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THE DESTINY OF LATIN SECOND CONJUGATION
INFINITIVES IN ROMANCE

STUART DAVIS AND DONNA JO NAPOLI
Indiana University Swarthmore College

0. INTRODUCTION™

The second conjugation in Latin was marked with the theme vowel long
fe:f, which received primary stress (as in VIDERE (‘see”)); and the third
conjugation was marked with short /e/ and exhibited root stress (as in
CLAUDERE (‘close’)). Modern Romance does not preserve the historical
vowel length distinction, although some modern Romance languages have
developed new length distinctions, e.g. some Northern Italian and
Northern French dialects (see Sanga (1988), Martinet (1971), Walter
(1982)), which are, however, irrelevant to the present study. The
difference in modern Romance, then, between descendants of the Latin
second and third conjugation infinitives should be manifest in the
location of primary stress. Primary stress in second conjugation infinitives
should fall on the theme vowel (ie. conjugation vowel), while primary
stress in third conjugation infinitives should fall on the root vowel. In
modern Romance languages in which stress has been regularized so that
it never appears on what would have been the antepenult in the Latin
source (such as French, in which stress is fixed on the final syllable) one

" might expect the distinction between the two classes of infinitives to be

lost entirely.

Interestingly, in almost ali the modern Romance languages many of
the original second conjugation infinitive descendants have switched
conjugation classes, even in languages in which stress has not becn
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regularized in the way described above. Usually, but not always, this
invalved a simple shift of stress so that they appear to descend from
Latin third conjugation infinitives. Furthermore, in almost all of the
modern Romance languages some of the original second conjugation
infinitive descendants form a special infinitive class or a special
conjugation class (special in a way to be clarified in this paper), even in
languages in which stress has been regularized. For example, in Italian
(Napoli and Vogel (forthcoming)) and in Provengal (Ronjat (1930-41))
there is a special infinitive class, where these verbs are ordinary members
of the second conjugation in every other respect, whereas in Romanian
and in Friulan there is an entire special conjugation class. For case of
exposition we refer throughout this article to special conjugation (or
verb) classes, even though in some Romance languages the distinction of
interest here is seen only in the infinitive forms.

We contend that beginning in Proto-Romance second conjugation
infinitives whose roots were not of a certain phonological shape (that is,
whose roots did not fit a phonological template) switched conjugation
classes (normally becoming third conjugation infinitives, but sometimes
first or fourth conjugation infinitives ~ ie. the -ARE or -IRE class,
respectively — as well). This switch in conjugation classes did not happen
all at once, but, rather, gradually over the centuries, so that today in
almost all the Romance languages (or, at least, in the Romance languages
in which the original Latin second and third conjugation infinitives have
not fallen together entirely} the roots of verbs that still survive in the
(historical) second conjugation conform to a specific phonological shape.

Throughout this paper we refer to Latin verbs as the source for
Romance verbs, Certainly, distinctions should be made between Classical
and Vulgar Latin when one is attempting to reconstruct Proto-Romance
(Lausberg (1971), Wright (1982), Hall (1986), among many others), but
we do not believe such distinctions would lead to any different hypothesis
from that we offer here.

The number of verbs that fall into the special verb class is under three
dozen for all the Romance languages we have examined (and under two
dozen for all the modern Romance languages). Given such a small data
base, a solution listing these verbs as lexical exceptions to the general
pattern of other descendants of Latin second and third conjugation
infinitives might be feasible. There is persuvasive evidence against this
approach, however.

First, the phonological template we identify would be an unaccounted
for coincidence if the verbs that fell into the special verb class were
merely lexical exceptions,

. Second, Davis, Manganaro, and Napoli (1987) (hereafter DMN)
" conducted an experiment (reported on in section 1 below) that shows
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that native speakers of Italian today are sensitive to the template. No list
account of the special verb class is consistent with these resuits.

For these reasons, we will not consider further a lexical exception
account of the data presented here.

Much has been written on the question of what happened to the
second conjugation verbs in Latin and this work has typicaily
concentrated on a single or on two closely related sister Romance
languages. Frequently this work has cited what Malkiel ((1986) and
earlier) has called multiple causation. That is, some linguists claim that
two or more factors interact to determine the passage of an individual
verb from Latin into a given Romance language. Factors cited include
ambiguity, analogical attraction, the need to differentiate near-identical
verbs, as well as a range of other historical, sociological, and
psychological factors (as in Malkiel (1985), (1986)). Some have argued for
an interaction between a particular semantic distinction and a
phonological factor (such as Montgomery (1978), who argues that the
static/dynamic distinction in verbs interacts with vowel height in the
passage of Latin verbs into Spanish - see also Montgomery (1976)).

Explanations citing factors of the type described above cannot help but

‘be specific to a single language or to two very closely related sister

languages. That is because historical facts, for example, differ sometimes
drastically from one language speaking area to another. Furthermore,
explanations involving the associations of vowel height to the semantics
of existing lexical items in 2 modern Romance language or analogy to
other existing lexical items within a modern Romance language tend to
be language specific since the Romance languages have not all treated
vowel height in the same way, nor have the same set of lexical items
survived in each daughter of Latin. Still, when one deals with language
change, idiosyncratic and highly particularized explanations — often
particular 10 individual lexical items and thus not of the sort that lends
itself well to generalizations beyond the single item ~ may well be
correct. And if they are correct, the fact that they are ad hoc is beside
the point.

We therefore state right off our support for the work we have come
across that deals with the question faced here. We, however, have taken
a different tack with the hope not of supplanting previous work, but,
rather, of shedding new light on the guestion.

In doing the research for this paper we asked ourselves what would
happen if we considered only phonological information in trying to detect
the factors that influenced the passage of Latin second conjugation verbs
into the Romance languages. Such an approach demands that we set
aside differences in history and culture between the various language
arcas and differences in the lexicon. It is a very limited approach.
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However, we contend that this approach should be pushed as far as
possible, for, if this approach were shown to be (anywhere near)
empirically adequate, it would offer a simpler and more direct account
than alternative accounts involving multiple causation.

We came to the conclusion that a purely phonological approach does,
indeed, offer surprisingly clear results when we asked which verbs of the
Latin second conjugation do not switch into other conjugation classes,
but, rather, stay together in a special conjugation class, as opposed 10
which verbs would be forced to part ways with the other Latin second
conjugation verbs and go into other conjugation classes.

We concluded that verbs of the Latin second conjugation which had
4 monosyllabic root containing no prevocalic sonorants and ending in a
single consonant (with some language particular restrictions on the final
consonant} stayed together and went into a special conjugation class in
cach Romance language. We formulate this restriction in terms of a
phonological template to which some verb roots conformed and others
did not. We posit this template for Proto-Romance and show that the
daughter languages inherited - it. The descendants of Latin second
conjugation infinitives that did not have roots meeting this restriction
eventually switched conjugation classes. , :

The template alone does not determine the change for any given verb
root. It merely helps to identify which verbs are candidates for staying
together in a special conjugation class and which are candidates for
changing conjugation classes. But once candidates have been identified,
other factors (such as ambiguity and analogy) come into play to
determine when and how a candidate for change actually undergoes
change. Thus we have identified an important factor ~ a phonologically
based one ~ that played a role in conjugation class switches from Latin
into Romance. (In fact, one might even claim that our template offers a
phonological basis for analogical change.) There are only a handful of
exceptions that we know of to our template, all of which are pointed cut
below. The fact that there are some exceptions may suggest that our
template, rather than being strictly and purely phonological, is at least
partly morpholexically driven,

We here support our template by offering evidence from a variety of
Romance languages. We consider data from Italian in great detail, since
Italian turns out to be the most conservative of the Romarnce languages
with respect to this phenomenon. We then compare other Romance
sisters 10 Italian, including Romanian, French, and briefly, Catalan and
Friulan, showing how our hypothesis is supported in each of these
languages, although less perfectly than in Italian. Moreover, we argue that
the template was present at an early stage in the development of
Romance languages and that it gradually increased in strenigth and reach
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(that is, it gradually attracted more verbs into its web, so to speak) over
time. We would expect, then, that older stages of any nzlode{'q Romance
language would still have several sccond conjuganon_mﬁmuves whose
roots did not conform to the template. This prediction is borne out “.rhen
we compare Old Provengal with Modern Provencal (also called Occitan,
but here we will use the older, more familiar label). Even though we
have not looked at ali Romance languages, our evidence suggests that the
solution offered here generalizes across Romance and that the template
was present in Proto-Romance. o _

While our proposal will undoubtedly meet grgat initial re:smtance
(given the fact that others have approachf_:d _the issue ‘aI.ld rejected a
phonologically based account), we offer xt. in the spirit of earne§t
linguistic inquiry and in the spirit of cooperation. That is, our 1_1ypothes1s
identifies the Latin second conjugation verbs that are candidates for
remaining together in a special conjugation class in Romancg, and }eav?s
to the work of others the explanation for the precise destiny of Lz%tm
second conjugation verbs that did not conform to the phonological
template and wound up in other conjugation classes. Our wc?rk, then,
complements that of others, contributing toward the understanding of the
whole development.

1. OUR HYPOTHESIS AND ITALIAN

In this section we take a close look at Italian, often pointing out Fhe
relevance of data from other languages (data which appears in following
sections) io a proper understanding of the data give:_l her.e. B .
DMN look at second conjugation infinitives in Italian (infinitives with
the theme vowel /e/), some of which have stress on the theme vowel (as
in vedere (‘se¢’)) and the vast majority of which have stress on the .lz_ist
vowel of the root (the antepenultimate vowel, so long as no enclitics
occur ~ as in chiudere (‘close’)). They show that the roots of .the verbs
which have stress on the theme vowel have the following canonical form:
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1) GVvg

where. Ci = a group of zero or more [+consonantal] segments not
containing a sonorant,! :

where V = vowel or diphthong (a diphthong being an unstressed high
vowel adjacent to any other vowel),

and where G = a single [+consonantal] segment other than i/

This class of second conjugation verbs, which we will call the Theme
Class (since the theme vowel bears primary stress), contains only
twenty-two verbs plus these same verbs with prefixes added, as listed in
2 below. (Actually, DMN listed twenty-three verbs, including the archaic
pavere (‘fear’). We do not include archaic roots unless there is a
well-used verb in the language today made up of that archaic root plus
a prefix.) Here and elsewhere, italicization indicates that the vowel carries
tonic stress. A plus sign (+) before a verb indicates that this root
without a prefix is archaic. We give only a single gloss for each lexical
item (although, of course, many of them have multiple meanings) and
only the first time it appears, for the sake of simplicity of exposition.

ghroughout this section we add examples and arguments to those of
MN.

(2) the twenty-two verbs of Class A:

avere (‘have’), cadere (‘fall’), calere (‘be warm’), dolere
(‘hurt’), dovere (‘must’), giacere (‘lie down’), godere
(‘enjoy’), licere (‘be allowed’), +manere (‘remain’), parere
(‘seem’), piacere (*please’), potere (‘can’), sapere (‘know’),
sedere ('sit’), solere (‘be accustomed’), -+snadere
(‘persuade’), tacere (‘be silent’), temere (‘fear’), tenere
(‘hold’), valere (‘be worth’), vedere (‘see’), volere (‘want’)

1 This is slightly different from DMN, whose restriction does not permil root initial

consonant clusters. Since almost all of the relevant consonant clusters involve sonorants
(see below), the restriction in 1 is more general.
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some of the above verbs plus prefixes — a representative sample:
accadere (‘happen’), decadere (‘decay’), scadere (‘decline’)
soggiacere (‘be subject to”)
rimanere (‘remain’), permanere {‘remain’)
compiacere (‘gratify’), dispiacere (‘displease’)
risedere (‘sit again’), soprassedere (‘postpone’)
dissuadere (‘dissuade’), persﬁadere (‘persuade’)

appartenere(‘belong’), attenersi® (‘keep’), detenere (‘hold
back’), ottenere (‘obtain’), ritenere (‘retain’), sostenere
(‘stand’), trattenere (‘restrain’)

equivalere (‘be equivalent’), prevalere (‘prevail’), rivalersi
(‘avail oneseif’)

avvedersi (‘notice’), prevédere (‘foresee’), provvedere
(‘provide’), rivedere (‘see again’)

Of the twenty-two verbs in the first list in (2), four are reduced in usage:
calere appears only in the third person singular, in the infinitive, and in
participles; manere is archaic, having been replaced by rimanere; suadere
has given way in frequency to persuadere; and licere is restricted in use
to the third person singular indicative (lice), the third person singular
and plural imperfective (liceva, licevano), and the perfect participle
(lecito). As the reader will notice, two of the verbs in the Theme Class
(manere and licere) do not conform to (1). We will discuss this fact
below.

The second class, the Root Class, is much larger, containing 2ll the
remaining verbs of the second conjugation. This class receives primary
stress on the last vowel of the root, not on the theme vowel. A sampling

2 The si of attenersi is a reflexive enclitic, Clitics on infinitives in Italian are always enclitic.
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of these verbs a
appendix A’

(3) typical verbs of the second conjugation with root stress:

aft?iggere (‘afflict), assolvere (‘absolve’), battere (‘hit’)
ci_uejdere (‘hit’), cogliere (‘gather’), decidere (‘decide’) ,
d'ipmgere (‘paint’), emergere (‘emerge’), essere (‘be’) ,
f.z_ngere (‘pretend’), fondere (‘melt’), gemere (‘groan’),
gungere (‘reach’), incidere (‘cut’), intrudere (‘intrude”)
legpere (‘read’), mettere (‘put’), mordere (‘bite’) nasce’re
(‘be born’), nascondere (‘hide’), offendere (‘offez,ld’)
percuotere (‘strike’), perdere (‘lose’), radere (‘shave:)
ncevere (‘receive’), scegliere (‘choose’), struggere (‘de;stroy’)
tendere (‘stretch out’), torcere (‘twist’), uccidere (*kill’) ’
ungere (‘oil’), vincere (‘win’), vivere (‘live”) ,

syncopated verbs with root stress:

addurre (‘allege’), bere (‘drink”), dire (‘say’
g °E€ ), R ay’), fare (‘make’),
porre (‘place’), tradurre (‘translate’), trarre (‘pull’)( )

While the roots of (almost) all the verbs in the Theme Class, shown in

(2) above, have the canonical form given in (1), the roots of the verbs

in the Root Class, ¢ ified i >
including; xemplified in (3) above, have a variety of forms,

(4) roots of the form CVC (gemere ‘groan’),
roots with initial clusters (stridere ‘screech’),
roots with final clusters (fulgere ‘shine’),
roots with initial and final clusters (spérgere ‘scatter),
roots with initial sonorants (ridere ‘Taugh”,

as well as roots with final /j/ (dirigere ‘direct”).

3 The'wrillcn letter  before the -ere desinence
co_glmre) is not rendered in speech by a vow
gli are rendered by the palatal tiquid /. Thu
stress on the last vowel of their root.

in some pf the examples in (3} (such as
el.. l_'{ather in this example the three letters
S It is correct io say that these verbs receive

ppears in (3) and a more comprehensive list is given in
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DMN argue that the above facts are no accident. Instead, they are the
result of the verbs of Latin being passed through a template in their
derivation into Italian. Let us see how.

It is a well-known fact that most of the verbs in the Theme Class are
derived from verbs of the second conjugation in Latin (the conjugation
with the theme vowel of long /e:/), while most of the verbs in theé Root
Class are derived from verbs of the third conjugation in Latin (the
conjugation with the theme vowel of short /ef). There are exceptions,
however. At least two verbs which did not originate in the second
conjugation of Latin appear in the Theme Class in Italian and many
other verbs which did originate in the second conjugation of Latin do not
appear in the Theme Class in Italian.

"Here and later when we discuss other Romance languages, there is
always the possibility that such exceptions are arbitrary and that we
should, therefore, just admit that there is a small problematic residue
rather than trying to force an account. We, however, often sec what we
consider to be motivation for the exceptional behavior of some verbs.

DMN argue that those verbs of the second conjugation in Latin which
have the canonical form seen in (1) above wound up in the Theme Class
in Italian and those that did not conform to (1) were exciuded from the
Theme Class. They therefore wound up in the Root Class or in other
conjugations. Thus a full seventeen of the twenty-two verbs in the Theme
Class originated in the second conjugation in Latin as verbs whose roots
conform to (1). We give these in (5), where we have underlined the tonic
theme vowel in the Italian verb and marked the long theme vowel in the
Latin verb. An asterisk before a Latin verb indicates that this verb form
has been reconstructed as existing in Proto-Romance, but did not appear
in Classical Latin. We mark the length of the theme vowels only in Latin
and not of any other vowels. (For glosses, see (2) above, where the
Ttalian glosses suffice for the Latin verbs, as well)

(5) avere.< HABERE; calere < CALERE; dolere < DOLERE;
dovere < DEBERE; giacere < JACERE; godere < GAUDERE;
pafere < PARERE; potere < *POTERE; sedere < SEDERE;
solere < SOLERE; +suadere < SUADERE; tacere < TACERE;
temere < TIMERE: tenere < TENERE; valere < VALERE;

vedere < VIDERE; volere < *VOLERE
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'I"hr:e other verbs of the second conjugation in Latin which did not
conform to (1) also have decendants in the Theme Class. We list them:

(6) licere (also: licere) < LICERE; piacere < PLACERE;
+manere < MANERE

LICE{%E, PLACERE, and MANERE do not conform to 1 since their roots
contain a 'prevocalic sonorant, Upon closer scrutiny, however, we can see
;g:tt;he g;\j{t two of the- three examples in (6) are not truly ’problematic
scpara(:ely. N hypothesis, although the third is. Let us consider each
_ Fl.rs?t, although some finite forms of flicere occur in Italian, the
%nﬁmt:ve.never occurs in speech. Instead, it is confined to lexical lis’ts (as’
:1 vc;rlt; l:st? and dif:tionaries). Thus it has been lost from actual usage.
- cgptionn.xa exception that never occurs in usage is not much of an
. Second, while PLACERE has a prevocalic sonorant, its descendant
piacere does not. Early in the derivation of Italian from Latin the / l:f
cluster. was replaced by /pi/ (where the /i/ is realized as an on-glide of tll)le
_fo!lc_)wmg vowel, and is [-consonantal]). The only words which contain an
mltxgl /pY/ cluster in Italian today are learned words borrowed from
Medieval Latin relatively recently in the history of Italian. If /pi/ replaced
thg /pY/ cluster in piacere before the application of the template in 1 to
this verb, the placement of piacere in the Theme Class would follow,
Howe\:rer, we note the descendant of PLACERE in several 1anguaées
we examine in this paper also ended up in the special verb class (see
(35) for_ Romanian; (57) for Old Provengal; (67) for Friulan), even
thopgh In none of these other languages is the /pl/ — /pi/ expia’nation
available. Thus the descendant of PLACERE in these other languages
would seem to be exceptional to a template like that in (1). There isgin
facf, evidence suggesting that the descendants of PLACERE are not m’ere
lexical e:fceptions to the template, but part of a larger class of
phonologically identifiable exceptions. We find that prevocalic sonorants
that are part of clusters beginning with a stop consonant were sometimes
ove'rlooked by the template in various languages. Thus, in Romanian
besides (35): we find a umplea (in (34)). In French we have pleuvoir
{where a.thlrd conjugation verb shifted into the special conjugation ~
see the (Ellscussion of (45) below). And in the Rhaeto-Romansch dialect
of Surmiran we find plascheir and creir (see footnote 17 below). Other
obs_truem-sonorant clusters behaved as predicted by the template. .In sum
while the descendants of PLACERE are exceptional to the te.:r.lplate ir;
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other languages (probably phonological rather than lexical exceptions},
the Ttalian descendant piacere may well not be exceptional.

Third, MANERE seems 10 be a clear exception, given the template in
(1), since its root contains a prevocalic sonorant (and one that is not
part of a cluster). However, manere is archaic, as noted above. We have
found no speakers who say they would use it in speech. Instead, rimanere
has become the verb of choice. The other descendant of this root is
permanere, also in the Theme Class. We suggest that the replacement of
manere by rimanere may have been hastened by the fact that the
derivation of manere is so transparently an exception to the template in
(1). While verbs like rimanere and permanere, having the same root, are
exceptional to the template in (1), they are less transparently so, since
the initial sonorant of the root is buried inside the polysyllabic forms and
the root itself is bound to the prefix.

It is even possible that people have reanalyzed riman- and perman- as
polysyllabic roots, where the initial segment and the final segment of the
newly analyzed roots conform to the template. In this case, these roots
would violate the monosyllable condition of the template. However, the
fact that roots in the Theme Class are monosyllabic is largely predictable
without the template. Latin second conjugation verb roots are
monosyliabic, with the single exception of ABOLERE shown in (18)
below (which is of uncertain etymology, according to Zingarelli (1970)).
Hence the fact that Romance special class verbs have monosyllabic roots
is (close to) inevitable, regardless of the template. The condition in the
template that the root be monosyllabic is invoked only once for excluding
a verb_root from the special class (as discussed below in regard to
ABOLERE in (18)). On the other hand, no polysyllabic verb roots have
switched from other conjugations into the special conjugation, although

monosyllabic ones have (se¢ (15-16) below).* Thus we maintain the
monosyllable condition, while noting that speakers may not be as
sensitive 10 it as they are to the conditions on the initial segment and
final segment of the root. For these reasons, speakers may not view
riman- and perman- as strong violations of the template.

Another possibility (and one that is not incompatible with the
reanalysis suggestion above) is that MANERE is flagged in
Proto-Romance as a lexical exception to the template. Its descendants in

4 There are other facts that suggest that the template in (1) should not be revised to allow
polysyllabic roots in the special verb class. DMN did & statistical analysis of second
conjugation verbs in Htalian and found that fewer than 5% of the verbs in the Root Class
have roots that conform to the template in 1 as stated. Without the monosyliable
condition, the expected percentage would be much greater. Thus, it appears that the
template as stated in (1) helps to distinguish the canonical form of the Theme Class from
that of the Root Class.
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Old French (manoir in (47)) and Old Provengal (in (57)) also belong to
the special verb class. But modern French no longer treats descendants
of MANERE exceptionally, nor do the other modern Romance languages
discussed in this paper (and sec the comments on Romanian descendants
following (23) and (30) below). That is to be expected: lexical exceptions
drop out over time. '

Other verbs that would have been cxceptions to the template in (1)
have also been lost from the language, adding support to the claim that
the obsolescence of MANERE is being hastened by the fact that it does
not conform to the template. In fact, such forms show that infinitives
violating the template slowly change or disappear over time (i.e. the
effect of the template has been gradual). Some of the infinitives which
violated the template and are now obsolescent are shown in (7). (Here
and elsewhere, if a single gloss will suffice for both Latin and the
daughter language, we will use that gloss.) ‘

(7)  +licere < LICERE; +orrere < HORRERE (‘be afraid’); +pentere
< PAENITERE (‘repent’)

Licere violates the template since the root begins in a sonorant. Orrere
violates the template since the root ends in a long (geminate) consonant
(sec also footnote 9). Pentere violates the template since the root ends
in a consonant cluster. (PAENITERE here has a frequently used
descendant in Italian in the third conjugation: pentirsi.)

It appears that while the lemplate in (1) was present in
Proto-Romance, it is still present today, accounting for the continued
gradual loss of verbs from the Theme Class that do not conform to the
template. DMN give further evidence that the template in 1 is operative
in Italian today. They wrote Italian dialogues which incorporated
infinitives of made up second conjugation verbs and asked native spcakers
to read these dialogues into a tape recorder. Most speakers excluded
from the Theme Class any infinitive whose root did not conform to (.
We touch on the issue of how alive this template is in Romance in
general throughout this paper and return to it in section 4.

As we expect, other verbs of the Latin second conjugation that did not
conform 1o (1) did not go into the Theme Class in Italian, but into the
Root Class or other conjugations. For example, verbs whose roots
contained a prevocalic sonorant went into the Root Class (i.e. they
underwent stress shift).> (The list in (8) is representative rather than
exhaustive, as are all the verb lists in this paper unless otherwise stated,

5 The rool of COMPLERE and IMPLERE s -PL.-, which coniains the sonorant /. Here
there is no root vowel, so stress appears on the vowel of the prefix in Iltalian,
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except for the complete list of verbs in the special conjugation class in
each language examined.)

(8) compiere < COMPLERE (‘complete’);
empiere < IMPLERE (‘fulfill’); | |
fremere (‘shiver’) < FREMERE (but also: FREMERE) (‘grumble’);
lucere < LUCERE (‘be light’); mescere < MISCERE (‘mix’);
molcere < MULCERE (‘soothe’); mordere < MORDERE (‘bite’);
mungere < MULGERE (‘milk’); muovere < MOVERE (‘move’);
nuocere < NOC.ERE (‘harm’);
prandere < PRANDERE (but also: PRANDERE) (‘dine’),
ridere < RIDERE (‘laugh”); splendere < SPLENDERE (‘shine’);

stridere (‘rasp’) < STRIDERE (but also: STRIDERE) (‘creak’)

) . . . 6,7
or, more rarely, into other conjugations:

6 Recall from footnote 1 that DMN phrased the template in 1 so as to disallow any root
initial eonsonant clusters (instead of any prevacalic sonorant consonants), thus accounting

for the conjugation switch:
(i) studiare < STUDERE (‘study")

This is unexpected on the account here. Since STUDERE con‘tains_ no prfzvocallc sonorant
consonant, we did not expect by our template to find a conjugation switch here. .
However, the form studiare may not represent a conj.uganon swiach; four alleﬁaftlwc:
aceounts have been suggested to us. First, it might be derived from the recor'lstruc:d bns
conjugation verb *STUDIARE, as in Meycr-Liibk.e‘ (1?30-1935). Second, it CIOZLJIM :n 3
learned borrowing. Third, it could be a verbal derivative of thc. noun STUD. ' 1 -
fourth, it could be a'learned innovation backformed on the ltal_xan noun smdfo. [n . e
latter three cases, the newly formed verbs would naturally occur in the produetive Italian
j jon - irst.
mmuAiatflaz'nas L\1:;: gnow STUDERE is the only Latin verb'that tends to favor the DM]_\;
version of the template over ours here (and that fa\{onng, of course, only c:cc:urlsh 1r
studiare is, in fact, a descendant of STUDEREY). That is, it appears that there irz 00 0 iteh
Latin second conjugation infinitives whose roots end in a smgle'consgnant an esgml: "
a consonant cluster that does not contain a sonorant lthat survived into I‘tahan.f (1)1 lcr
are no other verb roots that can serve for a comparison of the predictions of the two
versions of the template.
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(9) ammonire < (AD)MONERE (‘warn’);
chiarire < CLARERE (‘clear up’);
fiorire < FLORERE_(‘ﬂower’); muffire < MUCERE (‘mould’)

Naturally, many Latin verbs shifted conjugation classes as they passed
into Halian and the other Romance languages, and our template is
relevant to only a small number of these shifts. It could be, then, that
the examples in (9) shifted randomly or for reasons extrancous to our
template. Our point is simply that the template offers a potential account

of the shift. This remark holds equally well for all the mentions of shift
below.

Other verbs that did not conform to (1) were lost:
(10) LATERE (lie hidden’yy MADERE (‘be wet’)

As with (9) above, a caveat is in order. Many Latin verbs did not survive
in Italian, just as many did not survive in other Romance languages.
Thus it is possible that these verbs were lost randomly or for reasons
extraneous to our template. Our point is simply that the template offers
a potential account of the loss of these verbs. This remark holds equally
well for all the mentions of loss below. -

The caveats below (9) and (10) taken together form an interesting
argument for our template. That is, the template makes predictions as to
which verbs cannot appear in the special conjugation class, whether those

7 The verbs in (9) raise a new issue. All of these Italian verbs show the so-called inchoative
affix in the present tense of the subjunctive and indicative moods, although in all other
respects they are ordinary third conjugation verbs (Napoli and Vogel (forthcoming)). The
question arises as to whether the underlying infinitive of these verbs should include the
inchoative affix or not. Accordingly, the related question ariscs as to whether the
underlying infinitive of the Lalin source verbs should include the inchealtive affix or not.
That is, does chiarire, for example, come from CLARERE or *CLARESCERE? If the
source verb had the inchoative affix and if this affix were reanalyzed as part of the root,
then the root would be polysyllabic and the template would (correctly) predict that the
descendant could not appear in the special conjugation class. In support of the
polysyllabic root as the proper source for such verbs, let us point out the otherwise
unaccounted for exception: putire < PUTERE. Here a root which appears to conform to
the template shifted, unexpectedly, into the third conjugation in Italian. Puzire, however,
shows the inchoative affix in the present tenses, thus if the source verb had the inchoative
affix (*PUTESCERE), the shift would follow from the template.

We cannot go further with these speculations here, since serious handling of the issue
would entail entering a debate that would take us far astray of our main issue. We
therefore Jeave this question for future study. Below we will not raise this issue again,

although of course the same issue arises for the relevant verbs in all the languages

handled in this paper.
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verbs shift conjugation classes or are lost. The template, therefore, pulls

together conjugation shifts and losses that with any other analysis_we :
know of are unable to be related; the template captures a generalization,

i i alue.
and by doing so demonstrates its explanatory v ‘
Returning now to empirical support for the template', we find that
verbs whose roots ended in a consonant cluster went into the Root

Class:®?

(11) ardere < ARDERE (‘be on fire’);
astergere < (AB)STERGERE (‘wipe away’);
eccellere < EXCELLERE (but also: EXCELLERE) (‘excel’);
fervere < FERVERE (but also: FERVERE) (‘burn’);
fulgere < FULGERE (but also: FULGERE) (‘shine’);
indulgere < INDULGERE (‘indulge’); mescere < MISCERE;
molcere < MULCERE; mordere < MORDERE;
mungere < MULGERE; rpenderc < PENDERE (‘hang’);
prandere < PRANDERE (but also: PRANDEREY;
rispondere < (RE)SPONDERE (‘answer’);
splendere < SPLENDERE;
tergere < TERGERE (but also: TERGERE) (‘wipe away’);
tondere < TONDERE (‘shear’);

torcere < TORQUERE (‘twist’); urgere < URGERE (‘urge’)

The in (1) singles out verb roots thal end in a single consonant afld here in the
’ lit;hx: lu(:::n F::;;C ;tl)o(ul) ver%) roots that end in a cqnsonant cluster. One r-mght ailélw?;;
happened to Latin verbs of the second 'conjugallpn whose roots ‘end.cg mt ;ev;h cn.le e
know of none. However, if there were ?nyl, t?ey did not show up in either
f the second conjugation in Italian. ) .
9 i’?itngl:gz :’nesccre in 11 sino]e ighc root in Latin ends in /sk/ and even in }lt‘ahflleuﬁs ;o:);
ends in the long consonant /&/ (Chierchia (1986)). The .temp‘late is apﬁ'lf(t:ainexam o
roots ending in long consonants, as is evidenced by the conjugation class shi p

W FATMITADRDRIDE fAahhae
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or into another conjugation:
(12) aborrire < (AB)HORRERE (‘abhor’);

assorbire < (AB)SORBERE (‘absorb’); peatirsi < PAENITERE

or were lost, as with:
(13) SORDERE (‘be dirty”)

(Of course, many of the verbs in (11) also appear in (8). More discussion
about aborrire is found in footnote 9.)
Only one Latin verb of the second conjugation had a root ending in

a single consonant which became /j/ in Italian. This verb did not wind up
in the Theme Class, but, instead, the Root Class.

(14) vigere < VIGERE (‘thrive’)

Thus the template in (1) has the additional restriction that the root final
consonant cannot be a voiced affricate.’” Further evidence for this
restriction comes from the experiment reported on in DMN. In their
experiment the nonsense Italian infinitive whose final root consonant
ended in /}/ ({ogere) was always pronounced with root vowel stress. (This
differed from nonsense infinitives whose roots ended in /&/, which were
pronounced by some subjects with theme vowel stress.)

Additional historical evidence can be found to support the correctness
of the template in (1). There are two Theme Class verbs in Italian that

do not derive from the Latin second conjugation, but derive instead from
the Latin third conjugation:

(15) cadere < CADERE

10 Ft is quite possible that the additional restriction is unnecessary, since there is evidence
in modern ltalian that fj/ (unlike /¢/) should be analyzed as being two consonants
Evidence for this comes from the fact that in some dialects the definite article /o is uscd.
btt:forevwords beginning with /i/, while the definite article i is used before words beginning
with 2/, I_n general, ! is used before words beginning with a single consonant, or before
words beginning with two consonants where the consonants are distant from ’each other
in terms of sonority. Lo is used before words beginning with vowels or glides and also
before words beginning with two consonants where the two consonants are very close in
terms of sonority, Thus /& acts like a single consonant and // acts like two consonants
with respect to articte selection in the relevant dialecis. For a detailed analysis, see Davis
(lo appear). ,
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(16) sapere < SAPERE

We would predict that no verb could switch into the Theme Class unless
it conformed to the template in (1). (15) and (16) are compatible with
this prediction, since they conform to the template.

In fact, it appears that the switch of conjugation classes exemplificd
in (15-16) took place in Proto-Romance. The descendants of CADERE
wound up in the special verb class in all the Romance languages studied
here except Catalan. The descendants of SAPERE wound up in the
special verb class in all the Romance languages studied here except
Romanian, where all descendants of SAPERE were lost (see examples
(33), (43), (52), (60), (62), and (67) below).

Other verb roots switched conjugation classes after Proto-Romance
had already broken down into the early stages of the modern Romance
languages. Only verb roots which conformed to the template in (1)
switched into the special verb class. For example, descendants of the
Latin third conjugation root CAP-/-CIP- appear in the special verb class

" in Romanian (33), French (43), and Old Provencal (53). Descendants of

other verbs switched into the special class in these languages, as well
(BIBERE for Romanian, FALLERE for French, GEMERE for Old
Provencgal).

Another bit of historical evidence for the correctness of the template
in (1) comes from the form in (17):

(17) prudere < PRURIRE (‘itch’)

Here an original Latin fourth conjugation infinitive switched conjugation
classes to become a Root Class infinitive in Italian. It is noteworthy that
PRURIRE became a Root Class infinitive (with root vowel stress) and
not a Theme Class infinitive (with conjugation vowel stress). Because. the
location of stress on fourth conjugation infinitives is identical to that on
Theme Class infinitives (i.e. on the conjugation vowel), one would have
expected PRURIRE to become a Theme Class infinitive. The only
explanation for PRURIRE becoming a Root Class infinitive instead of a
Theme Class infinitive when it changed conjugations appears to be the
incompatibility of prevocalic sonorant consonants with Theme Class
infinitives.

We add further support for the template in (1) by examining what
happened to polysyllabic roots of second conjugation verbs in Latin. By
template (1) we would expect them to go into the Root Class or other
conjugations. We have found only one second conjugation Latin infinitive
with a polysyllabic root. As predicted by the template in (1), this verb
changed conjugation classes.
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(18) abolire < ABOLERE (‘abolish’)
(An alternative account of (18) is that abolire is a back formation from

the noun abolitio (Bloch and Wartburg (1960).) _
We have seen a wide range of support for the template in (1) for

[talian. Furthermore, the evidence and discussion above indicate that -

some version of this template existed in Proto-Romance. Given the fact
that the derivation of Latin second conjugation verbs into all the modemn
Romance langnages is per force problematic (with the loss of long vowels
from Latin into the Romance dasghters), we claim that the template in
(1) has its counterpart in all the Romance languages. That is, each
Romance language inherited the template from Proto-Romance.
Specifically, we will test the proposal that each Romance language treats
in some special way those infinitives which descend from Latin infinitives
of the second conjugation whose roots have the following canonical form:

(19) G V¢

where C; = a group of zero or more [+consonantal] segments not
containing a sonorant,

where V = a vowel or a diphthong,
and where C; = a single [+consonantal] segment.

Notice that (19) differs from (1) only in that (1) precludes the final
consonant of the root from being /j/. We suggest (19) as the basic
template, the part that will be common to all Romance languages and
that was found in Proto-Romance. However, it will become ¢lear below
that the daughter languages exhibit some additional restrictions. For
example, French, Romanian, Old Provengal, Modern Provengal, and
Catalan preclude verb roots ending in nasals from the special verdb class.
We have already seen that Italian precludes verb roots ending in voiced
affricates, but we will sec below that French and Old Provencal have
generalized this restriction to preclude verb roots ending in any affricate,
and Modern Provengal has further generalized to preclude verb roots
ending in sibilants, We have not found any additional conditions that
hold only of a single Romance language, but we wouldn’t be surprised
to find languages that have introduced new restrictions over time.

We will now proceed to defend this hypothesis. We will first discuss

several Romance languages individually and then offer a general picture
-at the end.
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2. ROMANIAN

There are four conjugations in Romanian: the first has infinitives endi‘ng
in -a; the second, in -eq; the third, in -e; the fourth, in -i. Only the third
conjugation infinitives have root vowel stress, while the others have
theme vowel stress. Given what we have seed above in ltalian, we
naturally propose that the template in (19) will be imposed on La_tin
second conjugation verbs in such a way that those verb roots which
conform to it will wind up in the second conjugation in Romanian and
those which do not will wind up in other conjugations.

This hypothesis is supported by the data. We find a familiar list of
verbs in the expectedly small second (-ea) conjugation. Th}lS, p.arallel_ to
(5) for Italian, we have the list in (20). (We give glqsses in th.1s section
only if a Romanian verb differs significantly in meaning from its Italian
cognate or if some verb in Latin or Romanijan is brought up for the first
time without the Italian cognate having been mentioned before.)

(20) a avea < HABERE; a durea < DOLERE; a ziicea < IACERE;
a parea < PARERE; a putea < *POTERE; a sedea < SEDERE;
a ticea < TACERE; a vedea < VIDERE; a vrea’ < *VOLERE

And, of course, verbs consisting of the above roots plus prefixes also fall
into the second (-ea) conjugation:

(21) a disparea (‘disappear’)

In support of our claim that Romanian applied the temPlate in (19), we
point out that infinitives of the Latin second conjuganc'm wh(?se Toots
contained a prevocalic sonorant consonant wound up in conjugations
other than the second in Romanjan:'

(22) a luci < LUCERE; a meste < MISCERE:; a mulge < MULGERE;
a prinzi < PRANDERE (but also: PRANDERE);

a ramine < (RE)MANERE; a ride < RIDERE

11 Just as ltalian studiare is in the first conjugation (sec footnote 6 above), its Romlan'ian
cognate @ studia is in the first conjugation. Again, the explanation may be that t-ins isa
learned borrowing or that this verb descends from the reconstructed Latin verb
*STUDIARE.
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or were lost:

(23) LATERE; LICERE; MADERE

We should mention here the archaic second conjugation form a minea

(from MANERE), which has been replaced by the third conjugation verb
listed in (30) below.

. Second, infinitives of the second conjugation in Latin whose roots end
in a consonant cluster wound up in different conjugations in Romanian.
‘The majority of these verbs ended up in the third (-¢) conjugation:
(24) a arde < ARDERE; a depinde < PENDERE;

a fierbe < FERVERE (but also: FERVERE);

a mulge < MULGERE;

a raspunde < (RE)SPONDERE; a sterge < (AB)STERGERE;

a stoarce < (EX)TORQUERE; a tunde < TONDERE
while others ended up in the first (-a) conjugation:
(25) a fulgera < FULGERE
and others ended up in the fourth (<) conjugation:

(26) a absorbi < (AB)SORBERE;

a prinzi < PRANDERE (but also: PRANDERE)

Again, therle are questions about (20) which must be answered. First, not
all ti}e Latin verbs that occurred on the list in (5) for Italian occur on
the list in (20) for Romanian. The missing verbs are:

(27) CALERE; GAUDERE; SOLERE; SUADERE

(28) TIMERE; TENERE

(29) DEBERE; VALERE

Of these, those in (27) do not survive as verbs in Romanian.

The descendants of (28) are given in (30), where we add the thriving
descendant of MANERE (in (6) above for Italian), as well:

e e
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~ (30) a ramine < (RE)MANERE; a teme < TIMERE;

a tine < TENERE

We take (30) as evidence that Romanian, makes use of an additional
restriction against root final nasals. This restriction is stated in (31) and
serves as an addendum to the template in (19) for Romanian:

6y G =

In support, we point out that some dictionarics list the verb a tinea,
which is now archaic. Thus, Romanian, like Italian, has gradually forced
out of the second (-ea) conjugation exceptions to the template, where
Romanian employs the restriction against root final nasals as an addition
to the template.

So far as we know, (31) is the only restriction Romanian imposes on
the template in (19), since there is no evidence to suggest that root final
affricates are excluded from the second (-ea) conjugation (in contrast to
the restriction against a root final voiced affricate in Italian). This is
because VIGERE has no descendant in Romanian and certainly the
voiceless affricate is allowed (as we see by the fact that L4CERE and
TACERE occur in (20)).

As for (29), the apparent descendants of these Latin second
conjugation verbs are shown in (32). :

a single consonant other than a nasal.

(32) a datora/ a datori < DEBERE; a valora < VALERE

The switch to the first (or an alternation between first and fourth for the
descendant of DEBERE) is unexpected, given our hypothesis. We would
instead have expected the Romanian reflexes of Latin DEBERE and
VALERE to remain in the second (-ea) conjugation. However, these turn
out not to be a problem for our hypothesis since neither a datora/i nor
a valora descends directly from the corresponding Latin second
conjugation verb. A datorafi is a derived verb coming from the Latin
noun DEBITORIUS, and a valora is also a derived verb, from the French
borrowing valeur. Thus the two forms in (29) are not counterexamples to
our hypothesis, after all. (We have been unable to ascertain whether or
not any verb descendants of DEBERE and VALERE are attested in the
history of Romanian.)

Returning to (20), we have another issue to face: (20) is not a
compiete list. The second conjugation in Romanian contains other verbs.
For example, it contains the four verbs listed in (33), which are
descended from Latin third conjugation verbs.
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(33) a bea < BIBERE (‘drink’); a cadea < CADERE;
a scadea < (EX)CADERE; a incapea < (IN)CAPERE

The occurrence of these verbs in the second conjugation in Romanian
provides support for our hypothesis, since we would predict that if verbs
from other conjugations were to switch into the second conjugation, their
roots would have to conform to the template in (19), plus the restriction
in (31). All of the roots of the infinitives in (33) conform to the
template in (19) plus the restriction in (31), where the last two verbs in
(33) have the prefixes s- and in-, respectively. (Notice that the middle two
verbs in (33) compare to (15) above for Italian. However, no descendant
of SAPERE survives in Romanian, in contrast to (16) for Italian.)

The two remaining verbs that appear in the second conmjugation in
Romanian are:

(34) a umplea < IMPLERE
(35) a plicea < PLACERE

In light of (22-23) above, however, we can see that Romanian’s template
certainly disaliowed roots containing a prevocalic sonorant consonant.
Futhermore, over time g wumplea has been replaced by the third
conjugation verb a umple and while a plicea does occur, the more
common descendant of PLACERE is the third conjugation verb a piice.
(We thank Donca Steriade for both of these observations). We admit
(?34) and (35) as exceptions, then, and these exceptions appear to be
disfavored in usage. As noted in section 1 above, examples like (34-35)
suggest that prevocalic sonorants that are inside clusters starting with an
obstruent are sometimes overlooked by the template.

"I‘hus, though Romanian does have forms that violate the template
(listed together in (36) for convenience), all of these forms are archaic
- and are in the process of being lost from the modern language.

(36) a plicea < PLACERE; a tinea < TENERE;
a umplea < IMPLERE

The §low demise of forms violating the template is exactly what we would
predict under the hypothesis that the template’s effect (its strength and
reach) increased gradually over time.

We conclude that the template in (19), along with the restriction in

(31), accounts for the passage of Latin second conjugation verbs into
Romanian.

i
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3. FRENCH

French has four conjugations according to FHeath’s New French and
English Dictionary (although some textbooks of French say there are only
three — essentially setting aside Heath’s third conjugation as irregular
verbs) where the fourth conjugation, whose infinitive ends in -re,
corresponds to the Root Class of the second conjugation of Italian. We
find that by and large the verbs of the first conjugation in French (with
infinitives ending in -er) descended from first conjugation verbs in Latin;
verbs of the second conjugation in French (with infinitives ending in -#),
from the fourth conjugation in Latin; and verbs of the fourth conjugation
in French (with infinitives ending in -re), from the third conjugation in
Latin.

Verbs of the second conjugation in Latin went in a variety of
directions in French. Many went into the fourth conjugation in French,
a few into the first and second conjugations. But those verbs of the
second conjugation in Latin that met the template in (19) above went
into the third conjugation (with infinitives ending in -oir). (Once more,
we give glosses in this section only of unfamiliar verbs.)!?

(37) avoir < HABERE; +chaloir < CALERE;
+se douloir <DOLERE; devoir < DEBERE;
+apparoir < PARERE; pouvoir < *POTERE;
asseoir < (AD)SEDERE; +souloir < SOLERE;
valoir < VALERE; voir < VIDERE; vouloir < *VOLERE
The Italian cognates of all eleven of the above verbs fell into the Theme
Class of the second conjugation (see (5) above). _
In support of our hypothesis, we point out that Latin second

conjugation verbs whose root contained a prevocalic sonorant consonant
do not appear in the third (-0ir) conjugation of French, but in some

- other conjugation:

12 An anonymous reader has suggested that voir and asseoir do not belong on the list in
(37), arguing that these verbs should be analyzed as containing the infinitive marker -7
Jowa+r/ and /aswa+r/. According to this reviewet, they behave as though they have
changed conjugations since they are now conjugated almost always like croire (from
CREDERE). This alternative analysis is not problematic for us if the template were
sensitive to the prevocalic sonorant w, in light of the data in (38) below.
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(38) emplir < IMPLERE; florir < FLORERE;
fremir < FREMERE (but also: FREMERE);
+loisir < LICERE; luire < LUCERE; moisir < MUCERE;
mordre < MORDERE; resplendir < (RE)SPLENDERE; |

rire < RIDERE

From (38) we have omitted descendants of NOCERE and PLACERE.
Old French had nuisir, which is now lost and has been replaced by the
analogical creation nuire, and plaisir, which is now exclusively nominal
fvhere the analogical creation plaire has arisen to fill the gap. Notice tha;
in these two instances, both the Old French verb and the modern
analogical creation do not belong to the special conjugation class, as we
would predict. ,

And, as we would predict, Latin second conjugation verbs whose roots
f:ncled in a consonant cluster did not go into the third (-oir) éonjugation
in French, but into some other conjugation:

(39) mordre < MORDERE; pendre < PENDERE;
repentir < (RE)PAENITERE; resplendir < (RE)SPLENDERE;
repondre < (RE)SPONDERE; absorber < (AB)SORBERE;
tondre < TONDERE; tordre < TORQUERE

Of course, some of the examples in (39) also appear in (38).

'There ar¢ some potential problems with the list in (37), however.
Elmt, the French list in (37) is shorter than the comparable Italian list
in (5_). Thus we need to account for the difference. The missing cognates
fall into two groups: those that were apparently lost from French and
those that wound up in French in other conjugations. Among those

apparently lost from the language is the descendant of:

(40) TIMERE

Those that wound up in different conjugations are:
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(41) a.  +gesir < IACERE; taire < +taisir < TACERE

b. tenir < TENERE
¢. jouir < +gaudir < GAUDERE;
persuader < (PER)SUADERE

In order to protect our hypothesis we need to account for these facts.
First, we see that two of the verbs (I4CERE and TACERE) had roots
ending in /k/ in Latin. /k/ before a front vowel in Latin typically became
an affricate in Romance (and went on to become a fricative in French,
as in cent [s]). Recall that Italian disallowed the -voiced affricate /j/
(although it allowed the voiceless counterpart /&) to close a root in
Theme Class verbs. We propose that French had a stronger restriction
than Italian, blocking both voiced and voiceless affricates from closing
roots of its third (-oir) conjugation verbs.'” In support, notice that
VIGERE has no descendant in French (compare to (14) above for
Italian), and the descendant of LICERE was lost after switching
conjugation classes (see (38) above). Thus second conjugation Latin verb
roots that ended in an affricate as they passed into French were blocked
from the French third (-oir) conjugation and switched conjugation classes
(as in (41a)). We give this restriction in (42):
(42) Cj = a consonant other than an affricate.
(We assume that the root of asseoir ends in the sibilant, where the e
before the oir desinence is simply a relic of an older orthographic
convention — witness the older forms veoir > voir and cheoir > (e)choir.)
Furthermore, French employed a restriction not observed by Italian,
but already found above to be operative in Romanian: Latin second

13 In fact, inﬁnili{'es which end in -CERE In Latin often wind up as -r infinitives in French,
perhaps due to predictable phonetic changes. Thus beside the descendants of IACERE
and TACERE discussed in the text, we also find:

() nuire < +noisic < NOCERE; plaire < +plaisic < PLACERE

In all these cases the /if which marks the conjugation class may result from the
combination of a yod (from the preceding /k/, which palatalized) with the diphthong /ei/
(< tonic free E), and the simplification of the resulting triphthong. None of these verbs
seemed 1o become bona fide members of the -ir conjugation. Instead, their preterite and
past participle forms lack the characteristic thematic vowel /if. This fact may explain why
none of these -ir forms survived as verbs into the modern language, whereas those verbs
listed in (38-39) that end in -ir truly swiiched lo the -ir conjugation, and survived.
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conjugation verbs whose roots ended in nasals were blocked from the
third (-oir) conjugation in French. That is, they were either lost (as in
(40)) or switched conjugation classes (as in (41b)). Aiso MANERE, whose
Italian descendant (rimanere) survived in the Theme Class despite the
root initial sonorant (see the discussion of (6) above), became the French
third conjugation verb +manoir, which was eventually lost. Here both the
initial sonorant and the root final nasal may have contributed to is
demise. We conclude that the restriction given above in (31) for
Romanian held in French.

. The remaining verbs that switched conjugations are listed in (41c). We
list the conjugation switch of jouir as an unexplained exception, although
if the root final d of Latin were lost early, this verb might have been
shifted out of the special conjugation because its root ended in a vowel.
Turning to persuader, we find that it is a 14th century borrowing from
Latin (according to the Dictionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Frangaise)
and, as such, it was borrowed into the productive first conjugation,!*

In sum, the fact that (37) is a shorter list than (5) is not problematic
for our hypothesis, after all. :
A second potential problem with (37) is that it is not complete: there

are other verbs in the third conjugation of French according to Heath'’s.
We list those here:

(43) choir < CADERE; falloir (‘be necessary’) < FALLERE (‘fail’);
recevoir < (RE)CIPERE; savoir < SAPERE

(44) mouvoir < MOVERE

(45) pleuvoir < PLUERE (‘rain’)

The French verbs in (43) descended from Latin verbs of the third
conjugation, rather than second, However, (43) actually supports our
hypothesis. This is because we would predict that if infinitives from other
co_njugations were to switch to the French third conjugation (ending in
-0ir), they wouid have to conform to the template in (19) with the added
restrictions in (31) and (42) above. All the roots of the infinitives in (43)
conform to the template with these additional restrictions. (And compare

14 Tt is imeresting to note that persuader shows up in (41c), since we have fouﬁd ltalian
speakers who stumbie over whether to put its cograte persuadere in the Theme or Root
Class of the second conjugation. Like its French counterpart, persuadere is learned in

Halian (Zingarelli (1970)). Perhaps this fact makes speakers uncertain as to which verb
class to place it in.
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(43) to (15), {(16), and (33) above.) Notice that French does not
distinguish long and short /. Thus the root of falloir ends in a single
consonant and does not violate the template.’®
In sum, (43) supports rather than threatens our hypothesis.

The example in (44) is, likewise, at first a surprise. In light of (38)
above, we know prevocalic sonorant consonants should be disallowed by
the template. As it turns out, however, mouvoir occurs today only in
written language (where in speech we find alternatives such as bouger and
déplacer). Furthermore, MEOVERE has another archaic descendant, but
in the first conjugation (Harrap’s New Standard French and English
Dictionary (1980):

(46) +mouver ‘turn over soil, stir < MOVERE

Surely extensive allomorphy may be one reason why mouvoir is now
archaic. Yel there is no evidence against saying the template contributes
to the loss of this verb. The facts here, then, are perfectly compatible
with our template. '

(45) gives, however, a true exception. In fact, (45) is particularly
disturbing because, not only does it violate the template in (19), but it
changed conjugation classes to do it. Thus we admit this exception to our
hypothesis and we note once more that roots with a prevocalic sonorant
after a stop consonant are sometimes exceptions to the template (as we
saw with Italian and Romanian examples above).

We conclude that the template in (19) with the restrictions in (31)
and (42) accounts for the passage of second conjugation verbs of Laiin

_into French. We note once again that the template’s strength and reach

gradually increased over time, so that in Old French one finds verbs like
those in (47), which violated the template. These verbs today are either
obsolescent or in a different conjugation class.

(47) +ardoir < ARDERE; +manoir < MANERE;

+tamoir < TEMERE

15 FALLERE also has the descendant faillir,

Notice that our account of falloir in the text calls for the template applying afier the
degemination of [ll]. An alternative is that geminate consonants were exempt from the
template. We choose the former account, because of examples like Italian aborrire, discussed
in footnote 9 above.
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4, CONTINUITY: OLD PROVENCAL AND MODERN PROVENCAL

In the preceding three sections we have seen that the template in (19)
was operative in Proto-Romance and survived into Italian, Romanian, and
French. We have also seen that two specific restrictions were adde,d to
the.template in (19) that was present in Proto-Romance: a restriction
against root final voiced affricates and a restriction against root final
nasa!s. Italian added the first restriction. Romanian added the second
resiriction. French added both and generalized the first to all affricates.

We have alsp seen that Italian, Romanian, and French exhibit archaic
verbs that violate the template, among them:

(48) Iralian: +manere < MANERE; +pentere < PAENITERE

Romanian: +a minea < MANERE; +a tinea < TENERE

French: +manoir < MANERE

(’T‘he‘ s_c'cond Iarchaic Romanian verb in (48) violates the template
resl.rlc.:uon aga}lnst root final nasals.) Furthermore, all three languages
exhibit exceptions (o the template that are going out of use. Thus, /icere

neYer o_ccurs in the infinitive form and mouvoir is restricied to the
written language:

© (49) Italian: licere < LICERE
French: mouvoir < MOVERE

And botp a placea and a umplea alternate with the more common third
conjugation forms a plice and a umple.

(50) Romanian: a plicea < PLACERE; a umplea < IMPLERE

These data, along with the experiment we reported upon above that was
done by DMN, suggest that the template was inherited from Proto-
Romance, gradually gained strength and reach, and is still operative
today, continuing to force exceptions to it out of the relevant conjugation
classes. ‘

In order to test this hypothesis, we might look at an older stage of a
mc.)dern Romance language. The prediction is that the template will be
evident, but not to the extent that it is in its modern Romance
descendant. That is, if as the template’s strength and reach increased
more and more verbs were forced out of the relevant conjugation classes:
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then an older stage of a Romance language should exhibit only partial
effects of the template. The language we will examine is Old Provengal,
and we will sec that it supports our hypothesis nicely.

Old Provencal had four conjugations. The first conjugation infinitives
ended in -gr and contained primarily descendants of the Latin first
conjugation. The second conjugation infinitives ended in -er with final
stress and contained primarily descendants of the Latin second
conjugation. The third conjugation infinitives ended either in -er with
penultimate stress or in -re and contained primarily descendants of the
Latin third conjugation. And the fourth conjugation infinitives ended in
r and contained primarily descendants of the Latin fourth conjugation.

We must point out that it is particularly difficult to be sure whether
an Old Provencal infinitive ending in -er is in the second or third
conjugation, given that the only difference would be stress assignment.
The sources we consulted did not always supply the relevant stress
information, and when they did, they did not always agree with one
another (see Grandgent (1909, Anglade (1921), Meyer-Liibke (1930-35),
Fernandez Gonzalez (1985), and, especially, Smith and Bergin (1984)).
Furthermore, they did not discuss the basis upon which stress is
reconstructed nor did they all note that it is (obviously to us - given the
disagreement we found between sources) controversial. The data we give
here, then, reflect these variations in sources. We suggest that these
variations may reflect forms from different dialects of Old Provengal, in
which case it may be that the template’s effects were felt more strongly
in some dialects than in others. However, even given the fact that a few
of our examples below are unclear since two stress patterns are given for
them, most data are clear, at least insofar as our sources consistently
assigned a single stress pattern and conjugation to them.

That the template in (19) applied in Otd Provengal is evidenced by
many facts. First, those verbs of the Latin second conjugation that met
the template went into the second (-er with final stress) conjugation in
Oid Provengal.

(51) aver < HABERE; caler < CALERE: doler < DOLERE;
" dever < DEBERE; jazer < IACERE; parer < PARERE;
poder < *POTERE; sezer < SEDERE; soler < SOLERE;
tazer < TACERE; temer < TIMERE; tener < TENERE;

vater « VALERE; vezer < VEDERE; voler < *VOLERE‘
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