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The Basic Accentuation Principle of Russian (Kiparsky & Halle 1977),
associating main stress with the leftmost accent, appears to be violated
with two pre-accenting morphemes: the infinitive and the passive past
participle (PPP) suffixes: stress is final instead of pre-suffixal. I will first
demonstrate that the PPP suffix is unaccentable, and then show that this
violation is resolved if the notion of an unaccentable morpheme is also
extended to roots.

kevworps Russian - stress - unaccentability - unstressability

—— ABSTRACT —

1 INTRODUCTION: RUSSIAN VERBAL STRESS AND ATHEMATIC
STEMS

As is known since at least Garde (1968), Halle (1973), and Zalizniak (1985), the lexical
stress of Russian can be mostly captured by the combination of two assumptions: (a) that
every root or affix is accentually specified in one of the four ways in (1) together with (b)
the hypothesis about the interaction between these underlying accents in (2)." Various
formulations of these basic assumptions can be found in Melvold (1990), Gladney (1995),
Garde (1998), Alderete (1999), Feldstein (2015), etc.

(1) a.  Accented morphemes carry an accent on themselves (open class).

b.  Post-accenting morphemes set an accent on the following syllable; the class
of post-accenting stems is large (Halle 1973: p. 316, asserts that there are
more than 2,000 of them) but usually assumed to be closed.

c.  Pre-accenting morphemes set an accent on the previous syllable: there are
no pre-accenting stems.

d.  Unaccented morphemes carry no accentual specification of their own (closed
class estimated to contain more than 400 stems).

If none of the morphemes in the derivation is dominant (i.e., deleting previously intro-
duced accents), stress favors the leftmost accent or, in its absence, syllable:

(2) The Basic Accentuation Principle (Kiparsky & Halle 1977):
Assign stress to the leftmost accented vowel; if there is no accented vowel, assign
stress to the initial vowel.

An illustration of this proposal is provided in Table 1, where the three types of stems and
two types of suffixes are given, with the positions of the underlying accents (if present)

*Various theories have been advanced as to the nature of post-accentuation. Thus, Melvold (1990) argues that
post-accenting morphemes are accented but subject to a process shifting the accent to the right, Halle (1973)
and Alderete (1999) suggest that these morphemes are unaccented and stress is assigned so as to align with
the right edge (unaccented morphemes under this view are exceptional; Alderete does not take them into
consideration, while Halle introduces another process to take care of them), and Revithiadou (1999) proposes
that post-accenting morphemes possess an unlinked (floating) lexical accent. We will not distinguish between
these proposals here.
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indicated by underlining and the surface stress, by the accent mark over the vowel.?

accented unaccented accented

PAST-F.SG PAST-PL PRS-SG
a. accented -lez- ‘climb’ léz-l-a léz-l-i léz-e-t
b. post-accenting  -nes - ‘carry’  nes_-I-d nes_-I-i nes’ -o-t
c. unaccented -priad- spin’  pria-l-a pria-l-i priad’-6-t

Table 1: (non-final) Accentual interaction in athematic (V-T-AGR) verbs: Finite forms

Finite forms of Russian athematic verbs consist of three pieces: the lexical stem,
the tense suffix, and the agreement ending. Asyllabic morphemes, like the past-tense
-I- or the third person singular -¢-, systematically lack an accent, while vocalic suffixes
can be either accented (the present-tense suffix, the feminine suffix) or unaccented (the
plural suffix).> Accentual invariability across the entire paradigm suggests a stem that is
accented (if stress is on it) or post-accenting (if stress is after it), while variable placement
of stress is indicative of an unaccented stem: only an unaccented stem can permit the
accents to its right to surface as the main stress. This means that the root -pr/ad- ‘spin’ is
unaccented.

Having established this, we can examine the behavior of stress in the past tense. It
is easy to see that indeed the past-tense suffix -/- introduces no accent: if it did, stress
would appear in the same place in different past-tense forms of one verb. The contrast
between the feminine singular ending and the plural ending in row (c) of Table 1 shows
that -a is accented, and -i is unaccented.

Turning to the present, we observe only two accentual classes: verbs with stress on
the stem and those with stress on the present-tense suffix. Given the Basic Accentuation
Principle, this suggests that the present-tense suffix is accented: if it were unaccented, we
would expect either stem stress in row (c) of Table 1 (if all six person-number endings
are unaccented) or accentual variability (if some of them introduce an accent). What we
see, however, are two patterns: stem stress (in row (a), where the stem is accented), and
post-stem stress (in rows (b) and (c), where the stem is not accented). Since we know
already from the past tense that row (c) involves an unaccented stem, the accent should
come from the present-tense suffix.

A comparison between present- and past-tense forms demonstrates the existence of
one more accentual class (row (d) in the Table 1 below). It is characterized by stress after
the stem in the present tense (like with post-accenting and unaccented stems) and on
the stem in the past (like with accented stems):*

Halle (1973) and Melvold (1990) treat such stems as underlyingly post-accenting
yet subject to a morphologically conditioned stress-retracting rule applying in the past.
Independent evidence for such a rule comes from nominal stress, where some nouns

*Transcriptions below closely follow Russian orthography, meaning that a number of surface processes are not
indicated: (a) palatalization before front vowels (/Ci/ — [C'i], /Ce/ — [Cle]), (b) vowel reduction phenomena
in unstressed syllables, (c) voicing assimilation. Stress is marked by an acute accent on the vowel. The
yers (high lax unrounded vowels) are represented as /i/ (front, IPA 1) and /i/ (back, IPA ©). The palatals u
(IPA g, see Padgett & Zygis 2007), u (IPA g), x (IPA z) and 1 (IPA [¢:]) are traditionally rendered as ¢, 8,
7 and 3¢.

3The neuter suffix -o- is also unaccented, as is the masculine suffix, which is underlyingly -ii-, a back yer that is
never vocalized. When an accent is assigned to an unvocalized yer in Russian, stress surfaces on the preceding
syllable (Halle 1973, Melvold 1990).

“4There is a fifth pattern, characterizing two athematic roots: the post-accenting -mog- ‘be able to’ and the
unaccented -im- ‘have’ with all prefixes that force this root to take the shape -im- rather than -jm- in the present
tense, ie. all the consonant-final prefixes (obn’at’ ‘to embrace, vn’at’ ‘to harken, podn’at’ ‘to raise, razn’at’ ‘to
separate, sn'at’ ‘to take off’, and otn/at’ ‘to take away’) and one vowel-final prefix (prin‘at’ ‘to accept’). Their
accentual pattern distinguishes the first-person singular present-tense form, which is stress-final, from other
present-tense forms (which have stress on the stem). This pattern is frequent and productive in thematic
verbs, but extremely limited in athematic ones. We will not treat it here but see Matushansky (2025).
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accented unaccented accented

PAST-F.SG PAST-PL PRS-SG
a. accented -lez- ‘climb’ léz-l-a léz-1-i léz-e-t
b. post-accenting  -nes - ‘carry’ nes_-l-d nes_-1-i nes’ -6-t
c. unaccented -prad- ‘spin’ pria-l-a pria-l-i priad’-6-t
d. retracting -griz_-‘gnaw’  griz_-l-a griz -l-i  griz/_-o-t

Table 1: (amended) Accentual interaction in athematic (V-T-AGR) verbs: Finite forms

that have systematic post-stem stress in the singular exhibit stem-final stress in the plural
(e.g., 0kné/6kna ‘window.sG/pL’).>

While implementations may vary from theory to theory (for comprehensive non-
generativist views see Garde 1968, 1998 and Zalizniak 1967, 1985), the accentual system
of Russian lexical stress is uncontroversially analyzed as a combination of accentual
properties of morphemes (which can be accented, pre-accenting, post-accenting, and un-
accented), the Basic Accentuation Principle (henceforth, BAP), and retraction processes
linked to certain roots in certain contexts. We will now see that the BAP (2) breaks down
with two verbal morphemes: the infinitive suffix -#/- (allomorph -ti-) and the passive
past participle suffix -én- (allomorphs -t- and -n-).

2 INFINITIVAL STRESS

Our purpose in this section is twofold: (a) to show that the infinitive suffix -#/-/-ti-
introduces an accent on the syllable before it and (b) to demonstrate that this accent does
not interact as expected with the root accent of athematic verbs.

More specifically, we are concerned with the interaction of the infinitive suffix -#/-/-ti-
with the class of post-accenting verbs (row (b) in Table 1 and in Table 2 below) listed
in (3)-(4). While in (3) the infinitive suffix is stressed and realized as -ti-, in (4) the
velar-final roots force the deletion of [t] and subsequent mutation of the velar, yielding
stem stress and the ending [¢']. Together the post-accenting verbal roots in (3) and (4)
form by far the largest accentual group among athematic verbs.

(3)  Post-accenting regular

a. 18 regular dental-final stems: blusti ‘to guard’ (-blud-), bresti ‘to plod’
(-bréd-), vezti ‘to transport’ (-véz-), vesti ‘to lead’ (-véd-), gnesti ‘to oppress,
arch’ (-gnét-), mesti ‘to sweep’ (-mét-), mlastis’ ‘to be disturbed, arch’
(-mJat-), obresti ‘to find’ (-ob-rét-), plesti ‘to weave, braid’ (-plét-), nesti ‘to
carry’ (-nés-), pasti ‘to shepherd’ (-pas-), polzti ‘to crawl’ (-polz-), rassvesti
‘to dawn’ (-raz.svet-), rasti ‘to grow’ (-rost-), triasti ‘to shake’ (-tr/as-), cvesti
‘to bloom’ (-cvét-), griasti ‘to approach, arch’ (-griad-), gusti ‘to drone,
arch’ (-gud-);

b.  3labial-final stems: jeti‘to fuck, arch.’ (-jéb-), gresti ‘to row’ (-gréb-), skresti
‘to scrub’ (-skréb-);

c. 1 suppletive dental-final stem: idti ‘to go’ (-id-/-xid-).

(4) 12 velar-final stems: tol6¢’ ‘to pound’ (-tolk-/-tolok-), beré¢’ ‘to protect’ (-berég-),
vled ‘to attract’ (-viek-), volo¢ ‘to pull’ (-volok-), Ze¢’ ‘to burn’ (-Zg-/-Zog-),

5The retraction rule can also target the combination of an unaccented stem with an accented suffix, as in fn. 3,
or with some adjectival stems discussed by Melvold 1990: pp. 194-5.

®T believe the list in (3)-(4) to be the most complete in the existing literature, though it does not include verbs
with the theme -a- in the infinitive, which I treat as thematic. It has four verbs not present in Halle (1973: p.
326): the two archaic non-velar verbs jeti ‘to fuck’ (-jéb-) and gusti ‘to drone’ (-gud-), and the regular velar
verbs se¢’ ‘to flog’ (-sék-), which Halle mistakenly places into the retracting class, and zapr/a¢’ ‘to harness’
(-za.priag-). The asyllabic root -¢it- will be discussed in §5.5.
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ped’ ‘to bake’ (-pék-), prenebréd’ ‘to neglect’ (-pre.ne.brég-), zapr'a¢’ ‘to har-
ness’ (-za.priag-), -re¢’ ‘to speak’ (-rék-), se¢’ ‘to flog’ (-sék-), steréd’ ‘to guard’
(-sterég-), te¢’ ‘to flow’ (-tek-)

The remaining three accentual types collapse into one in the infinitive: accented, un-
accented and retracting stems uniformly show stress on the root (and the infinitive
suffix surfaces as -t/-).

accented unaccented accented accented

PAST-E.SG PAST-PL PRS-SG  INFINITIVE
a. accented -lez- ‘climb’ léz-l-a léz-1-i léz-e-t lézt/
b. post-accenting  -nes - ‘carry’  nes_-I-d nes_-I-i nes’_-6-t nesti
c. unaccented -priad- ‘spin’ pria-l-a pria-l-i priad’-6-t priast!
d. retracting -griz- ‘gnaw’  griz-l-a griz-l-i griz’-6-t grizt!

Table 2: Infinitival accentual patterns in athematic (V-T-agr) verbs

We hypothesize, with Halle (1973), that the infinitive suffix is underlyingly -ti-
and will argue that it is pre-accenting. Since stress in the infinitive in Table 2 surfaces
on the same syllable as in the past-tense plural, which we have shown to involve two
unaccented suffixes, the first impression is that the infinitive suffix is also unaccented.
However, this impression is misleading and arises from the fact that most athematic
roots are monosyllabic. Once longer stems are considered, we can see that the infini-
tive suffix does introduce an accent.

21 ACCENTUATION OF THE INFINITIVE SUFFIX: UNACCENTED
STEMS AND THE ENCLITIC -Sa-

If the infinitive suffix is unaccented, we expect in the infinitive the same stress pattern
as in non-feminine singular forms. Two types of longer stems allow us to see that
combinations of two unaccented morphemes do not behave as the infinitive does:
prefixed stems and reflexive ones.

While normally verbal prefixes, being unaccented (with one exception, vi- ‘out
of’) and non-cyclic (Melvold 1990: p. 299), do not bear stress, in some unaccented
prefixed verbs the initial stress assigned by the BAP shifts to the prefix (Melvold 1990:
p. 82). This happens in the past non-feminine forms (5-a), but not in the infinitive

(6):7

(5) a.  ndcal ‘began.mMsG’, nacalo ‘began.NsG’, nacali ‘began.pr’
obn’al ‘embraced.MsG’, 6bn’alo ‘embraced.MsG’, 6bn’ali ‘embraced.MsG’
b. nacald ‘began.Fsc’
obn’ald ‘embraced.FsG’

(6) a  nadat’ ‘begin.inr’
b. obn'at’ ‘embrace.INF’

Since the BAP predicts initial stress when all morphemes are unaccented, if the in-
finitive suffix were unaccented, the infinitive would also be uniformly stressed on the
prefix.

Further evidence comes from the reflexive enclitic -s’a-. While normally this en-
clitic ends up unstressed, with a few stems it is stressed in the past tense, but never
in the infinitive:?

7In some idiolects the verb obn’at’ ‘to embrace” does not allow stress shift to the prefix in the past tense and
the stress surfaces on the stem, as in the infinitive, or on the ending. See Kukhto & Piperski (2020) for a
discussion of individual-internal variation in the past-tense stress.

8The verbs rodit’sja ‘to be born’ and nacdt’s’a ‘to start’ are among the very few traces of this pattern in Modern
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(7) a. nadals’a ‘started.MsG’
b. nadalés’ ‘started.NsG’, nacdalis’ ‘started.pL’, nadalds’ ‘started.FsG’
c. nadat'sia ‘start.INF’

The reflexive counterpart of the unaccented verb nacat’ ‘begin.iNr’ shows word-final
stress in the past but not in the infinitive. Once again, if the infinitive suffix were
unaccented, we would see in the infinitive the same stress pattern as in masculine
singular forms, contrary to fact.

We conclude that the infinitive suffix -ti- is pre-accenting. One possible reason
for this is not inherent specification as pre-accenting (see Revithiadou 1999 for the
hypothesis that such an accentual specification does not even exist in Russian), but
rather the presence of an abstract high lax (or short) vowel (the front yer [i]), which,
being unstressable, normally causes stress retraction (see Halle 1973 and Melvold 1990,
among others). Whether this is correct or not, this does not affect our reasoning: it is
enough that the accent is introduced by the infinitive suffix and surfaces on the root.

Turning now to post-accenting verbal stems, we see that for the post-accenting
verbs in (3) the BAP wrongly predicts stress on the stem: the accent assigned by the
suffix, being linearly to the left of that assigned by the post-accenting root, should
win (8). Likewise, if the surface position of the stress to the left of the infinitive suffix
is caused by a yer, this yer should trigger the retraction also of the accent assigned by
the root.

o A+A N

— o
b * % . ¢ * * @&  wrongly winning accent
nés ti nés \ti/

In (8) the (floating) accents assigned by the root and by the suffix are formalized as
an iambic and trochaic feet, respectively. The leftmost head should get priority, but
clearly doesn’t.?

2.2 WHAT IS THE RULE AND WHAT IS THE EXCEPTION?

The combination of a post-accenting morpheme followed by a pre-accenting one is
not limited to verbal infinitives. While there exist no other pre-accenting inflectional
suffixes, there are quite a few derivational ones. As shown by (9)-(10), where a post-
accenting stem is followed by a pre-accenting suffix in the nominal derivation, the
BAP gives rise to a correct result (Garde 1998: p. 125): stress falls on the syllable
before the suffix.'® In (9) this is illustrated for the pre-accenting diminutive suffix -ik-:
while in (9-a) it is preceded by a post-accenting root (the final stress in the citation
form is caused by the non-syllabic nominative singular suffix, in any other case the
stress surfaces after the stem), in (9-b) the post-accenting stem is morphologically
complex: the nominalizing actor suffix deriving it, -a¢-, is not only post-accenting,
but also dominant (i.e., deleting all accentual specification from its sister) showing
that the pre-accentuation of a later suffix wins even over a dominant post-accenting
suffix:

Russian and subject to speaker variation. With other verbs the enclitic is pre-accenting both in its full (-s/a-)
and reduced (-s’-) form, so for many speakers even in (7-a) the stress falls on the stem. The choice between
the long and reduced forms for this and similar enclitics is discussed by Gouskova (2019).
9The infinitive in -#i- is a 19th—20th century innovation in Russian (Graudina et al. 1976: p. 198), well-attested
in other Slavic languages.
°For the evidence that these morphemes have the relevant accentual properties, see the works cited. While
(9-b), as well as some other examples provided by Garde, can be explained by cyclicity (Melvold 1990), it
wouldn’'t work for the simplex root in (9-a).
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(9) a  root korabl’ ‘ship’ (cf. sG.GEN korabl'a) (Garde 1998: p. 125)
[korabl - ik] — korablik
ship-pim
‘small ship’
b. dominant nominalizer -aé- (cf. SG.GEN tolkacéd, from the verb tolkat’ ‘to
push’)

[[tolk-a¢ ]- ik] — tolkacik
push-NMLz-DIM
‘small pushboat’

In (10) one and the same post-accenting root is followed by another pre-accenting
diminutive suffix, -i$k-, and by a minimally different accented diminutive suffix, -isk-,
showing double dissociation of the phenomenon from both individual roots and dimi-
nutive semantics:

(10)  post-accenting root: zernd ‘grain’ (cf. SG.GEN zernd) (Zalizniak 1985: p. 86)
a. [[zern_- i8k]-o] = — z'ornisko
grain-DIM-NSG.NOM
‘a small grain’
b.  [[zern_-iSk]-o] — zernisko
grain-DIM-NSG.NOM
‘grain’ (affectionate or pejorative)

While it is not impossible that Russian accentuation works differently in verbs and
in nouns, providing an example of category-specific phonology (Smith 2011, 2016), it
is more likely that it is the infinitive suffix that shows special behavior with respect
to the Basic Accentuation Principle, as this happens only with some post-accenting
verbs (3). To account for this Halle (1973: p. 328) proposes that the verbal roots in (3)
bear a special diacritic. While for all other verbs consonantal suffixes (the infinitive
suffix -ti-, as well as the past tense suffix -I-) trigger retraction (his rule of Metatony),
the verbal stems in (3) are exempt from this rule both in the past and in the infinitive
(and as a result, the underlying yer of the latter is lengthened and the suffix surfaces
as -ti-).

Evidence against this view comes from another suffix whose accent usually sur-
faces before it. While the same group of verbal roots in (3) overrides this accen-
tual specification as well, it does so in a different way, suggesting that retraction
(Metatony) is not to blame.

3 PASSIVE PAST PARTICIPLES

The passive past participle (PPP) suffix has three allomorphs: -t-, -n- and -én- (Halle
1973, Feldstein 1986; Garde 1998:pp. 329-332), whose distribution will not be dis-
cussed here. While some athematic verbs take the -¢- allomorph, all verbs in (3) com-
bine with the -én- allomorph. I will first show that this allomorph is pre-accenting
with unaccented, accented, and retracting roots yet loses to the accent of the post-
accenting root. I will then argue that the PPP suffix is not only pre-accenting but also
unaccentable (i.e., the vowel in it cannot receive an accent), and that, compared to
the infinitive, this case constitutes a different though related problem for the BAP."
Importantly, only the short forms of passive past participles will be considered: as
shown by both Halle and Melvold (op. cit.), the long-form suffix of adjectives and
participles systematically triggers stress retraction.

"'Halle (1973) addresses the stress patterns of PPPs by postulating internal constituent structure excluding
the inflection for those stems whose PPPs exhibit stress before the suffix and no such structure for accented
post-accenting stems. We will not consider such a solution here.
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31 ACCENTUATION OF THE -EN- ALLOMORPH

As the contrast between the past tense and the PPP of the unaccented verb priast’ ‘to
spin’ shows (see also row (c) of Table 3 below), the -én- allomorph of the PPP suffix
also introduces an accent. The variant stress placement in the past tense (17a) shows
that the root -priad- ‘spin’ is unaccented. However, in all forms of the passive past
participle (11-b), stress appears on the stem, i.e., preceding the PPP suffix:"

(11)  a.  prial ‘spin.PAST.MSG’, pridlo ‘spin.PAST.NSG’, priali ‘spin.PAST.NSG’
priala ‘spin.PAST.NSG’
b.  spriaden ‘spin.ppp.MsSG’, spriddeno ‘spin.pPp.MsG’, spriadeni ‘spin.ppp.pL’
spriadena ‘spin.ppp.FsG’

If the PPP suffix were unaccented, there would be no difference in stress position be-
tween the past tense and the PPP."? The PPP suffix, however, behaves like the infinitive
suffix in that it reduces the four accentual classes of Russian athematic stems to the
same two: stress is stem-final (pre-suffixal) with accented, unaccented, and retracting
roots, and falls on the inflection with post-accenting roots. In other words, the accent
introduced by a post-accenting root does not appear on the PPP suffix: the PPP suffix
is skipped altogether, and the accent is placed on the next syllable (row (b) below).

STEM PRS.1SG  PRS.3SG  PAST.FSG/PL PPP.FSG PPP.PL

a. accented perelézu  perelézet  perelézlali  "perelézena " perelézeni
‘climb over’

b. post-accenting unesti unes’ot uneslda/i unesend unesent
‘carry away’

c. unaccented spriadi.  spriadot spriala spriadena spriadeni
‘spin’ (completive) spriali

d. PA with retraction  ukradii  ukrad’ét ukrdla/i ukrddena ukrddeni

‘steal’ (completive)

Table 3: PPP suffix -én- with athematic verbs

It should also be noted that the passive past participle of velar-final verbs, like in (4),
behaves exactly like the passive past participle of other post-accenting verbs in (3):

(12) a. uvlék ‘attract.pAST.MSG’, uvleklo ‘attract.PAST.NSG’, uvlekli ‘attract.pAST.PL’
uvlekla ‘attract.PAST.FSG’

b.  uvleéén ‘attract.PPP.MSG’, uvledeno ‘attract.pPp.NsG’, uvleceni ‘attract.ppp.pL’
uvlecend ‘attract.ppp.FsG’

The fact that velar-final stems appear with final stress in the passive past participle
shows that their behavior in the infinitive is due to a separate factor (to wit, because
they are velar-final, they do not form a complex coda when the yer of the infinitive
suffix is left unpronounced (uvléé’ rather than *uvlédt’ or *uviékt’), and so there is one
less reason to vocalize this yer).

The formal distinction between the PPP suffix and the infinitive suffix can be easily
captured by assuming that the former is both pre-accenting and unaccentable,'# while

2The prefixes are added to facilitate PPP formation. While they might in general influence the position of the
stress both in the past tense and in the PPP (cf. fn. 19 below and also Skachedubova 2021), here they do not.

3We cannot draw support from the polysyllabic verbs in §2.1: PPPs are not compatible with the reflexive suffix
in principle and those verbs take a different allomorph (t) of the PPP suffix anyway.

*4Can the unaccentability of the PPP suffix be explained if it is -n-, with epenthesis caused by the fact that all
relevant roots are consonant-final? The answer is probably yes (and this is what Feldstein 1986 argues for),
but then the unification of the two nasal allomorphs would be impossible: there is evidence from transitive
softening that the vowel of the PPP suffix is underlying for second conjugation verbs.
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the latter is just pre-accenting."> For both, however, the accent that they would place
on the preceding syllable is overridden by the accent assigned by the root.

3.2 THE SUPPLETIVE VERB IDT/ ‘TO GO’

Is it possible that the infinitive suffix is also unaccentable? As the only morpheme
to follow it is the extrametrical reflexive clitic, its accent obviously cannot move to
the right, so its shift to the left could be a last-resort operation and need not indicate
different properties. Evidence against treating the infinitive suffix as unaccentable is
provided, however, by the dental-final verb ‘to go’. This verb is systematically supple-
tive (-id-/-xid-) and has post-stem stress in the infinitive and all finite forms:*
(13) a.  -id-: id-4 ‘go-prs-1sG’, id’-6§' ‘go-PRs-2sG’, id-Ot ‘go-PRS-35G ...
id-ti ‘go-INF’
b.  -xid-: §-1-4 ‘went-PAST-FsG’, §-1-1 ‘went-PAsT-PL’, §-1-6 ‘went-past-NsG’,
$6-1 ‘went-PAST-MSG’

Some evidence suggests that the verbal root is post-accenting. While the unprefixed
verb is intransitive and thus has no passive past participle, some of its prefixed deriva-
tives are transitive and, given that their stem becomes asyllabic after the final vowel
of the prefix and cannot bear stress, their passive past participles pattern in two ways.
The verbs najti ‘to find’ and projti ‘to pass’ usually exhibit stress on (the last vowel of)
the prefix in the PPP (14-a), while with the verbs perejti ‘to pass across’, prevzojti ‘to
surpass’, and obojti ‘to pass over’ stress is usually final (14-b), though the distinction
is non-rigid: the former can surface with the latter pattern and vice versa:

(14) a. najd-én-u — ndjden (ndjdenag, also arch. najd’én)
PFX.go-PPP-MSG.NOM  found
b. obo.jd-én-u — obojd’on  (obojdendy, also innovative obdjden)

PFX.gO-PPP-MSG.NOM  passed.over

In conjugation, stress appears on the prefix only with unaccented verbs in the past
tense in the non-feminine forms for those verbs where the prefix is included in the
cyclic domain (see §2.1). Whether this inclusion happens or not is a matter of lexical
variation even for various derivatives of the same root, and we see the same lexical
variation in (14). Yet when the prefix is included in the cyclic domain, the accent
of the PPP suffix can and does surface on it, while the accent of the infinitive suffix
always surfaces only on the suffix. However this phenomenon is analyzed, this is
clear evidence against treating the infinitive suffix along the same lines as the PPP
suffix. I suggest that stress never surfaces on the prefix in the infinitive (*ndjt, *projt’)
because the non-unaccentable infinitive suffix can bear the accent of the root, unlike
the PPP suffix.

The fact that all the past-tense forms of these verbs are also stress-final shows
nothing, as their roots are asyllabic. While Garde (1998: p. 355) suggests that the
root -xid- is unaccented, the lack of stress retraction to the prefix might be taken as
tentative evidence against this view. In view of no evidence to the contrary, it would
be more parsimonious to hypothesize that both allomorphs are post-accenting.

>Revithiadou (1999) proposes that post-accenting morphemes are unaccentable, but bear an associated
floating accent, forced to be realized on the next syllable. The PPP suffix shows that such an analysis is
incorrect: it is unaccentable but pre-accenting. Conversely, post-accenting morphemes can bear an accent
when followed by a pre-accenting suffix (9)-(10). For some further discussion of post-/pre-accentuation and
unaccentability as two independent properties see also §5.4.

*®The underlying -xid- is motivated by the iterative/secondary imperfective counterpart xodit’ ‘to walk’ (with
a stem ablaut usual for iterative formation) and the active past participle $édsij ‘who walked.msG’ The
mutation of a palatalized [x'] to [§] is independently attested (the so-called velar mutation), the deletion
of the root-final [d] before the past-tense -I- is obligatory (cf. Table 2).
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3.3 PPP-BASED INFLECTION AND DERIVATION

The rightmost two cells of row (b) in Table 3 show that the PPP stem exhibits post-
accenting behavior. Two questions arise therefore: what happens to the stress if no
further suffixes are attached and what happens if a pre-accenting suffix is.

Answering the first question first, the PPP suffix, while unaccentable, is not un-
stressable. The distinction is subtle: to be unstressable means to be unable to bear sur-
face stress (as some yers are, see also Matushansky 2025), whereas to be unaccentable
means to be unable to host an accent. An unaccentable morpheme can still end up
stressed if it is the last syllable in a word. Thus in the masculine singular, where the
gender-number ending (underlyingly the back yer -i-) is not vocalized, stress surfaces
on the PPP suffix itself (15-a)."” The passive past participle is therefore no different
from other post-accenting stems (15-b) in this respect. As we will see in the next sec-
tions, in further derivation (in suffixed nomina actionis and in “long-form” formation)
stress may likewise surface on the last syllable of the PPP.

(15)  a.  uneson ‘carried away.MsG’, unesend ‘carried away.FsG’  post-accenting
PPP
b.  korél ‘king.NoMm’, korola ‘king.GEN’ post-accenting noun

The next question is what happens to these post-accenting stems when they are fol-
lowed by a pre-accenting suffix. For nominal stems the answer is known and shown
in (9)—(10) above: the accent placed by the pre-accenting suffix wins over in full accor-
dance with the BAP. For PPP stems the answer is less evident: while on the surface
the same result obtains (stress is placed on the PPP suffix), it may arise by a different
mechanism.

3.31 PPP-BASED ACTION NOMINALS

As noted by Babby (1993, 1997), Sadler et al. (1997), Rappaport (2001), Pazel’skaya
& Tatevosov (2008), action nominals are derived from passive past participles by the
abstract nominalizing suffix -ij-. For the verbs in (3) this gives us:

(16) a. -vez- — vez-én-ij-a — vezénija
transport  transport-PPP-NMLZ-NSG.GEN  luck.GEN
b.  -blud- — so.blud-én-ij-a — sobl’udénija
guard  PFX.guard-PPP-NMLZ-NSG.GEN  observance.GEN

At first sight this derivation provides us with evidence as to the interaction of the
(factually) post-accenting PPP stem and the pre-accenting -ij- suffix. However, this
suffix is not only pre-accenting, but also dominant: non-deverbal -ie nouns are also
stressed on the syllable preceding the suffix irrespective of the accentual properties
of the stem (for some exceptions see Zalizniak 1985: p. 108).

(17)  a.  glava ‘chapter.NoM’, glavii ‘chapter.acc’ post-accenting
b.  za.glav-ij-o — zaglavija
for.chapter-NMLZ-NSG.GEN  heading/title.GEN
(18)  a.  O6braz ‘shape.NoMm’, 6braz-ami ‘shape-PL.INS’ accented
b. mnogo.obraz-ij-o — mnogoobrdzija

many.shape-NMLZ-NSG.GEN  diversity.GEN

The PPP-based nominalization does not show therefore how PPPs interact with pre-
accenting suffixes.

7The e/o variation is due to an independent phenomenon, on which see Lightner (1969, 1972) and Boyd
(1997: pp. 82-84), among many others.
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3.3.2 LONG FORMS OF PPPS

Russian adjectives, PPPs included, may appear in two forms: the short form, which
can only be used in the predicate position, and the long form, which can be used
everywhere (Babby 1973, 2010, Siegel 1976, Bailyn 1994, Pereltsvaig 2001, etc.). The
long-form (henceforth, LF) suffix (underlyingly -oj-) can trigger stress retraction (cf.
Halle 1973: p. 324; Melvold 1990:pp. 194-6). This means that the fact that the long
forms of PPPs bear stress on the PPP suffix—(19), for e/o allophony see fn. 16—also
says nothing about the derivational behavior of the (factually) post-accenting PPP
stem in general:

(19) a. -vez- — u.vez-én-oj-u — uvez’6nnij
transport  PEX.transport-pPP-LE-MSG.NOM  taken.away
b.  -blud- — so.blud-én-oj-ui — sobl'ud’6nnij

guard  PFX.guard-PPP-LF-MSG.NOM  observed

The surface stress on the PPP suffix in (19) may correspond either to the accent of
the post-accenting verbal stem or to the accent introduced by the LF suffix, and it is
impossible to tell which, as either could be retracted under the influence of the LF
suffix. However, what masculine PPPs, action nominals and LF PPPs all show is that
the suffix -én-, while unaccentable at the cycle when it is merged, can still be assigned
stress at the next cycle.

4 OTHER TYPES OF DEVERBAL NOMINALIZATION

The next question is how the post-accenting roots in (3) behave when combined with
other, preferably pre-accenting, suffixes. This question is unlikely to receive an an-
swer since these roots are nominalized either as in (16) or by conversion, aka trun-
cating nominalization (20), aka null-derivation. In the latter case many of these roots
undergo ablaut and acquire a different accentual pattern:

(20) vezti ‘to transport’ (-véz-) — vozit’ ‘to transport, non-directed’ (-voz-)
a. post-accenting with retraction in the singular:
v0z, voza, vozi ‘cart.SG.NOM/SG.GEN/PL.NOM’
b. accented:
privoz, privozi ‘bringing.sG./pL’
(21) vesti ‘to lead’ (-véd-) — vodit’ ‘to lead, non-directed’ (-vod-)
a. unaccented with retraction to the prefix:
provod, provodi ‘seeing.off.sG/pL.NOM’
provod, prévoda, provoda ‘cable.sG.NOM/SG.GEN/PL.NOM’
privod, privodi ‘gear.sG/pL.NOM’
b. accented:
privod, privédi ‘delivery (of someone).sG/PL.NOM’

(22)  spasti ‘to save’ (-s.pas-) — spasat’ ‘to save’ (imperfective) (-s.pas-)
accented:
Spas, Spasi ‘Savior.sG/pL’

Given that the accented pattern is the most frequent one and others give rise to un-
predictable meanings, it can be assumed that the nominalizing suffix involved has
autosegmental content (triggering ablaut) and is pre-accenting or triggers retraction
by default. In other words, null derivation does not lead to visible violations of the
BAP, but this might be because it involves an unusual autosegmental content and is
dominant.

As other suffixal nominalizations except those in (16) involve the same ablaut, they
could be derived via the same suffix and then their accentual behavior adds nothing
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new to the picture.

5 PROPOSAL

Summarizing what has been discussed so far, contrary to the BAP, the combination
of a post-accenting athematic verbal stem with the pre-accenting infinitive or PPP
suffixes yields stress on the suffix. Nothing in the four-way distinction in Table 2
predicts the behavior of the roots in (3).

Three ways of resolving this issue can be envisaged. Firstly, the BAP itself could
be incorrect. Alternatively, it is necessary to ensure somehow that the roots in (3)
take precedence over suffixes. While Halle (1973: p. 328) introduces a special dia-
critic blocking the otherwise obligatory retraction of the accent from the infinitive
suffix,’® I will now argue that the very existence of unaccentable morphemes, in com-
bination with a minor modification of the accentual properties argued for in §1, will
be sufficient to derive the infinitive stress as well if it is assumed that the verbal roots
with the infinitive in -ti- are unaccentable.

51 RETRACTING PAST-TENSE ROOTS

I propose that the past-tense suffix -I- is, contrary to what has been suggested above,
not just unaccented, but also stress-retracting (cf. Garde 1998: p. 333). For accented
and unaccented roots this leads to no change in predictions. Post-accenting roots,
however, would now be expected to undergo stress retraction in the past and surface
with stress on the stem. All 14 such verbs are given in (23); since the roots may differ
a lot in the prevocalic and preconsonantal positions, both the present- and the past-
tense allomorphs are provided in parentheses:*

(23)  Retracting roots (all 14):
pet’ ‘to sing’ (-poj-/-pe-), bit’ ‘to beat’ (-bj-/-bi-), vit’ ‘to weave’ (-vj-/-vi-), $it/
‘to sew’ (-§j-/-$i-), rasp’at’ ‘to crucify’ (-ras.pn-/-ras.p’a-), zat’ ‘to reap’ (-Zn-
/-Za-), Zat’ ‘to press’ (-Zm-/-Za-), m‘at’ ‘to knead’ (-mn-/-m’a-), grizt’ ‘to gnaw’
(-griz-), past’ ‘to fall’ (-pad-/-pa-), krast’ ‘to steal’ (-krad-/-kra-), prosterét’ ‘to
extend’ (-pro.str-/-pro.stior-), terét’ ‘to rub’ (-tr-/-tor-), stri¢’ ‘to cut (of hair)’
(-strig-)

As a result, post-accenting roots will give rise to the “retracting” pattern in row (d) of
Table 1: post-stem stress in the present and stem-final stress in past. Their PPP and
their -#'- infinitive would also be correctly predicted by the BAP to bear stress on the
final syllable of the stem.

The verbs with the infinitive in -ti-, however, are now just as exceptional in the
past as in their infinitive and in the PPP: violating the BAP, they systematically surface
with final stress even with pre-accenting (infinitive -ti-, PPP -én-) and retracting (past
-1-) suffixes. I propose that this is due to the fact that these roots are themselves
unaccentable.

8Garde’s system is very different: he asserts that the infinitive suffix is accented, while the past tense suffix can
vary in its accentuation in function of the final consonant of the stem (Garde 1998: p. 333; his empirical
generalizations turn out to be incorrect: there are dental-final stems in all accentual groups). The final-stress
roots in (3)-(4) are unaccented for him, as are the retracting roots in (23), which nonetheless become
accented in the past and in the infinitive. Our unaccented roots he also treats as unaccented, and I have been
unable to find the discussion of why the infinitive suffix sometimes is stressed and sometimes isn’t. Finally,
the roots -mog- ‘be able to’ and -im-/-n’a- ‘have’ (see §5.4) are the only ones he specifies as post-accenting.

“Some of these roots are variably specified across idiolects and even speaker-internally. Thus in deriva-
tives the root -vi[j]- ‘to weave’ can be both stress-final (razvilds’/razvilis’ ‘develop.PAST.F/PL’) or accented
(zavilas’/zavilis’ ‘curl. PAST.F/PL’). A possible rationale can be found in Kukhto & Piperski (2020).
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5.2 UNACCENTABLE ROOTS

If the roots in (3) are unaccentable, just like the PPP suffix -én-, with unaccented and
accented suffixes they will behave as regular post-accenting roots, but with the three
suffixes in question they will appear to violate the BAP as required.

Thus when the retracting suffix -I- attempts to place the accent of a post-accenting
root on the root-final syllable, this would fail. As a result, the stem consisting of an
unaccentable root and of -I- becomes post-accenting. If the number-gender ending
following -I- is syllabic (i.e., the plural -i, the feminine -a, or the neuter -0), stress will
surface on the ending. If the ending is non-syllabic (the masculine -), stress will end
up on the syllable preceding it, i.e., on (the final syllable of) the root. We obtain the
systematic final-stress pattern characterizing the verbs in row (c) in Table 1.

While the unaccentable suffix -én- introduces its own accent to its left, this will not
affect the outcome: because an unaccentable root will not accept the accent placed on
it by the suffix and neither will the suffix itself, the constituent consisting of the verbal
root and -én- becomes post-accenting. As before, stress will surface on the syllabic
ending if available (the plural -i, the feminine -a, the neuter -0), and on (the final
syllable of) the stem otherwise. Importantly, neither the root nor the suffix “wins”
under this view: they both resist the placement of the accent, which ends up on the
suffix only when (and because) there is no syllable to assign it to further to the right.

Because the pre-accenting suffix -ti- is asyllabic, the infinitive is expected to be-
have the same as the past-tense and PPP masculine forms: the unaccentable root
cannot bear the accent, yet there is no syllable after the suffix to assign the accent to
and so stress is expected to surface on the final syllable of the root. This is, in fact,
what happens with the velar-final roots in (4): we obtain a surface form in [¢'] and
pre-suffixal stress, while in all finite forms stress is final:*°

(24)  a.  Dberéc’ ‘preserve.INF’, cf. berez'ot/beregli ‘preserve.PRS.3SG/PAST.PL’
b.  tol6¢’ ‘pound.INF’, cf. tol¢6t/tolkli ‘pound.PRS.3SG/PAST.PL’

With the roots in (3), however, the infinitive suffix becomes syllabic, [ti]. Not be-
ing specified as inherently unaccentable, it can host the accent assigned by the past-
accenting root and thus surfaces as a stressed [ti].

The difference between the infinitives in (3) and (4) lies in the fact that the final
velar in (4) deletes the first consonant of the infinitive: the underlying [g-ti] turns into
[gi]. The palatalized velar [g'] undergoes velar mutation (cf. fn. 15). The infinitive
form, as a result, does not contain a consonant cluster, unlike the infinitives in (3),
where the combination of the unaccentability of the root and a consonant cluster
force the suffixal yer to be vocalized. While there exists a verbal form, the imperative,
which surfaces as [i] if stressed or preceded by a consonant cluster and as [i] otherwise
(Halle 1973: p. 329; Es’kova 1985, Molczanow 2011, Antonenko 2012, etc.), I leave the
link between the two phenomena and the explanation for the [ti] allomorph for future
research.

Finally, “retracting” (i.e., post-accenting regular) verbs (23) cannot be distinguished
from non-retracting (i.e., unaccentable) ones (3)-(4) either by the segmental phonol-
ogy of their root (both classes contain dental-final roots with full vowels), or by their
argument structure (both classes contain transitives and unaccusatives), or by their
Aktionsart (achievements, accomplishments, and activities are attested in both classes,
and states in neither). We tentatively conclude that unaccentability is lexically deter-
mined.

*°The only other velar-final athematic root, -strig- ‘cut (of hair)} is also post-accenting but retracting. It remains
an open question why there are no velar-final athematic stems in the other two accentual classes.
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5.3 DISTINGUISHING UNACCENTABILITY AND PRE/POST-ACCENT-
UATION

Unlike unstressability (lack of a projection to the metrical tier), unaccentability is not
absolute: while an unaccentable suffix cannot be assigned an accent, it can bear stress
if nothing to its right can. The unaccentability of the PPP suffix was independently
argued for by showing that it cannot be assigned either its own accent or the accent
introduced by the root. Since the suffix is also pre-accenting, stress surfaces after it
only if the root is both itself unaccentable and post-accenting; otherwise it is realized
on the preceding syllable. We can then show that neither pre-accentuation nor post-
accentuation can be reduced to unaccentability.

Indeed, if unaccentability and post-accentuation were the same thing, post-accent-
ing suffixes would all be predicted to behave like the PPP suffix: to be pre-accenting
unless preceded by a post-accenting root (which normally cannot shift its accent to
the left, though see §3.2). Even if the normally pre-accenting behavior of the PPP
suffix is due to retraction (rather than unaccentability per se), post-accenting roots do
not have to be unaccentable (see §5.1).

Conversely, if unaccentability and pre-accentuation were the same, pre-accenting
suffixes would be expected to become post-accenting after a post-accenting root, which
is not the case either, showing that pre-accentuation does not reduce to unaccentabil-
ity; the same conclusion is suggested by the contrast in the behavior of -#i- and -én-

(§3.2).

5.4 UNACCENTABILITY AND ACCENTUAL CLASS

Given that roots can be distinguished by three ways of accent placement (accented,
post-accenting and unaccented) and be unaccentable or not, we expect not the four
patterns attested in Table 2, but five. Excluding, for obvious reasons, unaccentable
accented roots, we expect, in addition to unaccentable post-accenting roots (row (b)
in Table 2, lists in (3)-(4)), to have unaccentable unaccented roots as well.>!

If combined with an accented, pre-accenting, or unaccented suffix, an unaccentable
unaccented stem is predicted to surface with stress on that suffix (25), which will be
the only place where an accent can be placed. However, if an unaccented suffix is
followed by an accented one (26-a), or a post-accenting suffix is followed by an unac-
cented one (26-b), stress is predicted to surface on this last suffix, and in this respect
such a root would be different from a post-accenting one.

(25) a. ROOT SUF accented suffix
* ( *
b. ROOT SUF pre-accenting suffix
* ( *
C. ROOT SUF unaccented suffix
* *

(26) a. ROOT SUF SUF
* * ( *
b. ROOT SUF SUF

* *( *

While I know of no evidence for such roots, this could be because neither combination
of suffixes in (26) is attested in the verbal domain. There is, however, some minor
evidence that the velar root -mog- ‘be able to’ is such a root.

2! Accentual dominance of the root cannot be used instead of unaccentability as the driving factor for the
attested BAP violations because the combination of dominance with the three types of root accentuation
gives rise to too many unattested accentual patterns.
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While for the majority of athematic verbs the position of stress is constant in the
present tense, there are two verbs exhibiting a different pattern: final stress in the
1sG and stem-final stress in all other forms. This pattern is far more frequent with
thematic verbs and is not predicted by anything that we have seen so far.

SG-M/F/N PL
PRS 1 mog-u moz-e-m
2 moéz-e-§ moz-e-te
3  moéz-e-t még-u-t
PAST mog/-l-d/-1-6  mog-I-i

Table 4: Potential unaccentable unaccented root: mo¢’ ‘to be able to’

While Melvold (1990) regards this class as subject to stress retraction in all forms
except 1sG, Matushansky (2025) proposes an alternative account based on induced
unstressability and crucially argues that this variant pattern is only attested with un-
accented stems. Since thematic stems can also combine with the PPP suffix -én- and
even surface with final stress, as in (27), we expect such cases to involve unaccentable
unaccented roots.

(27) vlubit’ ‘to make fall in love’

a.  vlubli/vlibit ‘make.fall.in.love.PRS.15G/3SG’
b.  vlublena/vlubleni ‘make.fall.in.love.ppp.F/pPL’

On the assumption that the variant pattern in (27-a) is indicative of an unaccented
stem and the final stress in the PPP in (27-b), of an unaccentable stem, the verb vlubit/
‘to make fall in love’ should contain an unaccentable unaccented root and the same
would be true for the verb moc’ ‘to be able to’, which exhibits post-accenting behavior
(Table 4) but present-tense variability. As the suffix combinations in (26) are still not
found, I leave the verification of this prediction for future research.

5.5 THE ASYLLABIC ROOT -CiT-

When presenting this talk at FASL, I have introduced the bound dental-final root -¢it-
‘read’ as a post-accenting root without retraction in the past tense. However, since the
root is asyllabic, its systematic final stress is also compatible with a different analysis.

SG-M/F/N PL
PRS 1 -Ct-u -&t-6-m
-EH-6-5 -¢t-6-te
-EH-6-t -Ct-1i-t
PAST -C6-l/&-l-alé-1-6 &l

Table 5: Asyllabic past-tense root: -éest’ ‘to read’

The finite forms in Table 5 are compatible with a post-accenting, accented, “re-
tracting”, and even unaccented root, but the infinitive form (-Cest’ rather than -éesti)
rules out an unaccentable root like those in (3). The list of 17 confirmed accented ath-
ematic roots (28) contains no asyllabic roots, which suggests that -¢it- is not accented
either.

(28)  Athematic verbs: accented stems 17
a. lezt’ ‘to climb’ (-lez-), pocit’ ‘to go to rest’ (-po.cij-/-po.ci-), obut’ ‘to put

shoes on’ (-uj-/-u-), dut’ ‘to blow’ (-duj-/-du-), gret’ ‘to warm up’ (-grej-

/-gre-), dat’ ‘to give’ (-da(d)-/-da-), est’ ‘to eat’ (-e(d)-/-e-), sest’ ‘to sit
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down’ (-s‘ad-/-se-), brit’ ‘to shave’ (-brej-/-bri-), vit' ‘to howl’ (-voj-/-vi-),
krit’ ‘to cover’ (-kroj-/-kri-), mit’ ‘to wash’ (-moj-/-mi-), nit’ ‘to whine’
(-noj-/-ni-), rit’ ‘to dig’ (-roj-/-ri-)

b.  potential -nu- verbs, dropping the suffix before consonantal derivational
suffixes: zastriat’ ‘to get stuck’ (-str’an-/-str'a-), det’ ‘to put away’ (-den-
/-de-), stat’ ‘to become’ (-stan-/-sta-)

Finally, the fact that no prefixal derivative of the root -¢it- surfaces with a stress on
the prefix suggests that the root is also not unaccented.

I conclude that the asyllabic root -¢it- is post-accenting but not unaccentable, i.e.,
should be included in the list in (23).

6 CONCLUSION

We have observed that for the 33 athematic verbs in (3)-(4) the Basic Accentuation
Principle (2) seems to break down with the pre-accenting infinitive suffix -ti- and with
the pre-accenting unaccentable PPP suffix -én-: despite the fact that these suffixes are
pre-accenting, these forms surface with final stress.

I have argued that to account for this it is necessary to assume that the past-tense
suffix -I- is not merely unaccented, as argued in Halle (1973) and Melvold (1990), but
also retracting, and that the 33 athematic verbs in (3)-(4) involve unaccentable roots.
An unaccentable stem cannot host the accent of a pre-accenting suffix, which forces
the accent to the right. Stress is thus realized on the final syllable of the word.

The hypothesis advanced in this paper rests on the differentiation between unac-
centability and pre- or post-accentuation, which is motivated by the different behav-
ior of the pre-accenting infinitive suffix -#i- and the unaccentable pre-accenting PPP
suffix -én-.
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ABBREVIATIONS

1 first person N neuter

2 second person NMLZ nominalizer

3 third person PFV perfective

DIM  diminutive PFX prefix

F feminine PL plural

INF  infinitive PPP passive past participle
PPV imperfective PRS present

LF long form SG singular

M masculine
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