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Morphosyntactic Evidence for
the Early Development of Animacy in Novgorod

» Claims on Old Novgorodian nominative singular masculine o-stem ending —e

1. In the prehistoric times this ending started out as a definiteness/animacy marker
(hereafter, DA).

2. The dialect specific ending —e is a grammatical realization of animacy in contrast to the
later development of Acc=Gen in the rest areas. Both the developments are motivated by
the need to differentiate subjects from objects

3. The ending is ultimately grammaticalized and then spread to masculine inanimate nouns
in general and then through agreement to predicates, and lastly, pronouns.

» Evidence for the early development of animacy in Novgorod

1. Gen=Acc was observed earlier in plural than in singular. Gen=Acc —a for MSC singular o-
stem began to appear from the second half of the 13 century and was fixed only in 14"
to 15" centuries.

2. DSg ending —ovi for MSC o-stem nouns, restricted to personal proper nouns (Nes=dicevi
238, Pav=lovi 745, k= Petr=vi 870), plus, myarce, omsys, nonw (popovi 831, mo” "evi 531, k=
at[;]hevi 424), is another way of marking animacy.

3. Strong correlation between noun-adjective word order and ‘broadly agentive’ functions:
1) nominative subjects, 2) dative subjects of infinitives, 3) instrumentals of agents: A
pri®d"t= k nam= posly novogorodskye (I'BHII 23) vs. A tob® gospodine novgorod;skym;
x1%hom; ne k=rmiti ego ('BHII 8).

4. Incompatibility of the ending with the nominative object construction: one exception!

a osetre im= imati po starin® (I'BHII 93) ‘They are to have a sturgeon in accordance with
custom.’

> Distribution of the nominative ending —e'
1) nouns (brate, xlébe, Ivane)
2) denominal/possessive attributive adjectives (Kiseleve, Seljatine, Novvgoroduvske)
3) short-form adjectives in predicative function (/ixe, svobodne, deseve)
4) participles in —/, —t, —n (vwdale, vybits, pogublene)
5) afew pronouns (same, voxe, keto, te).

» why does this ending not encroach into attributive short-form adjectives? (*velike celovéke)
= why do long-form adjectives not have this ending? (*velikei)
» how can we account for its exceptional occurrence in kotorei ljubo (725)?

! See Zaliznjak’s descriptions for your reference,
a. HI'b VIII (1986: 130-131): 1) mMeHa B HENpeTUKATUBHOMN (DYHKITNH (+ IpHUYacTHe C —eH—), 2) IpuIaraTeIbHbIe
B IIpeOUKATUBHON (hyHKIMH, 3) meppeKTHBIC TPUIACTHS C —I—.
b. Zaliznjak (2004: 99-100): 1) cyuiecTBuTENnbHBIE, 2) NpHIIaraTenbHble, 3) #—, m—, 1—TIPUYACTHs, 4) MECTOMMEHHE
(8vxe, came).



» Assumptions
(1) Old Novgorodian projects the DP layer, i.e., DP hypothesis.
(2) Possessives are derived not through word-formation, but should be dealt in terms of
declension (Trubetzkoy 1937; Babyonyshev 1997)
(3) Long-form adjectives have the definiteness marker in them, *—j» (Flier 1974)

» Analysis
1. Possessive + common noun: possessive adjectives in [Spec, N] to [Spec, D]
(Cf. Longobardi 1994; Sobin 2002; Rappaport 2000)
To"dorove hlezoke Selgtine syno (632) avanove popove (319)
Mestilov; syno (68) dvorgnine Fedore Vnezdove vn“ke (289)

- Relational adjective, Novwsgoroduske in Nov=gorod;ske sm;rde (562), behaves the same as
possessives, due to its semantic affinity “the entity belongs to a certain place.” This also
explains why the relational adjectives in —bsk— can have short, as well as long
inflections (Tolstoj 1957/1999: 110-111; Flier 1974).

2. Adjectives: hosted by a functional projection (Cinque 1994; Pereltsvaig 2005)

: Short-form adjectives refer to indefinite entities, thereby flatly contradicting the initial

property of the ending —e, definiteness/animacy.

: Long-form adjectives are formed with the addition of a pronominal element to their short-

form equivalents: NSg nov-»-jb, DSg nov-u-j-emu. Double marker *—ei {—e+jn}.

- Ortimiene n°dobornoi (325): ‘Oprembun Hemo0opHbIi” (Straxov 1997)

: Possessive adjective from Ort°m; T + substantivized adjective —oi (< *Bjb)

- kotorei I[bo (725): [pp —€[cp kotoryi I[bo[rp ... ]]] (Cf. Szucsich 2001)
t

: sleepe “‘the blind’ in Tonnies Fenne’s manual (Schacken 1992: 290)
3. Predicate agreement: T with D, not with N (Rappaport 2006)
zam=ke k°le (247), g[rig[i ti dJow;le sto(rov)e a po”tila priw;le (165)
*"1znobo”de pogo”blene 0~ syhevic; (607/562)
- There is no case where a noun in —e appear in predicate position (Cf. Rappaport 2001).
4. Pronouns:
1) Demonstratives in [Spec, DP] in a lower DP (Cf. Bruge 2002)
te razd®IT (‘tor pasaen,” Marasinova’s Pskov document Ne 5)
2) Quantifier v=xe and emphatic same: [Spec, DP] in a lower DP (Cf. Progovac 1998;
Rappaport 2000)

» Summary/implications

1. Nominative singular ending /e/ is a phonetic rendition/realization of D-feature in nominals.

2. Indefinite, i.e., short, adjectival ending is observed to be incompatible with “definite,
animate” nominal ending.

3. There is a dialectal split in early East Slavic, Novgorod versus the rest, with Novgorod
developing the unusual NSg desinence —e for personal names (always definite), which is
ultimately grammaticalized and then spread to masculine o-stem nouns in general and then
through agreement to predicates, and lastly, pronouns.
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