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MARK J. ELSON
(University of Virginia)

THE EVOLUTION OF THE IMPERFECT IN SERBOCROATIAN

1. Introdu~+i~n T ila Mulgarian and Macedonian, Serbocroatian has

preserved a ve :xpressing past tense and imperfect aspect.?
Historically, th portion of forms constituting this paradigm
(i.e. the portior ‘erbal stem) began with a segment realized as

é: or (flak. In e ceeee« .terary language, this segment is consistently
(7)a:, but it is no longer initial among the members of a small group comprised

1 Following tiadition, we will refer to this formation as the imperfect. In addition to
the imperfect, contemporary standard Serbocroatian has three other formations which
express person and number: present, imperative, and aorist. Like the imperfect, the aorist
expresses past tense and aspect, and is comparatively rare, especially in the spoken language,

Note the following: (1) Meaningful units are cited in Roman orthography. In the
text and notes, 7 is used instead of »j to represent the palatal nasal. Pitch is unmarked.
Unless noted, other suprasegmentals are assumed to be irrelevant, and therefore unmarked.
When relevant, length is denoted with a colon (e.g., #a:), and ictus with a raised vertical
bar preceding the initial segment of the appropriate syllable (e.g., ’tresija:h, in which e
is stressed). Contemporary forms are ekavian unless otherwise noted. (2) C = consonant,
V = vowel, 1 = back jer. (3) Imperfect paradigms are cited with the first person singular
form. (4) H:stoncal statements with respect to verbal type are made in terms of Leskien’s
classification (197~ =~ . of which is assumed. (5) Verbs are cited with

the infinitive and ratcd by as'--* ™%-- ---=%-- - 3ppear in this
paper, with gloss bitiljesu *be’ t/beru *carry’,
&itati|titaju "read hteti/hoée ‘w , kupovatifku-
puju *buy’, nestifs. rry s pecifpek xe’, pratijperu
wash’, tonutifton.. ..., .coeejei e .2, vestifvedu iee’. It should
be noted that pratz/peru is not included in Aleksi¢ 19 r it is Meillet
1969 :246.

2 Both ¢é: and (j)a: are reflexes of Common Slavic vowels in sequence, which always
yielded a long vowel. As a reminder of their origin, we mark length in them throughout
this paper although it does not affect the argument. The notation (j)a: abbreviates ja: and
a:. Among verbs with (j)a: in the imperfect, a: occurred preceded by a consonant (e.g. in
nosa:h from nositifnose), and ja: occurred preceded by a vowel (e.g. in bija:h from biti{biju).
The respective sequences sources of &: and (j)a: were éa (e.g., in vedéahit from vestijvedu)
and aa (e.g., in itaahii from &tatil&itaju), with which we are not concerned. For discussion
of their evolution preceding contraction, which yielded é: and a:, see Leskien 1914:534—537.
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primarily b -aflevee ~F T eskien Class I,* where it is preceded by ¢ before

which a de¢ t 2) appears for stem final velar (e.g., pecija :h_for
peéa:h fron »ut other segments remain unchanged (e.g., tresija:h
for tresé:h »su). The origin of ¢ in the imperfect of these verbs

is disputed. ... svuoe cuws SOUrces have been suggested:?

HI: the ekavian imperfect, which had e: as the reflex of &: (e.g., trese:hs
in the imperfect of tresti/tresu);

H2: the jekavian imperfect, which had ije as the reflex of &: (e.g., tresijeh
in the imperfect of trestiftresu);

H3: the ikavian imperfect, which had i: as the reflex of é: (e.g., tresi:h
in the imperfect of rrescifiresu); and

H4: the ekavian imperative, which exhibited : immediately following
the verbal stem (e.g., resi in the singular imperative of rresti/zresu).

We can eliminate the first source from sorinne ~ansideration since those who

suggest it assume the prior existence o im'mg that ¢: preceding j
was reinterpreted as ¢ by regular sounc Leskien (1914:534) notes,
however, that é:;ja: — a reflex, presuma erited ¢: and the generali-

zation of (j)a: — is not attested. The remaimng hypotheses each claim an
external source for i — either an ekavian formation other than the imperfect
(i.e., the imperative), or a nonekavian formation (i.e. the ikavian and/or je-
kavian imperfect). The purpose of this paper is to argue that, although the
details of the innovation(s) responsible for the 7 of sja: are likely to remain
uncertain, it is probable on systemic grounds that botk external sources were

relevant. Consideration is also given to the universal assumption that ja: is a
reflex of (f)a:.

3 Structurally, these are the so-called unsuffixed verbs; i.e. verbs with CVC (e.g.
grepstijgrebu), CV (e.g., bitilbiju), or CVC alternating with CV (e.g., vestifvedy) in the
stem. Within this group, the occurrence of (j)a: versus &: was determined by the final
segment of the stem: ja: after a vowel (e.g., bija:k from biti/biju); a: after a palatal conso-
nant (e.g., peca:h from peéi/peku); &: after other consonants (e.g., vedé:h from wvestifvedu).
It should be noted that: (1) We are assuming unsuffixed status for verbs like bitifbiju alth-
ough they were members of Leskien Class III, not. I. (2) The string #ja: is attested not
only by reflexes of Class I, but also by hteti/hoée and verbs like wmatifimaju, which may
extend the stem with 4 in the present, imperative, and imperfect. (3) Verbs with dja: in
the imperfect attest a less common alternative without 7 (e.g., tresah, a less common alterna-
tive to tresifa:h in the imperfect of rresti] tresu). -

Lo a1 TN

“~rence of (j)a: versus ¢: in suffixed verbs ot  * - T Leskien Class
‘e from nositi[nose) is not clear since, in for 1 from kupova-
idé:h from wvidetijvide, we could assume ar 1e verbal stem
(pova, etc), which would mean the absen f a morpheme
o the stem. This remains a topic for inves not relevant to

conclusions of this paper.

- vsc aintilov 1964:41—45 for brief commentary on, and references to, the work
of some of those who propose the first, second, and third hypotheses. The fourth is propo-
sed by Vaillant (1966:69—70). There are some, e.g., Kul’bakin (1917:92—94) and Beli¢
(1965:61), who apparently interpret 7ja: as the direct descendant of &a. This hypothesis
is untenable. According to Leskien (1914:534—535), the attestations available to us leave
no doubt that the verbs which evolved ija: attested &: from original éa.
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2. Discussion. We begin with the assumiption that a formation A is
potentially rélevant in the evolution of another formation B if:3

(1) there is a grammatical meaning common to A and B;

(2) there is a segment in A with a realization X and a segment in B with
this realization, or one which differs from it only in a suprasegmental
attribute; and )

(3) the position of the segment in A relative to the stem is identical
to that of the segment in B.

With regard to the imperfect, both the imperative and the aorist meet all
of these conditions. Grammatically, the imperfect has meaning in common
with any formation which cxpresses time before the speech event (i.e., ex-
presses [+past], representing the catcgory of tense) or makes reference to
the duration. of the narrated event (i.e., expresses [--progressive], represen-
ting the category of aspect). Its grammatical link to the aorist is obvious:
both express time before the speech event. Its link to the imperative is less
obvious at first. The imperative makes reference to an event anticipated by
the speaker in which he wishes the addressce to be a participant. Minimally,
a sincere imperative requires only that the spcaker want an action to be under-
taken, and therzfore to be in progress. It does not require him to be concer-
ned with the outcome of the action, although this is frequently the case;
e.g. in a minimal imperative like read!, with which the speaker directs, in
explicit terms at least, only that the action be undertaken, and which there-
fore may be uttered before he has decided how much or how long the action
is to proceed (cf. read for three hours!, in which the process and its extent are
specified). We can therefore understand thz semantic core of an imperative
to be a future event in progress, which entails compatibility of the imperative
with the category of tense represented by an appropriate feature (e.g., [-past]),
and with the category of aspect represented by [-progressive], the feature
defining the imperfect.®

s Despite decades of morphological investigation, primarily by Bloomfieldians and
Praguians, we still have little knowledge of the strategies used by learners in the assign-
ment of meaning to form. The assumptions we offer do nothing more than formalize the
hypothesis, generally accepted, that identity in form and meaning is relevant, They do
not offer speculation on the degree to which strings may differ realizationally but still be
interpreted as representatives of a single morpheme (i.e., as allomorphs). It should be noted,
however, that the second assumption includes the view adopted for this paper that supraseg-
mental differences do not preclude an allomorphic relationship between strings which are
segmentally identical.

¢ See Forsyth 1970:195—196 for brief general commentary on the imperative. It
should be noted that, unlike the imperfect, the imperative is regularly formed from per-
fective verbs as well as imperfective in the Slavic languages. This undoubtedly follows
from a peculiarity of the impcrative which opposes it to indicative forms. According to
Forsyth (1970:195):

In the indicative the basic elements in the speech situation — the event (which
is the subject matter, the speaker’s utterance about this event, and the hearer’s per-
ception of the utterance — can all be seen as independent (emphasis mine, MJE)
phenomena . . . Utterances in the imperative, however, express the will of the speaker,
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Segmentally, both imperfect and aorist exhibited forms with 4 a single
unit’s distance from the verbal stem. Since & was restricted to forms which
were [+past] and in the same relative position, it was available to represent
their common meaning, and oppose them to forms of the present and impe-
“mtioes = -1 % was absent. This was true of all verbs, regardless of pattern

The segmental relationship between the imperfect and} the

tver, was more complex. The imperative exhibited 7 or j

rbal stem (ec.g., ¢ in nest versus j in &taj). The verbs which
s v wewvor . i the imperfect all attested 7 in the imperative. Although they
inherited e: from ¢: in the imperfect, we must assume that jekavian ije and
ikavian i: were attested as well, in transitional areas at least, with the domi-
nant reflex in the speech of an individual a function of his geographical and
sociological history. It should be noted in this regard that ikavian and jeka-
vian speakers had replaced a: in the imperfect of Leskien Class I with stem
final velar by 7:. This was accompanied by the replacement of stem-final
palatal in the imperfect with dental (e.g., peca:h from pedi/peku was replaced
by peci:h[pecijeh; mofa:h from moci/mogu was replaced by mozi:himozijeh).”
Thus, for speakers exposed to ikavian and/or jekavian forms, there was not
only a grammatical link between the imperative and the imperfect, but a
segmental one as well, i.e., i(:) immediately following the verbal stem of

who intends to influence the behaviour of the hearer and cause him to perform the
action denoted by the verb, which at the moment of speaking is no more than an
idea in the speaker’s mind . . . Thus the basic elements in the linguistic situation are
interrelated more closely (emphasis mine, MJE) and in a more complex way: the
subject-matter of the utterance is in fact the whole linguistic situation embracing
speaker, hearer, and projected event.

Thus, the compatibility of the imperative with perfective agpect is not a contradiction
in terms, but a reflection of its nature. The imperative subsumes the event, and may there-
fore refer simultaneously to its progression and its result. Indicative formations like the
imperfect, however, do not subsume the event. Therefore, those expressing aspect normally
focus either on the progression of the event or its resuif, but not both.

? Leskien (1914:535) notes that dental for velar in the ikavian and jekavian imperfect
is attested in the fifteenth century, i.c., before attestations of tja:. We therefore assume
that speakers of ekavian were exposed to nonekavian imperfects with this substitution.

In this regard, it should be noted that the occurrence of dental for velar before ija: in the
contemporary literrary language does not prove involvement of the imperative in the evo-
lution of the imperfect, which seems to be the assumption made by Vaillant (1966:70).
The reason is that we cannot be certain of the synchronic interpretation of the alternation.
In conjugation and the declension of nouns, substitution of dental for velar appears to be
automatic before desinence initial 7. If this is true, stem final dental in the imperative and
imperfect of verbs like peéi/peku cannot be associated with these formations as such. We
should also mention the possibility that the appearance of  in the imperative plural of eka-
vian dialects resulted not from generalization on the basis of verbs which inherited i, the
traditional assumption, but from borrowing of imperative forms as well as imperfect — more

})recisely, from borrowing of the relationship we have claimed existed, not just imperfect
orms.

Leskien rejects the imperative as the source of stem final dental, and suggests deri-
ved imperfectives. Although we cannot be certain of the source (i.e., automatic substitution
before desinence initial i or the imperative) we can reject Leskien’s argument, which is

based on his failure to appreciate the grammatical meaning common to imperfect and
mperative forms.
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certain verbs, and stem-final dental in verbs like peci/peku.® Significantly,
in this position was restricted to these formations within the conjugational
unit, and so was available to represent th~ —=nnin~ ~omman to them (i€,

[+progressive]),® thereby opposing the > the present, in
which e was available to represent [—f nmarked for the
aspectual distinction progressive versus

In the verbs which concern us, therv.v.vs jue«smes —.— ikavian forms of

the imperfect, unlike ekavian, permitted representation of its grammatical
relationship to the imperative as well as the aorist, and so were functionally
superior to ekavian, which could reflect only the relationship to aorist forms.
Thus, if we assume a general preference for analyses which maximize the
morphologics] representation of grammatical meaning, there was ample
MOtiy~*in~ f~= +ha avrancian ~F nonekavian forms, and particularly jekavian

in vic yroximity, at the expense of ekavian among
speak 1 one type. However, verbs which attest ga:
in th ¢ are not the only ones in whichis expected

if W2 arc wiitut s v asswuption that its evolution was a function of e in
the present opposed to 7 in the imperative and imperfect. Reflexes of Leskien
Class II also exhibited this opposition. They do not, however, attest ja: in
the imperfect, but a: preceded by #; thus, tosia 4 in the imperfect of ronuti/tonu,
etc. The contemporary forms scem to suggest replacement of ¢: by (7)a:
but this innovation would presumably have left the dental point of articula-
tion of stem-final nasal unchanged (cf. veda:h, a less commen alternative
to vedija :h in the imperfect of vestifvedu, in which addition of a: to the verbal
stem was not accompanied by a change in the point of articulation of the
stem final scgment). Following Leskien (1914:535), we can motivate the pala-
tal nasal in Class II imperfects by assuming the verbs in question evolved
tja: but lost ¢ as the result of a sound change climinating this segment when
unstressed and preceding j, which was its status throughout Class II. As a
result, stem-final n preceded j, and underwent palaralization followed by

& At an earlier stage of the language, reflexes of Leskien Classes I and II attested &
in plural forms of the imperative, New forms with 7 are attested early, in the fourteenth
century (Leskien 1914:551—552). Since ja: in the imperfect is not attested until the sixteenth
(Leskien 1914:534), we assume that, by the time of its appearance and before the
period of its evolution, & in the imperative plural had already been replaced by i. This
assumption is significant because verbs which evolved jja: in the imperfect were those
which inherited # in the plural imperative. Thus, there was an inkerited link between the
imperfect and imperative, i.e.. &, in the segment immediately following the verbal stem.
This link ceased to exist in ekavian dialects with the replacement of é by 7. It was reestabli-
shed, we have claimed, only in the speech of those who were exposed to jekavian imperfects,
in which the segment immediately following the verbal stem in the verbs we are conside-
ring was i.

? We are assuming that phonetic units restricted to marked forms within some do-
main — here, the domain constituted by forms of the present, imperative, and imperfect
among verbs of a certain type — are available to represent this meaning. For discussion
with respect to alternating segments in lexical morphemes, see Elson 1980.

18 Nw—~~itjon to the present is inferable from the fact that, among verbs of the pi-
he imperative can be opposed only to the present since its morphological
nsuffixed stem - ending; e.g., pisi in the imperative of pisati/pifu) makes it
th other personal formations, which are built on the suffixed stem (e.g.,
is t of pisatifpiSu).
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deiotation, changes well attested in the evolution of Serbocroatian. Thus, we
assume that tonija:h evolved in the imperfect of tonuriftonu as part of the
innovation which gave rise to tresija:h in the imperfect of trestiftresu. In
>tonija:h, i was unstressed and preceding j; it was therefore eliminated with
concomitant palatalization of n and loss of ;. In rre’sija:iz, however, { was
stressed, and so not vulnerable to these innovations. Leskien notes that thare
is support for this interpretation in ’/da:%, the imperfect of #ifidu, and ’jeda 1,
the imperfect of jestifjedem. Unlike other unsuffixed verbs which met the
realizational prerequisites for the evolutior: of ¢a:, they were stem stressed,

which meant that ¢ in the imperfect —-- --=------ * 1nd preceding j. It was
therefore eliminated with concomitan ind deiotation, yielding
*jeda:h from ’jedija:h and ’ida:h fron extended with d (e.g.,
imati [tmagu) should also be mentionec Ar least two such verbs,

i.e., imatifimaju and znati/znaju, attes. ancinauve nuperfects: one with ga:,
in which 7 is stressed, the other with a: preceded by a palatal, in which the
stem is stressed (e.g., zna’dija:h and ’znada:h, both attested in th= imper-
fect of znatifznaju).> The alternatives suggest a correlation between the
occurrence of ¢ and the location of the stress which is identical to the one
suggested by Leskien. Finally, unstressed ¢ preceding j in ’berija:k and *peri-
ja:h — respectively the imperfects of brazi/beru and prati/peru — need not be
taken as counterevidence to Leskien’s hypothesis. To accommodate them,
we need only reformulate the innovation as elimination of unstressed 7 pre-
cedine 4 amd frllawing g palatal. Since r was not vulnerable to palatalization,

i di -onditions for elimination.
oe considered is the innovation responsible for ()a: in
ija: 0 assume that (j)a: was simply generalized at the expense

of L. visev wiev sunnns 18 N0 longer attested. But there is little doubt that, alth-
ough (j)a: was in some sense generalized, the innovation responsible for its
extension was more complex than unconditioned replacement of ¢: by (f)a:
in the segment following the verbal stem. First, among rctlexes of Leskien
Class 1V, it was generalized with concomitant palatalization of the preceding
segment, presumably on the pattern of verbs in this Class with the stem
structure CVC-i/CVC, which inherited (j)a: preceded by a palatal in the
imperfect (e.g., vida:h, which replaced vidé:k in the imperfect of videtifvide
on the pattern of nofa:h, the inherited imperfect of nositi/nose). The repla-
cement of €: by (7)a: among reflexes of the other classes was not accompanied
by a change in point of articulation of the stem final segment (e.g., veda:h,
whick replaced vedé:h at an alternative to vedija:h in the imperfect of vesti/ve-
du). Thus, (j)a: was evidently extrnded within domains defined by the pre-
dominant realization of the segment following the stem in the present. Second

3

11 Aleksi¢ 1960 cites *imadija:h as the ija: imperfect of imatifimaju. This apparently
reflects an innovation. Leskien 1914:533 and Meillet 1969:248 cite i’madija:h, implying
ima’dija:h prior to the retraction of the ictus in §tokavian dialects. In this regard, it should
be noted that the Stokavian retraction is attested in the fifteenth century, and therefore
preceded the appearance of ija: in the sixteenth. Leskien’s hypothesis is nevertheless tenable
because, regardless of the chronology of the retraction with respect to the appearance of
ija:, there was an accentual difference between forms which now attest #a: and those like
tofia:h, which Leskien claims attested it and subsequently lost 7. :
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among reflexes of the other classes, it is not clear that (j)a: was gencralized
at all in the usual sense. Looking at the domain defined by e in the present,
we note that ja: was resiricted to verbs with a vocalic stem-final segment
(e.g., bija:h in the imperfect of biti/biju). Thus, ije in the jekavian imperfect,
to 1the cxtent it was used by speakers cf zkavian, was ~= ~=~molr within this

class bzcause it exhibited a vowel (i.e., 7) followed by 1t is reaso-
nable to hypothesize, therefore, that ja: replaced je, 1s the result
and a distribution without anomaly (i.e., ja: after : elsewhere).

This leaves us with new forms in (j)a: (e.g., veda:h), wmcen are 1888 common
alternatives to the new forms in #ja:. It is traditionally assumed that ¢: in the
inherited forms (e.g., vedé:h from wvestijvedu) was simply replaced by (j)a:.
But this interpretation leaves unexplained (1) the preference for (j)a: rather
than ¢&:, and (2) the failure of reflexes of Leskien Class 1I to evolve alternati-
ves. Why was ¢&: susceptible to replacement? And, if veda:h arose as an alter-
native to vedija b, why do we not find tona:h as an alternative to tofia s from
tonija:h? The answer is probably reflexes of Leskien Class T with final velar
(c.g., pecilpeku), which, after the evolution of ija:, attested rwo imperfect
forms with (f)a: (e.g., pecija:h and peéa:h from peci/peku) since they inherited
(j)a:, not &:. We need only suppose that, among these verbs, fja: and (j)a:
were related morphophonemically as long (i.e., ija:) versus short (i.c., (j)@:,
with i absent).”* This morphophonemic relationship was extended to other
unsuffixcd verbs, yielding forms like veda:h replacing vedé:h as alternatives
to vedija:h.*® Since reflexes of Leskien Class II were not unsuffixed, they
were not vulnerable to the innovation. The verb modi/mogu, howevcer, poses a
problem. This verb should exhibit mozija:k in the contemporary imperfect,
with mo#a:h as an alternative. Instead of the expected forms, however, we
find moga:h, which Leskien (1914:534) notes is attested in the fifteenth
century, prior to 7ja:. Nevertheless, it does not follow that moga:k in the
standard language is old. In this regard, it may be significant that, unlike
other verbs of its type, standard mocifmogu lacks the expected imperative
forms mozi and mozire, apparently for semantic reasons. If, synchronically,
the remadc imperfect in #ja: is built on what may be termed the imperative
stem (i.e., CVC-i), and if the short imperfect is derived from the long via
deletion of 7 and, when appropriate, mutation of palatal to dental (e.g., in
the derivation of peéa:h from pecija:h), we must conclude that mozija:k and,
therefore, moZa:h are systematically unmotivated as a result of the absence
of an imperative. Historically, this situation may have given rise to moga:h,
a new imperfect built on the basic stem of the verb, leaving other reflexes
of Leskien Class I unaffected (e.g., peci/peku, which doces not attest peka:h
in the standard languagc).

12 The relationship fulljreduced is well attested in Serbocroatian adjectival, pronomi-

nal, and verbal morphology (e.g., -omj-ome in adjectival and pronominal declension; je-
sam{sam from biti/jesu, etc. in the verbal system). Such a relationship could have been impo-
sed between fja: and (j)a: on the basis of already existing patterns.
. 13 This interpretation explains the cxistence of jeda:h and ida:h as alternatives 1o
Jjeda:h and ida:h in the imperfect of jestifjedu and i¢ifidu if we assume that the evolution of
short forms preceded the loss of unstressed i before j. Thus, for jestiljedu, we assume that
Jjedija: h gave rise to the short form jeda:k before the loss of 4, and to jeda:h after it. It should
be noted that ida:k is not cited in Aleksi¢ 1960. The source for it is Meillet 1969:249,
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3. Conclusion. It may well be that, previously, scholars have distingui-
shed too sharply between external and internal sources in their attempts to
motivate ija: in the imperfect of contemporary standard Serbocroatian. In
commenting on the extreme position of some that ,,morphologics cannot be
mixed,” Weinreich (1968:44) states his opinion, supported by evidence,
that ,,the transfer of individual morphemes of all types is definitely possible
under certain favorable structural conditions . . . (although) not every conjunc-
ture of favorable structural conditions results in permanent grammatical
interference of the type one might predict.”” We have speculated that certain
structural conditions (i.e., identity in realization of the segment immediately
following the verbal stem, and a grammatical meaning in common) favored
interaction between the ekavian imperative and jekavian forms of the imper-
fect, which we must assume were both present in the speech of at least some
natives. Within this framework, the evolution of ija: was a function of both
external factors (i.e., the existence of imperfect forms not native to speakers

of ekavian) as well as internal (i.e., th~ ~~i~*~=~~ ~F ~ grammatical link bet-
ween the imperative and imperfect hem to the present).
After its appearance, we have assume kien, that 7 was ¢limi-
natud if unstressed and preceded by ¢ onant, a change which

affected all reflexes of Class II. We hé. . w.ov wovwew that ja: of fja: did not
arise as part of a generalization of this string, but as a consequence of the
condition for its occurrer~~ /i » #~M~eine o yoyel) within the class consti-

tuted by verbs exhibiting Finally, we have attributed the
existence of alternatives t eda:h, an alternative to vedija:h)
to extension of the patter mperfect of verbs like peéifpeku;

which, after the appearance vi yu., vppuscu a long imperfect with this string
to a short one with a: (e.g., pecija :h versus peca:h in the imperfect of peci/peku,
extended to the imperfect of vestifvedu, yielding vedija:h versus veda:h
instead of vedija:h versus weds:h).
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Pesume

Mark DZ. Elson

O RAZVOJU IMPERFEKTA U SRPSKOHRVATSKOM

Y oBOoM ce pagy IpPEeHcIHTyje HacTaHak umirepdeKaTckor obamuKor
dopmanTa ¥a:fe: y oHMM riaroymma CTaHASPAHOr CPICKOXPBATCKOr XKOjU
HUCY u3BefieHM rnomoly cydukca (iupecuja:x | wpeca:x u cii.). Ayrop cmarpa
a je ereMeHAT ¥ y TOM OOJHYKOM (DOpMaHTY IIOTEKAO U3 CTape jeKaBCKe
Bepauje mMnepderaTcKkor o0aMKa JaTHX riarona (wpecujex U CIL), KOjoM Cy
ce, HajBEpOBATHU|C, CIYIKHIM M MHOrM eKaBOu. OHa je umaja Ty HPEIXHOCT
HaJl €KaBCKOM Bep3HjoM ca e: (idpece:x M 1) WK a: (fieva:x ¥ C1.) pa je
YHHKI2 MOTYhUM IIpHKa3MBakhe I'PaMaTHUKOr 3HAUEHA 3ajeJHHYKOr He Camo
MMICPGEKTY M aODHCTY, HEro M MMOCPEKTY W mMneparuBy. MebyTum,
jexaBCKy (hopmy HMIepdeKTa OJUIMKOBANA j€ CBOJEBPCHY aHOMANIHja — M32 %
Ce Huje II0jaBJBHBAJIO ja, IWITO OM MHAYe, C 0B3MpOM Ja NPETXOOM BOKAI,
Tpebayio oueKkmBaTH (YN 6uja:x B CiL), Hero je. AmomMaauja je yKIOmeHa
THMC LUTO j€ je 3aMEIbCHO Ca ja, Tako Aa ce (OpMaHT [peclGIMKOBAC Y wia:
H Y TOM MOp(OJIOIIKOM BHIY II0YEO YIOTPeG/baBATH HATIOPEO C CKABCKHM
dopMaHTUMa e: U a: (Hipecuja:x | wWpece:x ¥ Cn.; deyuja:x | itewa:x M CiL).
Haxnanwo je, melytum, omgHoc usmeby uja: M a: npoTymaueHn Kao OJHOC H3~
mehy nyxe u kpahe Bepauje McTOr OG/MUKOr (HOPMaHTa, INITO je YTHIAIO
Ha Aaby cynbuny penanmje wia: [ e:. IlowTo ce, Hamme, 32 Ty penauujy Huje
Hauuta opromapajyha MHTepnperanmja, OH2 je JIMKBHAWPaHA y KOPUCT OHE
npeTxopHo nomenyre. JpyKuuje pedeHo, anTepHAIMjy KOjy eraeMILIA(GHKY]Y
O0IMIM Kao wipecuja:x | wipece:x M CJI. 3aMEHMJIA j€ ANTEPHANM}A KOjy €I'3€M-
nndrKyjy o0IMIM Kao wpecuja:x | wipeca:x M Ci.
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