primary
verbs of the 279 conjugation (e.g. ple-bam, sile-bam, fidé-bam ...), from where it was to
spread to derivatives (e.g. albé-bam, flore-bam, nocé-bam ...). He rejected the attempt
to explain the long & with an ad hoc invented participle ending in -&.8

Sommer’s objection that the imperfect, ending in -bam, is an Italic new form that
cannot be directly linked to any IE proto-form (Sommer 1914: 140ss.) was rebutted
by Giintert (Giintert 1917). According to the latter, the imperfect legé-bam is an
adapted form of an older pre-Italic IE verb form: Glintert saw in legé- the stem of the
Greek root aorist of the type éAéyv.? He considered the Italic imperfect as a conti-
nuation of the IE aorist of heavy bases; thus, the original *legé-¢ (= Gr. gAéyn(t)) still
present in Italic was supposed to be replaced by a new formation legé-ba-t. He cate-
gorically defended the opinion that *-fam was originally an independent auxiliary
verb directly added to the old aorist stem; he tried to prove with Celtic and Latin
compounds (e.g. calé-facio, liqué-facio) that adding an auxiliary verb to a verb stem in
Italic was nothing unusual. The weakness of his attempt to interpret the imperfect is

8 Cf. Mayer 1956: 120.

9 cr. Meillet-Vendryes 1948: 292-293. In their opinion, -g-, which characterises the past tense, has the same
role as -&- in the Greek aorist of the type épavny.
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that he was forced to base the formation of the imperfect entirely on the imperfect
forms of the 3™ conjugation, as it is only here that the stem in -& can be found in
pure form; from here it was to spread by analogy to other forms within the conjuga-
tion and on to other conjugations. Evidently, Glintert realised the weakness of his
attempts himself. Namely, despite advocating lege- as an aorist stem, he soon came
up with a surmise that legé- in lege-bam might originally not be a stem after all, but
rather a flexible aorist form (Giintert 1917: 18) which could have been formed by the
merging of flexible aorist forms (*legé-s, *legé-t ...) with an auxiliary verb (*-fas, *-far)
and a sound change (disappearance of s and ¢ before f):

*leges + *-fas > *lege-fas

*legés + *fat > *lege-fat
From these forms, *legé- would spread as a stem and then, the following analogy
would apply:

31 5o, *lege-s : *legé-fas

18t pl. *legé-mus : *legé-famus

The deficiency of his explanation was also critically highlighted by Hoffmann
(Hoffmann 1920/1924), whose two main doubts were that the Latin imperfect has
an unfinished meaning and not an aorist one, and that the merging of two inflected
forms into one is a rather unusual phenomenon. _

Stowasser and Skutsch took a different approach (Stowasser 1901, Skutsch 1914:
283-292). In ama-, legé-, audie-, they looked for a usual verb form preserved in Latin
whose meaning would easily explain its connection with -bam. In imperfect forms
they saw formations composed of a participle and an auxiliary verb. The result was
supposed to be the following:

ama-bam < *amans-fam < *amants bhyam
legé-bam < *legens-fam < *legents bhyam
audig-bam < *audiens-fam < *audients bhyam

This theory was widely approved by classical philologists, yet it left many ques-
tions unanswered. The first problem is that, in Old Latin, common imperfect forms
of the 4'® conjugation were not audié-bam (as would be expected if the base form was
*audiens-bam), but audi-bam. However, audi-bam could be a more recent formation
than audiée-bam and could first have been remodelled in the vernacular by analogy
with ama-re:ama-bam, del_e'—re:dele’-bam.lo Furthermore, there is still no satisfactory

10 The forms of the imperfect of the 4th conjugation in -Tham appear throughout Latin literature, in archaic
period mainly and in classical period only with poets (as an archaism and a metric aid), while prose writ-
ers avoid it. There is no irrefutable evidence as to which forms are older, as there is no form in -tham or -
iebam. A possible explanation is that forms in -Tham appeared by an analogy because, in conjugations with
the base containing a long vowel (1st, 204 and 4th), the language saw a certain whole in comparison with

the 3™ conjugation, which was left out by this analogy; in this case, the forms in -ibam are probably
younger. On the basis of the repetition of forms in Old Latin, we cannot determine which form is older;

forms in -tham or -iébam appear side by side, and there are too few prose works preserved for comparison.
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explanation why the imperfect form of the verb ire did not preserve the anticipated
form *ié-bam “I went” (from *iens-bam), but was replaced by a new formation i-bam,
while the form audié-bam was preserved side by side with audi-bam.!!

The expected phonological development also throws doubts on the derivation of
legé-bam from *legens-bam. According to phonological laws, the cluster -nsf could
not develop into -b-, which is characteristic of the imperfect. Expected development 1:

*-nsf-> *-nff

The only answer would be that n before s disappeared early and that -sf changed
into -f* via -ff (e.g.. diffficilis from *dis-facilis), and further into -b-. Expected develop-
ment 2:

Ynsf> *osfe > Kff> *of > po12

Although generally accepted, Stowasser and Skutsch’s hypothesis did not hold
water, so the search for a living Latin verb form which could serve as the base for the
derivation of the imperfect continued. One such verb was pointed out by Léwe, who
saw in the stem of the German weak preterite (salbo-da) some shortened infinitive
composed with the verb “to do”, and incidentally remarked that this was probably
the way the Italic imperfect had been formed.13 According to him, imperfect forms
originated with mechanical clipping, which is how *amdre-bam turned into ama-bam.
Yet, the theory does not hold in the 3™ conjugation, as it fails to explain how the
form *legéré-bam turned into legé-bam. In the 3™ conjugation, Lindsay anticipated
the working of an analogy (Lindsay 1897: 563-565). Ama-, videé-, fini- can be treated
as pure verb stems, which does not hold true for legé-, because originally, its verb
stem was légé-. By analogy, verbs of the 3™ conjugation thus probably followed verbs
of the 274 conjugation; the origin of the form legé-bam could have followed the exam-
ple of vidé-bam with the analogous transfer of the long vowel. In verbs of the 4th con-
jugation, such change in the formation of the imperfect probably occurred in the 274
century BC. )

Hoffmann took an infinitive originating in the locative of a verbal noun as the
starting point for his theory (Hoffmann 1920/24, 222). Thus the infinitives para-re,
legé-re originate in *pard-se, *legé-se and these two forms (presumably) in *para-si,
*lege-si respectively. Since the infinitive is the locative by origin, we can presume its
original locative meaning, if linking the infinitive with the past form *-fam14. This
would mean that the Latin imperfective past was described:

*parasifam “I was at preparing” = I was preparing

*legési-fam I was at reading” = I was reading.

11" Sommer assumed that *iz-bam in the paradigm of the verb I-re remained somehow isolated and had, com-

pared with the new formation I-bam, less power than audié-bam (Sommer 1914: 144).
12 ¢f. Guntert 1917: 7.
13 Cf. Hoffmann 1920/1924: 227.
14 ¢f. Brugmann 1897/19162 11 32 905.
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Expected phonetic development:

a) The intervocalic voiceless - in *pardasi-fam, *legési-fam would first turn into
voiced -b-: *parasi-bam, *legési-bam.

b) As unaccented middle syllables often disappeared in prehistoric times1®, we
can predict the vowel to fall out:

*pardsi-bam > *pards-bam

*legési-bam > *legés-bam

¢) In these forms, -s- disappeared before voiced -b-, while the preceding vowel
lengthened:

*pards-bam > pard-bam

*legés-bam > legé-bam (€ as substitutive lengthening).16
Mayer also agrees with Hoffmann’s argumentation (Mayer 1956).

Sommer, too, sees in agé-bam, like in compounds of the type caléfacio, an infini-
tive formation, and points out the parallel with the Slavonic imperfect *nesé-achw >
neso, which has been explained with the fusion of such infinitive with *es-o-m “I
was”™: *nesé-ésom “I was at carrying” the same as agé-bam “I was at leading” (Sommer
1948: 521).

The explanation for the stem of the verbs of the 3 and 4t conjugations was also
sought in adverbs i-licet, vidé-licet, sci-licet, in verbs of the type cale-facio and in imper-
sonal verbs. Adverbs i-licet, vide-licet, sci-licet are undoubtedly compounds with
infinitives (ire, vidére and scire). The question arises about the occurrence of fusion.
Presumably, it is younger than the imperfect forms i-bam, vide-bam and it cannot be
said with certainty whether the infinitive forms were still *ise, *vidése, *scise, or
already ire, vid re, *scire. Expected development:

a) the short € in compounds disappears

b) s (or r) assimilates into /

¢) -ll- after a long vowel changes into -I-.

*ise-licet > *rs-licet > *rllicet > 1licet
*Tre-licet > *Trlicet > *rllicet > I-licet
*videse-licet > *vidés-licet > *videllicet > vidé-licet
*videre-licet > *vidérlicet > *videllicet > vide-licet
*scise-licet >  *scis-licet > *scillicet > sci-licet
*scire-licet > *scirlicet > *scil-licet > sci-licet

According to this pattern, the fusion of the infinitive and the auxiliary into the
imperfect form would also be possible (Lindsay 1897: 563-565, Hoffmann 1920/1924:
229-230, LHS 19775 566).

15
16

E.g. *hosti-pot(i)s > hospes; *sdcro-dhd-t-s > sacerdos; *opi-ficina > officina.
Replacement of -s-, which disappeared before a voiced consonant, by lengthening the previous vowel can

also be found in historic times, e.g. comis < Old Latin cosmis (Duenos), dimus < Old Latin dusmos (Liv.
Andr. trag. 39 dusmo in loco)
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Hoffmannl? anticipates a similar process with verbs of the type calé-facio, which
are mostly bound to the 274 conjugation by their origin (Hoffmann 1920/1924:
230-231). They probably developed from the connection of the infinitive + facio:
caléfacio < *calése-facio like vidé-licet from *vidése licet. A partial confirmation of
such a supposition can be found in Old Latin, where we can find the connection of
the verb facio with AcI!$, e.g.

Lucil. 1270 purpureamque uvam facit albam pampinum habere

Varro rust. 3, 5, 3 quod earum aspectus ac desiderium marcescere facit volucres inclusas
Phonologically, too, caléfacio can be derived from *calése-facio without any major
problems. Expected development:

a) the vowel in the unaccented mid-syllable position disappears

b) -s- assimilates into -

¢) -ff- after a long vowel changes into -

*calése-facio > *cales-facio > *caléf-facio > calé-facio
The latter statement triggers the questions of the appearance of these forms

a) in tmesis, e.g. Cato agr. 157, 9 fervé bene facito (as opposed to forms with no

tmesis!%); Varro rust. 1, 9, 2 perferve ita fit; 2, 9, 13 consue quoque faciunt; 3, 4, 1

excande me fecerunt

or

b) in poetic licence, e.g. Lucr. 6, 962 principio terram sol excoquit et facit dre.

These examples are supposed to indicate that the form legée- was obviously some sort
of a locative verbal noun analogous to the infinitive, which never appeared independ-
ently as such. Based on verbs of the type caléfacio it could be inferred that these infini-
tive formations (if this is what they are) were preserved until Classical Latin.

A similar development is predicted for imperfect forms which are an older category
than verbs of the type calé-facio:

*calese-fam > *calése-bam > *calés-bam > calé-bam.

The relationship between calé- in caléfacio and calé- in the imperfect cale-bam
remains a matter for discussion. If there had been a connection between them, it
would have to be preserved through the history of the language. So, even after the
appearance of the imperfect (*cale-fam, *sanda-fam), the forms calé, sand@ should have
remained independent infinitives, but were not preserved in the language at all. '

The hypothesis that the stem part with -&- originates in impersonal verbs of the
2nd conjugation as a verbal noun with -&- (e.g. *taede bat “there was disgust” = “it was
disgusting”), has not been widely accepted.20

17 Hoffmann 1920/1924: 230-231.
18 ¢f. Schmalz 1928: 426.

19 Cato agr. 122, 1 in duobus congiis vini veteris in vase aheneo vel in plumbeo defervefacito; 123, 1 eam inferve-
Jacito cum congio vini veteris; 156, 6 postea fervefacito, infundito in catinum; 156, 7 infervefacito paulisper; 157,
9 postea in aulam coicito, defervefacito bene; 157, 11 ubi in scutra fervefeceris.

20 ¢t LHS (19775): 579.
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The last hypothesis regarding -e- is offered by Matasovi¢ (Matasovié¢ 1997
220-221): the element -é- before the suffix -ba- in the verbs of the 3t and 4! conju-
gations might have originated in IE suffix -ek;-, which was used for the formation of
durative verbs expressing state; namely, a similar suffix also appears in the non-ter-

minative past tense in Slavonic languages, for example Old Church Slavonic gre-
béahv.

*

What all traditional hypotheses have in common is that they consider imperfect
forms as compounds, as descriptive combinations with the auxiliary *fam (<*bhuam)
“I was”. However, none of the hypotheses presented has provided a satisfactory
explanation of the origin of the imperfect. More acceptable and also more plausible
answers are offered by the modern theory about the origin of the imperfect: it
explains the origin of the imperfect forms with the transition of IE verb categories
into Latin verb categories and with internal adjustment and organisation of these.
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Povzetek
TRADICIONALNA TEORIJA O NASTANKU LATINSKEGA IMPERFEKTA

Latinski imperfekt, tvorjen s pripono -ba-, ki jo v imperfektu vsebujejo vsi latinski glagoli razen
esse, funkcionalno ustreza indoevropskemu imperfektu in nadaljuje njegov imperfektivni glagolski
vid, formalno pa je brez sleherne povezave z njim. Pripona -ba- je po svojem izvoru preteritalna obli-
ka pomoZnega glagola “biti” in izhaja iz *bhudam (< iz ie. baze *bheyH-), ki je v (pra)italskem jeziku
presel v *fam (prim. oskiSko obliko fufans = lat. erant) oz. -bam. Imperfekt obravnavamo skupaj s
futurom (b- oz. fCasi); medtem ko b-futur razen v italskih jezikih (v latin$¢ini in faliskiSkem na-
reju) najdemo tudi v kelt§¢ini, pa b- (oz. ) imperfekt najdemo samo v italskih jezikih: v latinsci-
ni ter oskiSkem in umbrijskem narecju. Glede kronologije nastanka obeh asov ni enotnega mne-
nja; zanesljivih dokazov ali oblik, ki bi potrjevale, kateri od obeh ¢asov se je izoblikoval prej, ni.

Tradicionalna teorija o nastanku latinskega imperfekta temelji na “teoriji zloZzenke” (Komposition-
theorie); nastanek imperfektovih oblik obravnava izrecno na osnovi zlaganja glagolskega debla (ali
nominalne oblike) ter pripone -ba-. V 1., 2., delno 4. konjugaciji ter pri glagolih dare, ire in esse, kjer
oblike imperfekta tvorimo iz prezentovega debla, ni posebnosti; v 3. in 4. konjugaciji pa je deblo
nekoliko spremenjeno. SlovniCarji so veckrat skusali razloZiti debelni del 3. in 4. deklinacije, ven-
dar noben pokus ni dal povsem zadovoljivega rezultata. Pricujoéi ¢lanek skusa sumarno predstavi-
ti rezultate teh poskusov, njihove prednosti in slabosti.
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