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VERBALIZATION AND NON-CANONICAL
CASE MARKING OF SOME IRREGULAR VERBS
IN *-e- IN BALTIC AND RUSSIAN

ABSTRACT: The paper deals with some morphologically irregular verbs derived with the suffix
*-&- in Baltic and Russian such as Lithuanian skaudéti ‘to ache’, reikéti ‘have to, need’, gailéti ‘to pity’,
Russian bolet’ ‘to ache’, etc. These morphological irregularities appear primarily in the present tense of
the Baltic verbs under investigation. We claim that these verbs are denominal in their origin. We as-
sume that there is a recurrent development found with these verbs: they rise as adverb-like or noun
predicatives and, then, gradually acquire verbal properties. Their denominal origin furthermore explains
the non-canonical alignment of the arguments of these verbs. We argue that this alignment represents
a residue of a former nominal alignment. This explanation not only straightforwardly explains the
quirky case-assignments, but also the morphological irregularities found in the present stem.

KEYWORDS: non-canonical case-marking, alignment, verbalization, Baltic, Russian.

1. INTRODUCTION

The present paper aims to provide a historical account of the irregular present-stem
morphology and the non-canonical alignment of some verbs in *-é- in Baltic and East
Slavic, exemplified by such verbs as Russian bolet’ / Old Russian boléti ‘to ache’, Lithu-
anian skaudéti ‘to ache’ / dial. sopéti ‘to ache’, gailéti ‘to pity’, reikéti ‘to need’, ‘have to,
must’ and Latvian sapeét ‘to ache’. Differently from other approaches, an attempt is made
to account for both syntactic and morphological irregularities at the same time.

These verbs have been subjected to scrutiny in several works, cf., inter alia, Bjar-
nadottir (to appear), Holvoet (2009; 2013), Serzant (2013a, 2013b), cf. also Serzant
(to appear) for the areal account of these verbs. Their nominal and late origin has
been asserted for many years in the literature (Skardzius 1943; Jakaitiené 1968; con-
trastingly Kaukiené 1994). While the nominal origin of these verbs seems to be un-
questionably clear, none of the aforementioned works provides a historical scenario
that would account for the morphosyntactic make-up and the morphological irregu-
larities of the present stem formation of these verbs. The nominal origin in itself does
not entail the case assignment patterns and morphological irregularities in the present
stem formations and, hence, requires an explanation.
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In this paper, we will try to provide a historical account that would explain both
the syntactic alignment and the morphology of these verbs. The typological background
is provided by Bricyn et al. (2009).

The paper is structured as follows. Sections 1.1 and 1.2 provide brief descriptions
of the irregular syntactic and morphological patterning of these verbs, respectively.
Section 2 provides a historical account that simultaneously explains both. Section 3
summarizes the main results.

1.1. Syntactic description. The most typical pain verbs in Latvian, Lithuanian and
Russian are Lithuanian skaudéti (dial. sopéti), Latvian sapet and Russian bolet’ — all are
exact translations of each other, all meaning ‘to ache’and all having analogical argument
structures and case frames: DAT pyporioncer — Verb — Nomgrpvus (Serzant, to appear):

(1) Man skauda galva / galvg. (Lithuanian)
I:pAT ache:pPrs.3 head:NoMm / head:acc
‘T have a headache’

(2) Man sap galva. (Latvian)
I:DAT ache:prs.3 head:NoMm
‘I have a headache!

(3) U menja bolit golova (Modern Russian)
at me  ache:Prs.3s¢  head:Nom
‘T have a headache’

Only Standard Lithuanian has recently developed the DAT — Verb — Acc structure
with this verb, replacing the older DAT — Verb — Nom with DAT — Verb — Acc (Bjarna-
déttir, to appear; Holvoet, 2013; Serzant, 2013a; contrastingly Piccini 2008, Ambrazas
2006: 214 and Fraenkel 1928:116). Otherwise, the structures are the same across these
languages. Bjarnadottir (to appear) demonstrates that the alternating nominative vs.
accusative marking of the body-part argument is distributed quite evenly across the
Lithuanian dialects; she shows that, although nominative marking is the most prevalent
in the Northwestern part of Lithuania, it is by no means limited to that area and ex-
amples of NOM can be found in most corners of Lithuania as far as Eastern parts and
even dialects spoken outside the Lithuanian borders as in Lithuanian spoken in Belarus.

We see that these verbs exhibit a less canonical alignment of their arguments. They
assign the dative case (a dative-like PP in Russian) to their highest ranked or subject-like
argument while the second, object-like argument is assigned the nominative (accusative
in Lithuanian). Alongside the verbs of pain, there are also other verb classes such as
modal verbs that exhibit exactly the same type of irregularities with regard to both mor-
phology and case assignment: Lithuanian reikéti ‘to need’ (Daty,jeficiary — GeNlppepe) and
‘have to, must’ (Datg,,,, — Complement clause) or gailéti ‘to pity’ (beside the regular
Nom~—Gen one also finds non-standard Datg . iencer = G€Ntimutas):
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(4) Man reikia taves (Lithuanian)
I:'paT  need:PRS.3  yOW:GEN.SG
‘T need you!

1.2. Morphological description. While the past stem formation exhibits no varia-
tion with any verb in -é- in Lithuanian, the present stem formation clearly discriminates
between the deverbal and the denominal verbs in -é-. The regular and old deverbal ina-
gentives' in -¢- are formed as sédéti ‘to sit’ and guléti ‘to lie’ (cf. inter alia, Hardarson 1998;
Rasmussen 1993; Ostrowski 2006; Serzant 2008, 2011). In the standard language, these
verbs synchronically take the extension in -i- in their present stem formation as in the
right-most column of Table 1, cf. séd-i‘sits’. Even though these verbs exhibit some com-
peting, innovative formations alongside the regular -i-present, the latter are extremely
rare and restricted either to a specific dialect area or, in the case of the athematic endings,
to Old Lithuanian only. Notably, Old Lithuanian exhibits some productivity of the athe-
matic pattern, cf. 1.sg. sédmi, which is arguably secondary with regard to Modern Stand-
ard Lithuanian sédi. Yet, this is different with the verbs of concern (skaudéti, sopéti, rei-
kéti and gailéti). Here we find much more morphological variation and less uniformity,
though the thematic present-stem formation is the most dominant/unmarked (in bold):

Table 1. Morphological variations of the verbs under investigation

aeisis Thematic Athematic or Thematic & Regular
form neothematic form suffixed *-j- form

sédéti - séd-mi* sédz-ia séd-i
guléti - - gul-ia gul-i
skaudéti skaid-a skaiis-ta skaiidz-ia skaiid-i
sopéti sop-a sop-ti - sop-i
reikéti — (reik-a) - reik-ia -

gailéti — (gail-a) - gail-ia gail-i

Bold: the regular present 3rd form
Brackets: the form is not considered to belong to the paradigm of the respective verb in the
descriptive grammars

1 Traditionally, this morphological class is assumed to encode statives (passim) in Indo-European
linguistics — not to confuse with statives in Vendler’s (1967) terminology. Serzant (2011) has argued
that the notion of statives is rather ill-advised instead seeking for a better definition of the seman-
tico-functional core of this class which is attested in most of the Indo-European language families.
He suggests that these verbs encode an action or state not controlled by its subject referent, the
latter undergoes rather than instantiates the action / state. This morphological marking signals that
the situation comes about inagentively, hence, the term inagentives.

2 Ruhig 1747: 26 (from LKZ, sub verbo).
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Apart from this, the verbs under investigation deviate from the morphological pattern
of guléti ‘to lie’ and minéti ‘to mention’ by having an *o grade of the root® which is his-
torically unexpected and irregular. Importantly, the morphological irregularities cor-
relate with the semantic classes: only the experiencer verbs (sopéti ‘to ache’, skaudéti ‘to
ache’, gailéti ‘to feel pity’, reikéti ‘have to, to need’) and modals (reikéti ‘to need, have
to’) have the irregular present affix and o/e-root grade, while the old e-inagentives like
guléti with the regular zero grade of the root do not have this irregularity in the present
stem. They all consistently have the present suffix -i in the third person, which is ety-
mologically regular, stemming from the inagentive Proto-Indo-European suffix *-h je/o-
(cf. inter alia, Hardarson 1998; Rasmussen 1993; Ostrowski 2006; Serzant 2011).

Crucially, the verbs under discussion only exhibit morphological idiosyncrasies
in their present stem formation and not in the preterit, infinitive or future. In the
latter formations, they pattern exactly as the old ée-verbs of guléti type. An explana-
tion of these idiosyncrasies must thus concomitantly account for this paradigmatic
asymmetry as well.

In the following, two different historical analyses will be suggested for Russian /
Old Russian bolet’ / boléti ‘to ache’ (Section 3) and the aforementioned Baltic -e-verbs
(Section 2).

2. HISTORICAL ACCOUNT:
BALTIC VERBS IN -e¢-

2.1. From noun/adverb to a verb. We claim that the reason for both the mor-
phological and syntactic irregularity is the denominal origin of these verbs. They stem
from predicative nouns, subsequently, adverbs such as sépa / sopé, skauda ‘pain’, reika
‘necessity, need’, gaila ‘pity’. This straightforwardly explains the non-canonical align-
ment: a nominal predication cannot assign a transitive Nom — Acc case frame while
dative, on the contrary, is very frequent with the nominal predication in these lan-
guages (cf. Bonch-Osmolovskaya 2003), cf. Modern Russian:

(5) Mne bylo len’ gotovit's'a k referatu (Modern Russian)
I:DAT  CcOP.PST.35G.N laziness:NOM.F prepare:INF  to presentation

‘T was too lazy to prepare for the talk.

3 In case of Lith. sopéti, Latv. sapet the original *o grade of the root, yielding a in Baltic, has even
been secondarily lengthened.

4 Generally, of course, the o-grade of the root might be old in some rare instances. It might be in-
herited from the old perfect stem formation, morphologically remodeled later along the *-é- pattern
as it has been assumed for Slavic goréti ‘to burn’ (Stang 1942; 1966), for example. Nevertheless,
the assumption of old perfects for the verbs under discussion is highly improbable.
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(6) Im bylo grex Zalovaf'sa (Modern Russian)
they:DAT COP.PST.3sG.N sin:Nom.M  complain
‘They should not have complained. (A. Gracev, Order na smert’, RNC)

As Bonch-Osmolovskaja (2003) states, these nouns do not inflect for case in
Modern Russian in the relevant syntagma. They also do not agree with the copular
verb as adverbs but never nouns typically do. Thus, in example (5), the predicative
noun len’ is feminine while the copular verb bylo has the neuter form. Example (6) is
analogical. Consequently, their status has to be reconsidered as predicative (copula is
optional in the present stem) while the part-of-speech attribution is rather one of ad-
verbs patterning with true adverb-like predicatives as in (7):

(7) Im bylo styd-no Zalovafsa (Modern Russian)
they:pAT COP.PST.35G.N ashamedly:apv ~ complain
‘It was a shame for them to complain’

Indeed, the nominal origin has already been suggested for other verbs in -é- in, inter
alia, Fraenkel (1925: 35-38) and Ambrazas (2001:403) for Lithuanian reikéti. The respec-
tive noun reika ‘necessity, need’, cf. reika yra / est(i) / buvo / bit / buty [lit. ‘need is /
was / would be’] ‘it is necessary, needed’ is well documented in Old Lithuanian (e.g. in
Mazvydas, Vilentas, to mention some), alongside such allegro-forms as reikia or reiké:

(8) Liekoriaus Jveikiem neeft  reika (Old Lithuanian)
doctor:GEN.SG  healthy:DAT.PL  not is  necessity:NOM
‘Those who are healthy do not need a doctor. (Bretkainas, Giesmés Duchaunos, 27,2)

A parallel development to reika is found in Old Russian where the noun nuza
‘necessity, need’ is used predicatively as a modal predicate, the clausal complement
being indicative of a certain degree of grammaticalization:

(9) da nuza mi bysto o semv  pisati (Old Russian)
but necessity I:bpar  was  about this  to-write
‘But I had to write about this.” (Nikon Chronicle, 203)

To summarize, the following development for the Baltic verbs in discussion can

be postulated:

(i) At the first stage, a complex predicate expression arises from a composition
of a noun in the nominative case (originally subject) and a sort of “light verb”,
originally the copula. The noun loses its nominal properties (inflection for
case, subject — verb agreement, etc.) and develops into an adverb;

(ii) Consequently, at the second stage, there is a predicate that is composition-
ally formed by this adverb and the “light verb” (copula);

(iii) Finally, at the third stage, the adverb-predicate starts acquiring verbal proper-
ties (acquires personal endings, infinitive form, tense forms, etc.) and becomes
integrated into the verbal paradigm.
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Note that the assumed development from (i) to (iii) is not a “probable reconstruc-
tion” but is a documented development attested in Latvian vajadzet ‘to need, have to,
must’ or Lithuanian maznéti/moznéti ‘can’, reikéti ‘to need, have to, must’ and Old
Russian nadobéti.

2.1.1. Latvian vajadzet. It is traditionally assumed that this verb has been bor-
rowed from a Finnic language (Estonian or Livonian) as an adverb Latvian vajag(a) ‘it
is necessary, have to’, cf. Estonian vaja(k) ‘deficit, requirement’ (Thomsen 1890: 284),
Livonian vajag ‘necessity’ (Kettunen 1938: 466). Crucially, no verbal status is attested
in South Finnic suggesting that the verbalization must not have taken place until its
borrowing by Latvian. The Latvian vajag(a) has been reinterpreted as the third person
singular and plural form and secondarily acquired third person past form vajadz-éja
and the infinitive vajadz-eé-t.

As noted by Stolz (1991: 78), the fact that the nature of the Latvian counterpart
is verbal while the Estonian one is still nominal is striking. Recall that Estonian vajak /
Livonian vajag ‘deficit, requirement’ is a noun in the source languages but develops
in Latvian through the intermediary stage of an adverb vajag ‘necessary’ into a third
person singular verb form vajag-a and, subsequently, acquires the infinitive vajadzet
(< *vajag-e-t) as well as the respective past form vajadzeja (< *vajag-éj-a). It is prob-
able that this noun was originally borrowed as a noun and adapted morphologically
accordingly into vajaga ‘necessity’ (Andra Kalnaca, p.c.). At least the following ex-
ample allows for such an interpretation:

(10) Man vajaga jir sacit
I'DAT  vajaga:ADV/(?)NOUN.FEM.SG  be/(?)COP:PRES.3 say:INF
‘T have to say’ / ‘I have a need to say’

The status of vajaga is nevertheless controversial here as it can be analyzed as a
noun or as a predicative adverb. It is quite probable to assume that Latvian has bor-
rowed this noun with the predicative use of it because no other, nominal uses are
attested in Latvian. This is supported by the fact that South Finnic languages employ
this noun in the same context, cf. (11) from Livonian:

(11) ab_uo vajag mi'nnan
NEG.PRT_NEG.COP necessity [:DAT
‘T don’t need.” (Kettunen 1938: 466)

This explanation is compatible with the data in South Finnic, and it would also
explain the rapid development of vajag/vajaga in Latvian into an adverb-type predica-
tive and, subsequently, into a full-fledged verb.

The cline from (i) to (iii) put forward above explains this discrepancy between the
source and the target languages: this is the general treatment of these kinds of pred-
icatives in Baltic languages (and partly in the history of Russian too).
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2.1.2. Lithuanian maznéti / moznéti. Notably, there is no need for the first stage
(i) to occur. An adverb-type predicative can have an original adverb and, conse-
quently, enter the cline (i) to (iii) at stage (ii). This is the case with the Lithuanian
dialectal verb maznéti / moznéti ‘can’ from East Slavic adverb mozno ‘allowed, possible’
(LEW 1, sub verbo) that functions as a modal predicative in Slavic with the meaning
‘can, may’. Crucially, this verb does not have a present stem in Lithuanian (cf. Kur-
schat 1968—1973, 2: 1382; LKZ, sub verbo), although it has a conditional mazn-é-ty
[can-E-conp] and both this and the future mazn-é-s [‘can™-E-rut| are formed with the
suffix *-e- like the other verbs discussed here. This is because the present stem (gen-
erally the unmarked and most frequent one cross-linguistically) is provided by the
respective adverb mazna (cf. Kurschat, loc. cit.).

2.1.3. Old Russian nadobéti. Another example, running fully parallel to Lith-
uanian maznéti / moznéti, comes from Old Russian. The Old Russian modal adverb
nadobe ‘it is needed’ can sometimes acquire the regular third singular verbal ending
-t'/-tv in later texts as in (13) from Sokolova (1962: 266) to contrast with Old Rus-
sian (12):

(12) I  ne nadobé ixv suditi nikakomu ze celovéku (Old Russian)
And not necessary:ADV they:ACC.PL judge:INF any:DAT.SG PRT man:DAT.SG

‘And no man may denounce them. (Ustav. Gramota, Smolensk, 1150)

(13) koli  cego neto a nadobe-t’ (Middle Russian)
If something:GEN.SG lacks but  necessary:3sG.PRES

‘If there is something missing though necessary...’

The suggested developmental cline (i) — (iii) straightforwardly explains the case
assignment to both arguments of the predicates. Both Russian and Baltic generally
assign datives to the highest ranked argument of adverb-like predicatives, irrespective
of whether they originate from adverbs / adjectives (14) or nouns as in (15):

(14) Mne tjazelo (Modern Russian)
Man  gruti (Latvian)
Man  sunku (Lithuanian)

I:pat  difficult:apv

‘T am having it difficult.

(15) Jemu uze vremja spat’ (Modern Russian)
Jam jau laikas miegoti  (Lithuanian)
Vinam  jau laiks iet gulet  (Latvian)

He:par  already  time:NOM.SG  go sleep

‘It is time for him to go to bed.
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2.2. Account of the syntactic alignment. While the dative case assignment
to the highest ranked argument of these verbs is straightforward given that it is one
of the most productive case-markings of the highest ranked arguments of predicatives
in Baltic and Slavic, the only question that remains to be answered is about the
second argument of these predicates. Now, the genitive of gailéti or reikéti is straight-
forward since the corresponding nominal-type or adverb-type predicatives also gov-
ern the genitive:

(16) Man jo gaila (Lithuanian)
I'par  he:GEN  pity:ADV
‘T pity him’

This is, however, not as straightforward with the predicates that assign nominative
case to their second argument, such as Lithuanian skaudéti and sopéti or Latvian sapet.
We assume that this second argument is secondary here. The original meaning of the
adverb-type / noun-type predicatives skauda / skaudzia, sopa / sopé must have been
‘painful’, cf. the modern adverb-like predicative Lithuanian skaudu ‘painful’:

(17) Man  skaudu
I:'paT  painful:ADV

‘T am having pains.

The utterance in (17) is grammatical and complete without requiring a stimulus argu-
ment. This is different from the verb skaudéti ‘to ache’ which requires a stimulus/body-
part argument to be encoded explicitly or, at least, be retrievable from the discourse:

*(18) Man skauda
I:paT  skaudéti:PRES.3

‘T am having pains’

Indeed, we find attestations from Old Lithuanian which suggest rather adverb-like
usage of sopa:

(19) Sopd dabdr juog Pons IE3us <..> (Old Lithuanian)
pain:NOM/ADV/PRES.3 yet  that Lord Jesus

grieku attaydima <...> ne uzZ piningus  duoft
sins  remission not for money  gives
‘It is furthermore painful for them that Lord Jesus still does not give the remission

of sins for money’ (Knyga nobaznystés, SE 172,8)

The following example — even though providing typical verbal features such as the
future suffix -s with a zero ending — is also used as a predicative adverb in (17) and
as a verb in (18) if compared to Modern Lithuanian:
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(20) O Diewas  jis umai Jchaus (Old Lithuanian)
but  God them immedately will-shoot
Iog  [kaudés ghiemus
as ache:rur.3  they:par

‘But God will immediately shoot them and it will be painful for them. (Jonas Réza,
Psalteras Dovydo 64,8)

In contrast to modern language use, where skauda and sopa are ungrammatical
without the nominative or accusative body-part argument, unless the latter is somehow
identifiable from the context or pragmatics, the usage of sopa in Old Lithuanian does
not seem to underlie this restriction. This indicates that the nominative argument was
not a valence-bound argument to that extent it is today.

In what follows, we provide examples of how a second argument may have arisen
with the originally adverb-type predicatives. The target of pain, i.e. the body part, can
be explicitly mentioned but not as a core argument of the predicate to begin with.
The reader may compare this stage of development again with the adverb skaudu which
allows for the body part to be encoded in the locative case in non-standard speech:

(21) Taip man dia Sone skaudu ir skaudu (Lithuanian)
So Ipar  here side:toc.sé  painful:apv  and  painful:apv
‘I feel such pain in the side’ (Kiduliai, Sakiai region, LKZ)

Notably, the locative government is still an option with skaudéti / sopéti verbs in
both Latvian and Lithuanian (the location-like strategy to encode the body part, cf.
Bonch-Osmolovskaya et al. 2009: 17 for the classification):

(22) Man skauda Sone (Lithuanian)
Man  sap sant (Latvian)
I:'par  ache:prEs.3  side:Loc.sG
‘T feel pain in the side’

The nominative stimulus may stem from the former subject argument of the pred-
icative, cf. examples such as the following one (Petit 2001: 291ff.; Ambrazas 2006: 140):

(23) Sveikam Zmogui viskas sveika (Lithuanian)
healthy:paT  person:par  everything:Nom  healthy:apv
‘For a healthy person everything is healthy’ (Ambrazas 2006:140)

In (23), the adverb-like predicative sveika ‘healthy’ has two quasi-arguments: the
healthy person and everything. The latter is in the nominative case and is the subject
of sveika. Thus, we assume that constructions as in (23) have enabled the body-part
argument to be introduced with the former adverb-type predicatives. Consequently,
the nominative subject could be introduced no earlier than at stage (ii) since at stage
(i) the predicate consisted already of noun in (formally) the nominative case.

We summarize the development from (i) to (iii) in the following table:
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Table 2. Relative chronology of the skaudéti-type verbs

Stage Syntactic structure Comments

(i) |1 stage |(dat) + (copul) + noun
‘There is a need (for me) in smth. / possessor or (more likely) a free

The dative is either the predicative

to do smth.’ dative (affected participant, exter-

nal possessor)

(i) |2 stage |dat + (nom) + (copul) +
adv (< noun) ment with the copula, no plural

Typically at this stage: no agree-

s

‘It is necessary (for me) to do ... forms, no modifiers etc.

(iii) |3 stage |dat + verb (< adv (< noun)) + (nom) | Acquisition of the verbal paradigm
‘T have to do ...’

(past tense form, infinitive, etc.)

Brackets in the syntactic structure mean optionality

2.3. Account of the present stem morphology. The historical account of the
concerned verbs in -éti as denominals allows a straightforward explanation of the mor-
phological irregularities found in the present stem of these verbs.” Note that the ir-
regularities are found in the present stem formations only while the preterite, infinitive
or conditional stem formations do not show any diversity with the old guléti-type. We
claim that this is because the present stem formations are older while the preterite etc.
stems represent a recent innovation that was acquired only in course of the verbaliza-
tion of this kind of originally predicative nouns and adverbs.

In Table 1 above, the simple thematic and the suffixed *-i- thematic forms can
be straightforwardly accounted for as sustained adverbs or nominative nouns. Indeed,
the unexpected and irregular form skauda (3.PERS.PRES. to skaudéti) patterns with the
Lithuanian gaila ‘pity’ (adverb) with regard to case-assignments (except for the genitive
stimulus with gaila instead of nominative or accusative with skauda which is, though,
of no relevance here):

(24) Man gaila jo (Lithuanian)
I'paT  pity:aDv  he:GEN
‘T am sorry for him.¢

The difference between skaudéti ‘to ache’ and gailéti ‘to pity’ is simply that, with the
verb gailéti, the regular form gaili has been selected according to the inherited pattern
of inagentives (the guléti type) while the original adverb formation gaila has not been
fully verbalized. Notably, according to LKZ (sub verbo), there is also a noun gaila with

5 Notably, the etymological dictionaries just provide the whole derivational family, that is, the verb
and the noun, but do not take a stand on what the origin of the verbal formation is.

6 Note that gaila seems to be very old given the exact etymological counterpart in Old Church Sla-
vonic zélo < *goilo (= Lith. gaila).
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the meaning ‘sorrow’. Thus, the adverb gaila may have arisen from this noun in the
same way as Modern Russian len” and grex did in (5) and (6) or like Old Russian Zelja:

(25) nest  osvlvcju Zelja (Old Russian)
not-is hermit:pAT  regret:NOM
‘The hermit does not regret ..."” (Troickij Sbornik)

In the same way, skauda and sopa can be regarded as original predicative nouns, still
attested as nouns in LKZ (sub verbo), cf. the nouns skauda / skaudé and sopa / sopé ‘pain’.

Furthermore, we consider skaiidzia to originally be a denominal derivation of
*skaud-(i)ia. In fact, the Lithuanian noun skaudé ‘pain’ is just another, we concede
analogically, phonological realization of the same proto-form *skaud-(i)i-a (Stang
1966), cf. the same alternation in Lithuanian sopa / sopé ‘pain’, reika / reikia / reiké
‘need’ (LEW 2:714). The presence or the absence of the derivational suffix *-(i)i- is
subject to variation with no difference in meaning, cf. Russian / Old Russian nuza
‘need’ (OCS nuzda) from *noud-i-a as opposed to Lithuanian nauda ‘use, need’ with-
out this suffix. Furthermore, both reikia / reiké (with the suffix *-(i)i- and reika
(without the suffix) are attested in the same predicative position; cf., furthermore,
Old Russian zelja (*gel-i-a) in (25) above.

The possibility, that forms like skaudZia represent a simple thematization in anal-
ogy to Lithuanian dialectal gulia and Latvian gu/ (to guléti), cannot, of course, also be
excluded. In exactly the same way, it cannot be claimed that, in all instances discussed
so far, only the denominal origin of the present form must be assumed. We believe,
however, that both morphological and syntactic evidence, as well as such parallels as
Latvian vajadzet or Lithuanian moznéti / maznéti and Old Russian nadobeti with an
unequivocal denominal origin, provide strong evidence in favor of the assumption
that, in most of the cases, the denominal origin of the present form via the adverb
status can be assumed. This also does not preclude etymologically related verbal for-
mations from having any impact on the named verbs.

Table 3 summarizes the main conclusions on the morphology of the present stem
formations:

Table 3. Morphology of the present stem of skaudéti

Current Thematic Athematic Thematic & Regular
function: form form suffixed *-(i)i- form
skaudéti skaiida skaiista skaiidzia skaiidi
. . Thematic nouns The inherited
Thematic nouns / Analogical ) )
Its Source: . derived with the Indo-European
Thematic adverbs | (to -st- stems) ) N ) ) )
suffix *~(i)ia inagentive suffix

The case frame is not affected by the morphological change from (noun >) adverb-
like predicative > verb.
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3. HISTORICAL ACCOUNT:
RUSSIAN / OLD RUSSIAN bolet’ / boléti

3.1. From Old Russian to Russian. A somewhat different development for boleti
is attested in Old Russian. One cannot, however, exclude that a development similar to
the one found in Baltic may have preceded the Old Russian and Proto-Slavic period.

We assume the following development for the Russian bolet’ based on the examples
we found (contrastingly, Yavorskaya 2009):

(i) Originally, it was a subject-experiencer verb meaning ‘to be sick, to have

pains’ with an optional, non-argumental stimulus on the syntactic periphery;

(ii) Secondarily, it changes its meaning into ‘to ache’ with the body part as the
subject. The body part stands metonymically for the experiencer, cf.: “if
something affects part of a whole, then the whole is affected.” (Lamiroy, Del-
becque 1998: 31).

(iii) Finally, the experiencer argument is introduced either by means of the indi-
rectly affected-participant morphology, namely, (iiia) the dative or dative-like
expressions, or, alternatively, — and that is quite rare in Slavic — (iiib) by
means of the accusativus commodi.

In what follows, we present our data and argumentation for each stage.

3.1.1. Stage (i). Stage (i) is attested in Old Russian. In Old Russian (Sreznevskij
1-1: 150; SRR 1: 284) and Old Church Slavonic (StSI 1: 136) the verb boléti (1.sg.
bolio, 2.sg. bolisi) meant ‘to be sick, to have pains’ only and never ‘to ache’:

(26) molja i glagolja:  bolju zéelo  (Old Russian)
asking and saying suffer:1.s¢c  very
‘Asking and saying: I am hardly suffering’ (Vita of Niphon 325, from 1219)

The stimulus, i.e. the disease, may be encoded by an instrumental adjunct. Oc-
casionally, also the affected body part can be encoded by the instrumental case thus
being construed as the stimulus:

(27) casto ze  bolgse lonomp stareco (Old Russian)
often PRT suffer:MPF.3.5G breast:INSTR.SG old-man:Nom.sG
‘The old man had often pains in his breast.’ (adopted from SDR 1: 294, from XIV-
XV cc.)

Thus, the more general (possibly the more original) meaning almost lost in Mod-
ern Russian seems to have been ‘to worry about’, ‘to suffer’, usually quoted as the
second meaning in the dictionaries (Sreznevskij 1-1: 150; SDR 1: 295):

(28) Jako  bolju 0 tebé (Old Russian)
As  worry:l.sc  about you
‘as much as I worry about you’ (adopted from SDR 1: 295)

229



Ilja A. Serzant, Valgerour Bjarnadottir

(29) i tvore boleti dvjavolu  (Old Russian)
And making  suffer:nr  devil:par
‘and making the devil suffer’ (XIV c., adopted from SDR 1: 295)

3.1.2. Stage (ii). In Middle Russian’, this verb acquires the meaning of ‘to ache’,
thus stage (ii). The experiencer may be encoded as the internal possessor of the body-
part NP at this stage:

(30) ¢revo moe boli(t) (Old Russian)
body:NoM my:Nom suffer:PRES.3.5G
‘T have pains in my body. (adopted from SDR1: 295; from XIV c.)

The semantic change from stage (i) into stage (ii) can be explained by the loosen-
ing of the lexical input restrictions on the subject slot. However, the process of loos-
ening is in itself semantically constrained. As we mentioned above, following the
general explanation in Lamiroy and Delbecque (1998: 31), we assume that the body
part could be used in the subject slot thanks to its metonymic extension which al-
lowed it to represent the experiencer:

(i) the lexical input restrictions on the subject slot of boléti have been weakened

and body-parts denoting NPs started occurring in this position;

(ii) the meaning of the verb has metonymically changed from ‘to be sick’ (only

about animate NPs) to ‘to ache’ (only about inanimate NPs);

(iii) the internal-possessor strategy was gradually replaced by the external-pos-

sessor / indirectly affected-participant strategy for expressing the experiencer
of the pain event.

Interestingly, this development is also found with the Old Russian nemos¢i ‘to be
sick” (the only meaning in Sreznevskij 2: 397) turning into ‘to ache’ beside ‘to be sick’
in the inchoative za-nemo¢ of Modern Russian. The metonymical extension of this
type is quite frequently found across languages and in Modern Russian as well, e.g.,
with merznut ‘get cold’ (see below).

3.1.3. Stage (iiia). As regards stage (iiia), the adessive-like PP u ‘at’ with the
genitive or, alternatively, the dative case — which is a more archaic strategy — is in-
troduced to encode the indirectly affected participant. Both the adessive-like PP and
the dative case are non-argumental adjuncts (free datives) to begin with. We believe
that the possession relation that the indirectly affected participant shows towards the
body part is motivated rather pragmatically (one can hardly be affected by someone
else’s body part pains) and is, hence, secondary. It has also been argued that the ex-
ternal possessors are primarily affected participants (Haspelmath 1999; Payne, Barshi

7 Examples are taken from the relevant dictionaries (Sreznevskij 1893-1912 and SDR, SRR); all
examples in this subsection are no earlier than XIII-XIV c.

230

Verbalization and Non-canonical Case Marking

*

of Some Irregular Verbs in *-é- in Baltic and Russian

1999). The term, affected participant, is semantically (and, hence, syntactically) more
justified as it primarily relates to the whole clause and not to a particular NP (cf.
Mclntyre 2006 for the argument).

Notably, there is some variation regarding the case-marking of the affected par-
ticipant: while Russian almost exclusively tends to encode it with the adessive PP with
intransitive verbs (Garde 1985, Cienki 1993), cf. (31), other East Slavic branches (32)
and Old Russian (33) — where the adessive PP does not enjoy such a degree of pro-
ductivity — may employ the old strategy, namely, the dative case. Thus, as in a num-
ber of Russian dialects (AUM 3, map 81; Lonngren 1994: 57) as well as in Ukrainian
(e.g. in Zitormi¥¢ina, cf. Samoxvalova 1982) — alongside the regular adessive PP v
mene ‘at me’ — we find the dative case-marked affected participant:

(31) U menja bolit golova (Modern Russian)
at me  ache:Prs.3.56 head:Nom
‘T have headache’

(32) persij raz  na Kapri bolila meni  holova (Ukrainian)
First time on Capri ache:pst.3.56.F  L:paT head:NOM.SG.F
‘For the first time on Capri, I've got headaches.” (Mikhailo Kotsiubynsky)

(33) mnogo bo mi bolitv d(ou)sa  (Old Russian)
alot PRt I:paT suffer:PrEs.3.s¢  soul:Nom
‘My soul suffers hard.” (Casoslov, Jaroslavl’, from XIII cc., adopted from SDJ)

The development (i) to (iiia) is frequently found and analogies are easily adduc-
ible, cf. the verb merznut’ ‘to get cold’ in Modern Russian that attests all three as-
sumed stages in (i) — (iii) or the Lithuanian verb susalti ‘idem’. Thus, in addition to
the Old Russian verb nemosci ‘to be sick’, similar developments are found in Lithu-
anian, cf. (34) representing stage (i), (35) — stage (ii), and, finally, (36) — stage (iii):

(34) As suSalau  (Lithuanian)
Ja zamerz  (Standard Russian)
I:Nom get.cold:pst.1.5G6
‘T got cold

(35) (Mano)  pirstai susalo (Lithuanian)
(Moi) pal’cy zamerzli  (Standard Russian)
My fingers:Nom  get.cold:pst.3
‘My fingers got cold.

(36) Man susalo pirstai (Lithuanian)
I:DAT get.cold:pstT.3 fingers:Nom
U menja  zamerzli palcy (Standard Russian)
at me get.cold:pst.1pL  fingers:NOM.PL

‘T have my fingers cold’
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Note the dative case in Lithuanian and the adessive PP in Russian at stage (iii).
Modern Russian has developed a new marker for the affected participant, i.e. the ades-
sive PP, which — despite some semantic and distributional differences — competes with
the dative case (Garde 1985, Cienki 1993). As, however, the (non-standard) Ukrainian
example in (32) shows, the dative case has been another valid option in East Slavic for
encoding the affected participant (external possessor and / or experiencer).

3.1.4. Stage (iiib). Old Church Slavonic, West Slavic and also East Slavic had
another alternative for encoding a non-argumental experiencer of an intransitive event
referred to by boléti, namely, the accusativus commodi (first suggested by Popov 1879—
1881, 1881 and elaborated in Danylenko 2003: 105-106; Krys'ko 2006: 117-119).
This historical source of the experiencer case-marking has been compared to the
Latin accusative experiencer predicates such as me pudet ‘I (Acc) am ashamed (3.56)’
(Popov, loc. cit.; Danylenko, loc. cit.).

In addition to the frequent and more productive dativus commodi, Slavic attests
this typologically rare pattern (cf. Serzant 2013b: 328—-329). The accusative constitu-
ent is not an argument to begin with, it only acquires some object properties in the
later languages (Krys'ko 2006: 119); in the same way as the dative experiencer, it is
not originally an argument of the verb:

(37) zélo mja  golova bolitv  (Middle Russian)
very Liacc head:Nom.sG.F ache:3.s6
‘T have strong headache.’ (Vita of Joseph 55, XVI c.)

This pattern remained productive in the Western Slavic languages such as Polish,
it is also marginally preserved in Ukrainian.

Given the homonymy of the genitive and the accusative, it is often difficult to
decide whether the experiencer is coded as an internal possessor (as unambigiously
attested in example (37)) or as the accusativus commodi:

(38) ljudi ne starejutsa ni oci iXv ne boljaty (Middle Russian)
people:NoM not get-old nor eyes:NOM they:GEN / ACC.PL not ache:3.pL
‘People are not getting older and their eyes do not ache’ (Story of Ind. Kingdom, 73;

XV c.)

(39) Mnogyxv boletv dusa (Old Russian)
many:GEN / Acc.pL  ache:3.pL soul:NOM.PL

‘Souls of many are suffering.’ (adopted from SDJ, vide sub verbo)

Even though the accusativus commodi is a marginal pattern in East Slavic, it shows
some degree of productivity in the earlier languages. Thus, adverb-predicatives based
on the copular construction may also assign adjunct-like accusative experiencers (ac-
cusativus commodi) in Old Church Russian and Old Russian (see examples in Krys'ko
2006: 118-119 with further references to Saxmatov):
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(40) Straxv  mja  eda vedadjatv  ny ognevi (Old Russian)
fear:Nom T:acc  whether  expose:INF  us:ACC  fire:DAT
‘T am afraid, they might expose us to the fire (XII c., adopted from Krys’ko 2006: 118)

(41) da mja  tuza ne budetv (Old Russian)
That I:acc trouble:Nxom.sG  not be
‘so that I would not come into troubles’ (XIV c., adopted from Krysko 2006: 118)

Examples (40) and (41) clearly illustrate that the accusativus commodi adjunct could
adjoin an inherently intransitive predicate given the fact that the “light” verb of the
predicative nouns straxs ‘fear’ and tuza ‘trouble’ stems here from the copular predicate
byti ‘to be’ that was never transitive.

We believe, following Danylenko (2003: 105-106), that the accusative experi-
encer with boléti has emerged in the same way as with the noun predicates strax» and
tuza, namely, from the syntactic slot provided by the accusativus commodi adjunct. As
mentioned above, the accusative experiencer remains preserved in the Western Slavic
languages and, marginally, in Ukrainian while it is completely lost in Russian (Popov
1879-1881).

3.1.5. Summary. The described development can be summarized in the following
table:

Table 4. Relative chronology of the boléti-type verbs

Stage Syntactic structure Comments

Experiencer: nominative Only the experiencer can oc-

Source — Body part: instrumental cupy the nominative slot; the
1% stage body part may be construed as
Verb: ‘to be sick’ stimulus and encoded with in-

strumental (like other stimuli)

Experiencer — Body part: nominative Both experiencers and body
Experiencer: internal possessor parts can occupy the nomina-

tive slot (in one NP: the ex-

2™ stage . L , . .

Verb: ‘to be sick’ — ‘to ache periencer can optionally be
encoded as an internal posses-
sor of the body part)

Russian Ukrainian Polish Only body parts can occupy

Experiencer: | Experiencer: | Experiencer: | the nominative slot; the expe-

] _ adessive PP | — adessive PP riencer has to be encoded by
T
3" stage (~ dative) means of the adessive PP (u
(— accusative) _ accusative at’ with Gen.) / dativus or

. accusativus commodi
Body part: nominative
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3.2. Parallels in Baltic. Before we conclude, some remarks on Old Lithuanian
and Latvian are in order. Notably, the development of the Latvian (sapet) and Lith-
uanian (skaudéti / sopéti) counterparts show some correlations with stage (ii) in Old
and Middle Russian. Thus, we find that the logical subject of the middle participles
allowed for the experiencers to occur in the head slot as evidenced by the data from
Old Lithuanian. The middle participle in -ma- (e.g., skauda-ma-s, sopa-ma-s) can
occur with both thematic roles in the head NP: the body part and the experiencer,
cf. (42) and (43) with the body part subject as opposed to (44) and (45) with the
experiencer head:

(42) Jo kuanas skaudamas (Lithuanian)

His  body:NoM.sG.M  ache:PARTC.PRES.PASS/MID.NOM.SG.M

[lit.] “His body is aching’, ‘He has pains in the body’ (Nesselmann 1851, LKZ, sub
verbo)

(43) AS turiu  skatdamg kojg (Lithuanian)

I have ache:PARTC.PRES.PASS/MID.ACC.SG.F leg:ACC.SG.F

‘I have pains in my leg’ [lit.] ‘I have an aching leg. (Kurschat 1968-1973, LKZ,
sub verbo)

(44) Numirre ir tas bagotas ~ Waitodams (Old Lithuanian)
die:past.3 and  this  rich-man cry:PARTC.PRES.PASS/MID.NOM.SG.M
irgi  [kaudamas
and  ache / suffer:PARTC.PRES.PASS/MID.NOM.SG.M

‘This rich man died crying and suffering.’ (Bretktinas, Giesmés Duchaunos 122,6-7)

(45) Ssytay tévas tavas ir afl (Old Lithuanian)
thus father:Nom.sG yours:Nom.sG¢ and  [:NOM.SG

Jopami iéfkoiome taves
ache / suffer:PARTC.PRES.PASS/MID.NOM.SG.M  look-for:1.PL  you:GEN.SG

‘Thus, your father and I was looking for you in pains [lit. suffering].” (Dauksa’s Pos-
tillé 63,32—33)

We also found one example in Latvian where the nominative subject slot is oc-
cupied by the experiencer and not by the body part — the latter being the regular
situation. This is highly reminiscent of the stage (i) for East Slavic:

(46) wvisu  tuo  dzird un sajut  Anna, sapedama (Latvian)
all this  hears and feels Anna:Nnom  suffering:Nom
‘Anna hears and feels all this with pains’ (EH XVI, 472)

Also, as assumed for stage (ii), the experiencer can be expressed via the internal-
possessor strategy in Old Lithuanian:
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(47) fu kurivo ir  Tewa  paties /  [irdis /  ligieai Jopeia (Old Lithuanian)
with  whom and Father’s himself  heart:Nom equally  ache:past.3
ir fiirga.
and  be-sick:past.3

‘with whom also the Father’s heart equally ached and was sick.’ (Knyga nobaznystés,
SE 245,24-25)

(48) Skaust, gel mano Sirduzis ir  be ty Zodeliy ~ (Lithuanian folkore)
aches aches I:GEN heart:NoMm and without these words
‘My heart hurts even without these words” (RD 121, Rhesa 1843)

(49) Ui skausti skausti mano  Sirdele (Lithuanian folkore)
Oi aches:Pres.3 aches.PrRES.3 I:GEN heart:acc
‘Oi, my heart aches.” (Tilzé, 265, Aleksynas, par. 1998 = Kalvaitis 1905)

So far we are not in a position to make claims about the origin of the Old Russian
verb boléti, whether it also stems from a noun (like Old Russian/Old Church Sla-
vonic bol’, StSl: 98) or an adverb in the same manner as did, e.g., the Lithuanian
verbs skaudéti or sopéti. However, we would like to emphasize that the development
of these verbs in Baltic via a predicative noun, subsequently, predicative adverb sug-
gested above is compatible with what we find in East Slavic since there are a number
of adverb-type predicatives that may take both the nominative or the dative experi-
encer, cf. Modern Russian (see Say, to appear):

(50a) Mne bol'no
Iipar  painful:apv
‘T feel pain’

(50b) Ja bolen
I:NoM  sick:AD].M

‘T am sick.” (about males)

Note that both predicatives bol'no and bolen are morphological variants of the same
stem. The predicative bolen is different from bol'no in that it has to agree with its
nominative subject in gender and number. The predicative bolen would correspond
semantically to East Slavic boleti while the predicative bol'no corresponds to Baltic
(Lithuanian) skaudéti/sopéti.

4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In the present paper, we have argued that the Baltic verbs Lithuanian skaudéti,
sopéti, Latvian sapet ‘to ache’, as well as such verbs as reikéti ‘to need, have to’, gailéti
‘to pity’, represent verbalizations of the predicative adverbs (historically from adverbs
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or nouns). This development not only coherently accommodates the syntactic align-
ment found with these verbs in both Modern and Old Lithuanian as well as in Lat-
vian, but also provides an explanation for the morphological irregularities found with
these verbs in their present stems. We have claimed that the morphologically irregu-
lar thematic present-stem formations are, in fact, sustained adverb or nominative-noun
forms (with subsequent, morphophonological accent retraction due to the change in
the part of speech: from a noun to an adverb).

An attempt has been made to trace the documented changes in meaning for the
Russian verb bolet' / Old Russian boléti. We have illustrated that the original meaning
of this verb was ‘to be sick’, while the modern meaning of ‘to ache’ is the result of
the metonymical extension of the lexical input restrictions on the subject slot of this
verb where body-parts denoting NPs secondarily became also allowed to occur. We
have additionally added parallels from Lithuanian and Latvian.
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ABBREVIATIONS. ACC — accusative, AD] — adjective, ADV — adverb, cop — copula, DAT — dative,
F — feminine, FUT — future, GEN — genitive, IMPF — imperfect, INF — infinitive, INSTR — instrumental,
Loc — locative, M — masculine, MiD/pPAss — middle/passive, N — neuter, NEG — negation, NOM — no-
minative, PARTC — participle, pL — plural, PRT — particle, PRES — present, PST — past, sG — singular.
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NETAISYKLINGUJU *-é- KAMIENO VEIKSMAZODZIU
VERBALIZACIJA IR NEKANONINE LINKSNIU RAISKA
BALTU IR RUSU KALBOSE

SANTRAUKA. Straipsnyje nagrinéjami kai kurie netaisyklingos morfologinés sandaros balty ir
rusy kalby veiksmazodziai, padaryti su priesaga *-e- (tokie kaip lietuviy skaudéti, reikéti, gailéti, rusy
bolet ‘skaudéti’). Netaisyklinga morfologiné sandara budingiausia Sios grupeés balty kalby veiksma-
zodziy esamajam laikui. Laikomés nuomonés, kad jie yra vardazodinés kilmés. Manome, kad sios
grupés veiksmazodziams budinga tokia nuolat pasikartojanti raida: jie randasi i§ predikatiskai varto-
jamy prieveiksmiy arba daiktavardziy ir palaipsniui jgyja veiksmazodziy ypatybes. Vardazodiné kilme
paaiskina nekanoning jy argumenty raiskos strategija. Manome, kad tokia strategija atspindi anks-
tesne vardazodziy argumenty strukttrg. Tai paaiskina ne tik nejprasta linksniy priskyrima, bet ir
netaisyklingas esamojo laiko kamieno formas.

BEPBA/IMU3AIIVIA 1 HEKAHOHUYECKOE
ITPOABIIEHUE TTAJIEXXEN HEITPABUJILHBIX TTIATOJIOB
*-¢- OCHOBBI B BAJTITUMCKUX Y PYCCKOM A3BIKAX

PE3IOME. B crarne AHATTM3UPYIOTCSI HEKOTOPbIC HEIIPABU/IbPHBIC 6aHTHﬁCKHe 1 PyCCKHE I71aroiIbl,

*-¢- (Takme, Kak murosckue skaudéti ‘Gonery, reikéti ‘GpITH

obpasoBanusle mpu nmomormu cyddukca
HYXHBIM, gailéti “>xaneTy, pycckuit 6osremy). Hempasunsaoe mopdomorudeckoe crpoerue 6osbiire
BCETO HPOSIBISIETCS] B HACTOSIIIEM BpeMEeHH Da/ITHICKUX I7Iar0I0B 9TOH IpyIsl. Ml puiep xuBaeM-
€Sl MHEHHS, 9TO OHU MMEHHOTO IIPOUCXOXK/jeHus. MBI cuuraeM, 4To JIs [Iar0JIOB 9TOU IPYIIIbI Xa-
paKTepHa CIIe/YIOMas TOCTOSHHO [IOBTOPSIOMIASCS MO/E/b PA3BUTUS: OHY HOSB/ISIOTCS U3 IpeuKa-
TUBHO YHOTpeb/IsieMbIX a/jBepOOB MM CYIIeCTBUTEBHBIX ¥ OCTEIIEHHO IPUOOPETAOT YepTHI I71aro-
na. VIMeHHOE [IPOUCXOXK/IeHIE 00BACHSIET HEKAHOHIMIECKYIO CTPATET IO BBIPAXKEHSI QTYMEHTOB 9THX
71aros1oB. MBI cumTaeM, 4TO TaKas CTPaTerus COOTBETCTBYET IIEPBOHAYATIBHOMY UMEHHOMY XapaKTe-
Py 9TOH CTPYKTYPBL. DTUM OOBSACHSIOTCS HE TONBKO HEOOBIUHOE paclipe/ieieHne Hajiexell, Ho U He-

IpaBUIbHBIE POPMBI OCHOBBI HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHN.
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