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On the possible Uralic source
for the gen. sg, a-stem desinence in Slavic

Recent work in historical studies on Uralic has been concerned
with conceptualizing the nature of the Uralic proto-language, in
particular with respect to whether or not the language might best be
viewed as language in contact (see, for example, Kiinnap 2000 and
for a methodological counterpoint Laakso 1999). Broadly speaking,
the same concern is on the front burner in linguistics, which is
debating on whether and, if so. how, one can reach more deeply into
linguistic prehistory in the face of mounting evidence that language
contact 1s and always has been the typical situation (e.g., see Tho-
mason and Kaufman 1988, Dixon 1997). Contact is necessarily a
skewing factor for the comparative method, and it is widely
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recognized that the _cpmparalivc f‘nethqd_ must b{, at minimum,
supp lcment‘:d by additional, sometimes idiosyncratic approaches to
explain pistorical developments.
~ The present study takes one small problem, the appearance of an
o Gmmmt with a similar set of functions, namely, adnominal
G g” attribution, subordination, and possession in Uralic (Fin-
' d Indo-European (primarily Baltic and Slavic) and asks
a connection may be made between them and, if so, how.
articular problem is not new. Earlier work has operated with the
mption that formal similaritics are a result of common

ropean ‘heteroclites,” the -n of the r/n stems such as Latin femur
‘thigh,” whose genitive is feminis. [...]” (Greenberg 2000: 130). In
ﬁ,ﬁIs paper I intend to show that the -n genitive, which may weil have a
egmmon origin, nevertheless seems to pattern as an areal feature in
Slavic, and Finnic.

'-“:Slavic and Baltic

) * In his recent overview of Slavic in the context of Indo-European,
indersen writes: “The identity of the 4-stem genitive singular and no-
jinative-accusative plural -y is difficult to understand; the umlauted
ounterpart, ESlav. and WSlav. -¢ ‘gen. sg., nom.-acc. pl.” but SSlav .
,%fg ‘gen. sg., nom.-acc. pl.’, likewise” (Andersen 1998: 437), echoing
‘Toporov’s assertion that the “[...] origin of the genitive case marker
.] remains one of the darkest spots in the history of Slavic
lension™ (1975: 288). For example, OCS Zeny ‘woman, wife’ gen.
, nom.-acc. pl., Russ, Zeny ‘idem’; OCS duse¢ ‘soul’ gen. sg., nom.-
¢. pl., ORuss. Dusé ‘idem’ (note also the conflation of the gen., dat.
ind loc. sg. in *-¢ in Novgorod Birchbark documents, 11-13" cc.
anov et al. 1995: 212]). Tracing back through the putative Balto-
avic merger of the genitive and ablative cases, we expect Slavic **-
< LE. *-eh,e/os or *-eh,e/ot; cf. Gr. -ag gen. sg., Att.-lon. -¢; Lat.
[Sihler 1995: 269]), resulting in homophony with the nom. sg.
hart 1982 117; Watkins 1998; 65-67); similarly also nom. pl. *-
ses and *-eh.ms would have yielded Slavic **-a and possibly -y or
-g respectively, Though Meillet (1934: 398) believed in a phonetic
clopment *-as > -y, most scholars ascribe the appearance of *-¢ to
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analogy, e.g., Mikkola 1950: 33: Vaillant 1958: 48-49; Vondrak
1928: 31; see also Toporov’s detailed rejection of earlier views (1975
288-289). Schelesniker equates the desincence with Indo-Aryan
locatives in -am (1976). In any event, the variety of forms marking
the genitive case in Indo-European suggest that the case is not old, |
€.g., Sanskrit vrkasya ‘wolf” gen. sg., Gothic wulfis, Homeric Greek |
Abkoro, Latin lupi. The Slavic gen. sg. desinences -y/-g must bc |
reconstructed with a nasal element which can no. longer be directly |
recovered. It shows up as nasality in the South Slavic desinence -¢
and may be indirectly inferred in the effect of raising in Auslaut
before final nasal + obstruent clusters, e.g., *-oNS > *-uNS > *-is > -
v. As to the Northern Slavic *¢;, it may be seen as a regional
development of a long nasal vowel, which means that the develop-
ment discussed here may be viewed as applying to all of Slavic (New-
man 1971). The phonetic problems of these developments will not be
treated here, as their intricacies would take us too far afield (sec
Newman 1971, Schmalstieg 1971, and Kortlandt 1986 for details).

Toporov 1975 has indicated the unique parallelism that obtains
between the singular and plural genitive forms once it is realized that
the forms all derive from a formant with a nasal element, e.g., *gwen-
oN-s: *gwen-6N (sg.: pl.). This parallelism is strikingly similar both
in type and identity to the Uralic genitive (*-n, cf. Mari -n/-én). A
Uralic connection has not yet been entertained in the literature (to my
knowledge) for the explanation of the Slavic desinences. It seems
there are two logical possibilities. One approach treats the Slavic
desinences as relics of a common Uralic-Indo-European declensions
system (in accord with Kim and Osipova 1995); the other as a result
of convergence with the Uralic languages in the general sense of
Thomason and Kaufman (1988; 238-251).

As Schelesniker indicates, the Slavic adnominal genitive is
innovative, where it partially replaces older relations such as
adjectival constructions and datives of possession. The modern Slavic
languages have diminished the role of the dative of subordination,
both in its noun-phrase and clausal subordinating roles (viz. the dative
absolute construction) and expanded the role of the productive
adjectival and genitive subordination. Three means of nominal
subordination, which were later to be replaced by the genitive, were
known in Old Church Slavic—dative, adjectival, and genitive—as
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illustrated in the following examples. Genitive of subordination:

las-b xval-y tvoj-ejg ‘voice’ nom. sg. masc. ‘praise’ gen.sg. fem.

¥

ur'gen. sg. fem. ‘the voice of your praise’; Dative of subordinati-
césar -b slav-¢ ‘emperor’ nom. sg. masc. ‘glory’-dat. sg. fem. ‘the
eror of glory’; Adjectival construction: peficg nebes-vn-yjg
ds’ nom. pl. fem. sky-ADJ-nom. pl. fem. ‘birds of the air’
ples from Schelesniker 1976: 384).
The Baltic evidence is traditionally thought to reflect more closely
Indo-European situation, with the -s desinence in the genitive
pgular, e.g., ranka, rafkos ‘hand’ nom., gen. sg. The genitive
Jural is thought to derive in a similar fashion directly from the
ndo-European (o-stem) desinence, e.g., rafiky ‘hands’ gen. pl. (<
i, cf. Greek Adkav “wolves’ gen. pl.) (Endzelins 1971 142-144;
inkevicius 1996: 114). Howcver, the desinence may not derive in
linear fashion from the inherited sequence, as evidenced by
ithuanian akmué < *h;ekmon (Greek dxuwv ‘anvil’) (Kortlandt
1986: 173).
. Both Slavic and Baltic have markers of attribution, source, and
Dossession that are marked by n, which to my knowledge has never
been connected with the genitive desinences. Meillet (1934: 366)
connects Slavic *-sn-(») with Lithuanian -in-(a), Greek -1v-(o), and
L atin -in-(0), ¢.g., *zim-en- ‘of winter’. Lithuanian, cf. médis ‘wood,
Stree’ - medinis ‘wooden’, pavdsaris pavasarinis ‘of the spring’. The
*earliest layer of adjectival formations is clearly Indo-European, ¢.g.,
*_po- in Lat. plénus, Skt. purna, Lith. pilnas, OCS plenw, but Greek
» ziipne ‘full’. Greek Ailoc — Aifhvog “of stone’. (Not all are cognate,
~ however, cf. Lat. fémina ‘woman’ < *fé-yo-mena < **suckling [one]’
< *dheh,i-, i.e., it is a fossilized form of the middle participle in *-
meno-/*-mno- [Sihler 1995: 618]).
. Conceivably related to this is the Slavic possessive adjective in
_inv , which has remained productive with a-stem nouns. The formant
Sis Indo-European in origin, as exemplifed by *suH-iHn- > OCS
Ssvinija ‘pig’, Latvian svins ‘dirty’, Latin suinus ‘piggish’, German
Schwein ‘pig’. In contrast to Lithuanian, the formant has remained
' productive in Slavic, e.g., Russian mamin syn ‘mother’s boy’, Serbo-

Croatian sestrin prijatelj ‘the sister’s friend’.
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Finno-Ugric

As is well known, Proto-Uralic possessed a casc-marker *_n,
which served as a suffix of subordination with the function of the
genitive case (Majtinskaja 1979: 93-94; Abondolo 1997: 18); it is old,
as it is preserved in peripheral branches (Saami, Finnic, Mari,
Mordva, Samoyedic), but disappeared in the core (innovating)
branches (Permian, Hungarian, Khanty, Mansi) (Kangasmaa-Minn
1966: 9; Abondolo 1997: 19). Unlike Finnic, Mari has not merged the
lative case ending *-en with the genitive ending, €.g., Miehen taytyi
mennii “The man had to go’ (Hakulinen 1961: 68). Thus Mari better
indicates the range of the functions of the genitive in Proto-Uralic,
which are predominantly adnominal (Kangasmaa-Minn 1966: 22-23).
Possession: abad-én hLim-26 tége ‘your-mother’-gen ‘name-her’
‘thus’ “This is your mother’s name’ (Sebeok and Ingemann 1961: 36),
Subordination: érbezéblak-én jomak-ést ‘children’-gen. ‘story-their’
‘A children’s story’ (Sebeok and Ingemann 1961: 36).

The extension of *-n in the genitive plural is thought to go back to
the Proto-Finnic stage, replacing an carlier genitive plural without *-n
that is still preserved only in Saami (Hakulinen 1961: 65).

The Finnish *-n (genitive case) is thought to be identical in origin
to the derivational suffix used for the posscssive adjective, as in
Mordvin and Mari (Hakulinen 1961: 68-69). It also occurs in partic-
les, ¢.g., rinnan ‘side by side’, jalan “on foot’, kahden ‘two together’;
this may be the same as the -n in Hungarian ketten ‘two together’,
szépen ‘good, agreed’ (Hakulinen 1961: 74-75). Compare also Mari -
an, which is the most productive type of derivational suffix forming
adjectives from nouns, e.g., liim ‘name’ —> liim-an ‘having X name’, Jiik -
jtik-an “loud’ (Kangasmaa-Minn 1997 234).

Discussion
Synoptic table of n-genitive/subordinative distribution

{ DT NP - e e Bl Ll g

anian Finnic Finnic
ladnominal genitive - ) + 4 it i
gen, Sg. in -N- - & = e s i
gen. pl. in -n- - “+ ? & 4+ +
possessive adjective in -n- - - - + 15 i
attributive adjectives in -n- + 4 + i + 3

- i+

adverbs in -n- - - . 5 +
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2
"_ The review of the facts above may be summarized in the synoptic
table. The ovqrall picture does not speak unequivocally for or against
a common origin or simply a coincidence of the n-element with an
'-‘-giginally possessive/adnominal meaning, however, it can certainly
¥ n_ﬁed out. Rather, it does show that Volga-Finnic and Slavic
a tighter match with each other for the distribution of functions
e n-clement than either show with their broader genetic corre-
5. For this reason, it seems likely that we are dealing with an areal
ghenomenon. I submit that in Slavic, the n-adjectives, both possessive
i attributive, as well as the genitive plural, as the formal inheritan-
from Indo-European, were expanded under Finnic influence. This
t have taken place in the following manner: (1) The genitive case
kf::r took on the adnominal functions of the genitive case charac-
stic of Finnic; together with this, the » was inserted into the sin-
ilar desinence: *-os/*-es > *-ons/*-ens. (2) The semantic connec-
ns among desinential and suffixal n were recstablished, leading to
newed productivity for the word-formational suffixes.
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T.E.Azpanam
Mocxksa

O sanore npubanTHiicko-(PUHCKUX npyYacTHil

3BecTHO, 4TO B npubanTHicKo-PUHCKIX ASBIKAX ryaron He ob-
Jajaer mopdpostorueckon KaTeropueil 3ajora. IIpu sTOM B rpaMma-
THKaX BTUX ABLIKOB OMMUCHIBAIOTCH (hOpMBI, MMEHyeMEIe HNeWcTBN-
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Nauka; Zinkevigius, Zigmas, 1996, The History of

TelbHBIMU ¥ cTpafgaTelbHbIMU npUHacTUAMM, Boobine, g S3bBIKOB
Myupa XapakTepHoO 1py OTCYTCTBUM BBIpaX<eHm#A 3aJora B cobeTBEH-
HO rnam.ﬂhﬂﬂﬁ napajgurme HaJuHKue ero B aHaNMMTUYeCcKMX Mpu4acT-
HBIX KOHCTPYKLMAX. 3roMy ABJIEHUIO flaeTCH hyHKIMOHATIBHOE obBb-
geHeHye. «IacCUBHEIE 1 uMnepcoHasbHble  (hopMBI B 60s1B1IION
cremneHy CKJIOHHBI K ONMCAHMIO COCTORAHMIA (MpUMNCHIBaeMbIX obBeK-
v WM CYOBEKTY)», YeM AMHAMMIECKMX uzMeHeHMIT, B CHJIY 3TOTO,
MeHee «IJIaTONbHbI», TMOCKOJbKY BBIPaXKeHNe COCTOABMA ANA
Mgaronia MeHee THUIIMYHO, UEM, HAMpyUMep, JAJIA OTTJIAroJbHOro Hpi-
mAraTenbHOTO, T.e. NMpUHacTya» (TLrynrsn 2000: 220).

. B pabore paccMOTpeHbl CUCTEMBI 3aJTOTOBBIX OTHOLIEHW) B Mpu-
CTUAX B BEICCKOM fA3EIKE ¥ B KapeJsbCKUX ouaJleKTax: TUXBUH-
KOM, KaJMHMHCKOM M JIMBBUKOBCKOM. B kapelbCKOM M BEICCKOM
g3pIKax, B OTAMUMe OT ApYrux npubanTURCKO-(PUHCKIX, IpPMCYTCT-
3yIOT BO3BPaTHEIE chopMBI LLIATONOB. «OnpeaesleHHYO poJb B obpa-
BaHMy BO3BPATHBIX (DOPM IJIAroJoB, OEBMAHO, CHITpAJio ¥ BJIMA-
“Hyle pYCCKOTO ASbIKE» (Batgena 1981: 277). ITossBmeHue BO3BPATHBIX
FaroJIoB, BO3MOYKHO, MOTJIO TIOBJMATE HA cMCTeMY 3aJOrOBBIX ONIO-

| Ilpumeps! Opamnch u3 obpaanos peun: MaxapoB 1963, Maxra-
pos/PsAroes 1969, Paroer 1980, 3ajinesa/Myanoner 1969.

. Jrtak, B ykasaHHBIX oOpasuax peuu fblM paccMOTpPeHbl BCe
@nyuayu ynorpebieHns dhopm, HA3BIBAEMBIX B rpaMMaTUKax COOT-
'BeTCTBYIOLUMX ASBIKOB aKTHUBHBIMM {;Leﬁcq'aufrenbnbmu] M TaCCHUB-
‘HpiMm  (CTpajaTesbHBIMM) npu4acTUAMH, T.€. M3y4Yaauch peallbHO
abofaeMpie B TEKCTAX 00BEKTHL Ho B onmcarmu Mbl 6ynem MATH
e oT (bOpPMBI K 3HAYEHMIO, A OT 3HAMEHUHA K c¢opme. O npenmyie-
ax BTOr0 TOCAeNHerc crocoba omMcaHMA MHOrO rOBOPMJIOCE B
HIBMCTHYECKOH JuTepaType (CM., HAIIPUMED, Kubpux 1992, Dixon
1991). «PacemoTperue TeX MM MHBIX JIUHTBUCTHHECKNX 0OBEKTOB C
TUOOJOrNYecKoi TOUKM 3PeHMA peAkyii pa3 roxaselBaeT, ¥TO Hau-
Bonbieit cTeneHy oBOBIeHMA MBI MOMKEM JOCTUTHYTE Ha COAEp2d-
’_?ggnbnom ypoBHe, yAcHUB cebe (pYHKIMOHAILHYI0 NPUPOAY obBek-
'@» (Kubpux 1992: 129).

-

PaccMoTpuM criocobbl BEIpaXkerus sajora B BeNncCKuX JAMalier-
Tax (cpegHeM U josxHoM). OCHOBHBEIM CeMaHTUHECKUM KpuTepuem
Ans Hac OyAyT ABIAATHCA NEpPeBOAbI obpasios pewn. IlepeBoasr, K
coskanenMio, He BCerjia JOCJIOBHBI, HO BRINOJHEHBI OHM HOCUTEIAMM
A3bIka (uaM, II0 KpaHeil Mepe, C MpuBIeYeHNEeM HOCHTEJIe), MO3TOo-
My Mbl Gyziem Ha HMX ONMpPaTbCA.
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