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INTRODUCTION

“[...] la fixation d’une chronologie devra étre la préoccupation domi-
nante des comparatistes” (Benveniste 1935:2). “La chronologie des
faits d’intonation [slaves] ne se laisse pas préciser” (Meillet 1934b:179).
The motivation for writing this book lies in the conviction that the
former statement is correct whereas the latter can no longer be main-
tained. The reason why the chronology of the Slavic accentual deve-
lopments could not be established during the first half of our century
must be sought in the fact that the classical doctrine (Beli¢ 1914, Lehr-
Splawinski 1917, 1918, Van Wijk 1923), which remained virtually
unchallenged until 1957, was based on two untenable principles.
One is the assumption that de Saussure’s law operated in Slavic.
As I have pointed out elsewhere, the law is comparatively recent in
Lithuanian and did not even operate in the other Baltic languages.
The other principle is the assumption of metatony. In the following
chapters I intend to show that there never was any real metatony,
in the sense of a substitution of one intonation for another, in Slavic.

The publication of Stang’s monograph on Slavic accentuation (1957)
marked an era in the study of the subject. The importance of this
book can hardly be overestimated. Stang proved that (1) de Saussure’s
law did not operate in Slavic, (2) the neo-acute is due to a retraction
of the ictus from a stressed jer or from a non-initial vowel with falling
intonation, and (3) the neo-circumflex was not the result of a Common
Slavic development. Moreover, he demonstrated that

(a) the acute is restricted to paradigms with fixed stress,

(b) the neo-acute is characteristic of paradigms where the next
syllable is stressed in other forms, and

(c) the circumflex occurs on the first syllable of paradigms with
final stress in other forms. Thus, the classical doctrine, which aimed
at deriving the stress pattern of a paradigm from the intonations
ofthe root vowel and the ending, was replaced by a doctrine which derives
the intonation of the root vowel, when accented, from the stress
pattern of the paradigm.
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Looking back after Stang’s discoveries, one cannot but wonder why
most scholars stuck to de Saussure’s law during such a long period.
It is remarkable that Van Wijk, who came closest to the truth in most
respects, did not reject the law when chronological discrepancies
led him to the assumption that it operated first in the Balto-Slavic
period, then in Proto-Slavic, and finally again in the separate Slavic
languages.

After Stang’s reconstruction of the last stage of Proto-Slavic accen-
tuation, Dybo and 1lli¢-Svity¢ complemented his findings by recon-
structing some of the earlier stages. Their main result is the establishment
of a progressive accent shift, which is called Dybo’s law in the following
chapters. On the basis of this law, the paradigms mentioned under (a)
and (b) above can be reduced to a single barytone paradigm. As Dybo
pointed out correctly (1962:8), the law requires the existence of three
different intonations in the stem at a stage which is by far anterior to
the rise of the neo-acute and the neo-circumflex. The latter conclusion
was not drawn by Illi¢-Svity¢, who demonstrated on the basis of
comparative IE evidence that the law explains the existence of end-
stressed nouns in Slavic (1963:160f.). In the same publication Illi¢-
Svity¢ proved that Kurylowicz’s hypothesis, according to which the
Balto-Slavic opposition between fixed stress and accentual mobility
is independent of the IE opposition between barytona and oxytona,
must be rejected in favour of the classical conception of their historical
identity, which was first put forward by de Saussure for Lithuanian.
The main deviations from this distribution are explained by Hirt’s
law, which was reformulated by Illi¢-Svity¢ in terms of laryngeals,
and by the law which I have called Illi¢-Svity¢’s law (cf. below).

Combining Illi¢-Svity¢’s connection between Balto-Slavic and IE
accentuation, Dybo’s progressive accent shift with its implications for
Slavic intonation, and Stang’s retraction of the stress which gave rise
to the neo-acute, Ebeling devised a chronology for the development
of Slavic accentuation from IE times up to the end of the Common
Slavic period (1967). The present book originated from a critique of
Ebeling’s article. Retaining the general chronological line, 1 propose
different solutions for a number of details. Moreover, 1 think that
I have found a common motive force for various developments, which
become more understandable if they are viewed in connection with
the loss of the IE laryngeals. In Chapters 1 and 2 I discuss the main
developments before and after the rise of the new timbre distinctions,
respectively. Chapter 3 is devoted to the loss of the IE laryngeals



INTRODUCTION X1

and its significance for the explanation of Slavic accentuation. Some
additional problems are discussed in Chapters 4 and 5.

The historical connection between the Balto-Slavic acute and the
IE laryngeals, which is one of the main tenets of this book, was first
suggested by Vaillant in 1936. In support of his view Vaillant adduced
a number of comparisons between Hittite and Balto-Slavic. Though
I subscribe to his idea, I consider the evidence insufficient, not only
because I think that the best evidence for laryngeals is not from
Hittite, but especially because Vaillant does not discuss the intonation
of the lengthened grade in Balto-Slavic. The case for a laryngealist
explanation of the Balto-Slavic acute is in fact much stronger, as I try
to demonstrate in the following chapters.

This book is not intended as an introduction to the study of Slavic
accentuation. Though I think that it can be read without any previous
knowledge of the matter, a basic familiarity with the subject is most
recommendable in view of the unusual complexity of the problems
involved. Besides, I do not discuss the points where I think that Stang,
Dybo, Illic-Svity¢, or Ebeling have found the correct solution and
where [ simply adopt their views. The best introduction to Slavic accen-
tuation is still Stang 1957, especially if one starts reading on p. 56
(noun declension). The best exposition of the classical theory is
presented in Nonnenmacher-Pribi¢ 1961. A beautiful book of recent
date which should not be omitted in this review is Kolesov 1972.

I have to add a few words about the formulation of the laws in
the following chapters. In order to facilitate the discussion I have
retained the names which are generally connected with certain accentual
developments, even if the formulation of the law has considerably
changed. This has in some cases led to a possible discrepancy between
my statement of the law and its author’s original intentions. Following
Ebeling (1967:582), 1 have adopted Illi¢-SvityC’s laryngealist formu-
lation of Hirt’s law. Van Wijk’s law is stated in terms of quantity
rather than intonation. I accept Ebeling’s modification of Stang’s law
in order to account for such cases as Russ. sddit, kurit, but saditsja,
kuritsja (cf. also the Middle Bulgarian and Old Russian material in
Dybo 1969).

The large amount of details in the following chapters may diminish
the transparency of the overall picture. For the sake of convenience
I list the main laws of Slavic accentuation here in their chronological
order. The bracketed numbers refer to the relevant sections of the
book.
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Loss of IE accentual mobility and establishment of an opposition
between barytona and oxytona.

Pedersen’s law (1.6).

Barytonesis (1.6).

Oxytonesis (1.2).

Hirt’s law (1.3).

Ebeling’s law (1.4).

Loss of the IE laryngeals in pretonic and post-posttonic syl-
lables (1.7).

Meillet’s law (1.7).

T1li¢-Svity¢’s law (3.4).

Pedersen’s law and rise of distinctive tone (3.4).

Dolobko’s law (4.2).

Metathesis of liquids in South Slavic and Czecho-Slovak (3.5).
Rise of the new timbre distinctions (3.5).

Van Wijk’s law (3.5).

Contractions in posttonic syllables (4.2).

Retraction of the ictus from final jers (2.3).

Dybo’s law (1.2, 2.2, 3.6).

Lengthening of short ralling vowels in monosyllables (2.3).

Loss of the laryngeal feature (3.6).

Pleophony in East Slavic (3.6).

Shortening of long falling vowels (3.6).

Stang’s law (1.2, 2.4, 3.6).

Lengthening of short rising vowels in Czech (2.5).

Progressive accent shift in Slovene (3.6).

Rise of the neo-circumflex in Slovene.

Finally, I want to thank my colleagues R.S.P. Beekes, C. L. Ebeling,
F.B.J. Kuiper, A.H. Kuipers, C.J. Ruijgh, W.R. Vermeer, and
F.M.J. Waanders for their criticism of (parts of) the manuscript.
Since most of these persons disagree with my views on one point
or another, it goes without saying that they cannot in any way be
held responsible for the following text. I thank Miss A. Pols and
Mrs. I. Bekker-Timofeeva for their help in proof reading and com-
piling the index. Once again T am indebted to Mr. P. de Ridder for
the quick publication of my work.

August 13th, 1974
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NOTE ADDED IN PROOF

On several places 1n this book reference 1s made to my article “On the history
of Baltic accentuation” I have just recewved the offprints of this article, proofs of which
— contrary to established usage — had not been submutted for correctton It turns
out that the abundance of musprints in the text makes the article largely unintelligible
Most subscript diacritics have been omitted Nasal vowels are never indicated A few
lines are missing 1n various places Consequently, the article should be consulted either
with the greatest care or not at all The most important statement in the article, the
relative chronology of the Baltic sound laws, has not been affected by this regrettable
course of events



CHAPTER 1

THE /[-PARTICIPLE

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The subject of this chapter is the origin and the persistence of
accentual mobility in the Slavic /-participle. According to Ebeling
(1967:579), there is no trace of IE mobility in the Slavic verb.
Starting from this supposition one can distinguish four verb classes
in pre-Slavic IE on the basis of the place of the stress and the intonation
of the root:

(1) The stressed root syllable is acute c¢.g. Ru. lézut, lézli, ldzjat,
lazili.

(2) The stressed root syllable is circumflexed, e.g. Ru. mdgut, mogli,
nosjat, nosili.

(3) The unstressed root syllable is acute, e.g. Ru. gryzut, gryzli,
edjat, éli.

(4) The unstressed root syllable is circumflexed, e.g. Ru. nesut,
nesli, rodjat, rodili.

Now I shall first give a short account of Ebeling’s theory of Slavic
accentuation as far as it has an immediate bearing upon the place
of the ictus in the /-participle, and then go on to discuss the difficulties.

1.2 EBELING’S THEORY

(a) IE inheritance: I give the infinitive, the Ist and 2nd singular
of the present, the 3rd singular of the aorist, and the feminine forms
of the [-participle and the passive participle. The symbol N stands
for a nasal of unknown quality, S for a spirant of unknown quality.

*nositel, *nosioN, *noseiSi, *nosit, *nosila, *ndsienad,

*roditei, *rodio N, *rodéiSi, *rodit, *rodila, *rodiéna,

*nestéi, *nesoN, *neséSi, *nesét, *nesla, *neséna.

(b) Law of marginal oxytones : if in one paradigm xX and xxXx, then
xxXx > xxx, where x symbolizes a syllable. Examples : *rodio N, *rodeiSi,
*rodild, but *roditei, *rodiéna because the infinitive and the passive
participle constitute separate nominal paradigms, *neséN, *neseSt,
*nesénd.
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(c) Law of maximal contrasts : if in one paradigm xX and xxx (but
no ¥x or x), then x¥ > xx. Examples : *nésoN, *neseSi, *néset, *nésla,
but *piHli because of the aorist *piH1, where H symbolizes a laryngeal.

(d) Hirt’s law : a vowel which is immediately followed by a laryngeal
aftracts the ictus from the following syllable, cf. Ru. griva, dym
(gen. sg. dpma) versus Skt. grivd, dhiimdh. Thus: *griizena, but
*oriuzeSi, *nesénd.

(¢) Reshuffling of mobile paradigms: if in one paradigm ¥(x) and
xX, then x¥ > ¥x unless the final accent is motivated because it helps
avoiding homonymy. As a result, most disyllabic forms in mobile
paradigms received root-stress, cf. Ru. pil, pila, pilo, pili, *pilu, *pild.

(f) Dybo’s law : a stressed short or circumflexed vowel in a paradigm
with fixed stress loses the ictus to the following syllable (if there is
one). Examples : *nositi, *noso, *nosise, *nesti, neuter *noséno, *neseno,
*nosilo, *neslo, but *pilo.

(g) Stang’s law : a final syllable with a long vowel which has received
the stress as a result of Dybo’s law loses the ictus to the preceding
syllable. Example : *nésis/*nosis (dialectally conditioned).

1.3 HIRT’S LAW

As was pointed out ten years ago by Illic-Svity¢ (1963:80f.), the
retraction established by Hirt for Baltic and Slavic took place only
if the vowel which received the stress was immediately followed by
a laryngeal, not if the laryngeal followed a diphthong with a resonant
as its second component, e.g. *kdHulos, Latv. kails, Gr. kaulds, versus
*tenHuds, Latv. tiévs, Gr. tanaés. In this period the laryngeal was still
a segmental phoneme, characterized by its position in the word. -

The feminine form of the Slavic [-participle seems to contradict
Hirt’s law. Though *piHIi has escaped Ebeling’s “law of maximal
contrasts” because of the old root-aorist *piHt, it cannot escape Hirt’s
law in the above formulation. Moreover, the final accent in Ru. pild
cannot be due to restoration because the other /-participles had received
root-stress by the law of maximal contrasts, e.g. *nésla, *griizla, and
the restoration should have taken place before the “reshuffling of mobile
paradigms’’, where the mobility in the /-participle originated. Besides,
it is not clear why the final accent was not restored in *grizia if
it was in *pild because these types had coalesced after Hirt’s law.
The inevitable conclusion is that the ictus was never retracted in *pild
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and that, consequently, the reconstruction *piHld is incorrect. This
conclusion is supported by the Sanskrit and Greek material, which
points to a stem *poH/*poHi/*pHi, e.g. Skt. paydyati, pitih. On the
basis of this connection I assume that Ru. pild goes back to *pHildiH
and that the ictus was not retracted because the laryngeal preceded
the vowel. Thus, the place of the stress in Ru. pild is another indication
that the laryngeal was still a segmental phoneme characterized by a
position in this period.

The same accentuation is found in Ru. /i/d, where I assume */HildH,
cf. OChSL. gjo from *léHiaN, and in Ru. vild, gnila, Zild, plyld, slyld,
byld. The accentuation must be old in view of Latv. /iét, biit, which
point to final stress. It is possible (though not likely) that some of
these verbs have obtained their accentuation by analogy. It is equally
possible, however, that Slavic reflects an older stage than Greek and
Sanskrit in this case. On the basis of the latter languages one cannot
distinguish CHiC/CHuC from CiHC/CuHC (cf. Beekes 1969:173ff;
the counter-example Skt. suskah < *sHuskos does not hold because
both Lith. saiisas and Cak. sith < *soysés point to the absence of a
laryngeal, in spite of Gr. aifios). I think that the laryngeal was not
in all positions strictly ordered with respect to a neighbouring resonant
in these languages and that later levellings have led to the remarkable
absence of IE CVHR-roots and the high frequency of CVRH-roots,
while the former type occurs almost always with a concurrent
CVH-root. This may simply be due to the over-emphasis on Greek
and Sanskrit in IE reconstructions. Cf. in this connection the short u
in Gr. phusis and Lat. furdrus with the short i underlying Irish del
from the stem *dheH/*dhe Hi/*dhHi. [See also Appendix C.]

The situation is slightly different in the case of Ru. dald and
rodild, which cannot go back to *doHIiH, *rodiHIldH for the same
reason as pild cannot go back to *piHIdH : Hirt’s law would have
prevented the rise of accentual mobility. I am inclined to assume an
original *dHIdH, with zero-grade before the /-suffix. It is plausible
that the stem vowel was introduced after other forms of the verb
when the laryngeal disappeared without a trace in interconsonantal
position, cf. Lith. dukté, Gr. thugdtér. Incidentally, there is no evidence
for the vocalization of an interconsonantal laryngeal in Baltic or
Slavic. The form Ru. rodild presents greater difficulties, especially
because of the long i in Cak. (Novi) rodil, rodila, rodilo, as opposed
to short { under the stress, e.g. palila, Zenila. Here short i under the
stress may have been generalized on the basis of the infinitive and
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long 7 in the case of mobility on the basis of the (mobile) passive
participle, so that neither may be old, cf. kovdr, kovdla but skovan,
skovand, skovdno, where Slovene koval, kovdla, kovalo points to earlier
*kovals, *kovald, *kovalo. The same relationship between short vowel
under the stress and long vowel in the case of mobility is found in the
aorist, cf, SCr. pisa versus kovd. On the basis of these considerations
I regard the final stress in Ru. rodild, Cak. rodila as sufficient evidence
for the absence of a laryngeal in the /-participle and tentatively
reconstruct *rodildH, cf. also Pedersen’s law below. The laryngeal
must have belonged to the infinitive formative.

1.4 EBELING’S LAW

Ebeling’s most important contribution to Slavic accentology is the
establishment of a general retraction of the ictus in disyllabic forms
of mobile paradigms as formulated in his “law of maximal contrasts”
and ‘“‘reshuffling of mobile paradigms” quoted above. In this section
I shall discuss the conditions and the chronology of the retraction.

According to the law of maximal contrasts, the accent is retracted
in *nésld because the [-participle forms a single paradigm with the
personal forms, whereas the infinitive and the passive participle
constitute separate nominal paradigms. I find it hard to assume that
the [-participle belonged more closely with the personal forms than
the passive participle in a period which must have been Balto-Slavic
because it preceded Hirt’s law, especially in view of the eclaborate
verb system which still existed at that time and in view of the numerous
inflected /-participles in the contemporary Slavic dialects, e.g. Ru.
gnildj, poZiléj, ustdlyj, which are extremely rare in Baltic. Moreover,
the modern languages show final stress, cf. Ru. nesid, neslo. If the accent
is retracted, final stress can only be restored as a result of Dybo’s
law or on the analogy of the infinitive. Both possibilities are unlikely.
The application of Dybo’s law presupposes that the /-participle does
not belong with the personal forms any longer in a later period, which
is contrary to the whole development of Slavic verb morphology.
Ebeling’s problem is that the [-participle of these verbs should have
become mobile according to his reshuffling of mobile paradigms
if the ictus was not retracted according to his law of maximal contrasts.

Thus, the law of maximal contrasts does not prevent the retraction
in *piHld by Hirt’s law and yields a doubtful retraction in *nésia
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which must be restored later under unclear conditions. As to *nésoN,
*néset, th.s retraction need not be separated chronologically from
the reshuffung of mobile paradigms. The reconstruction *maHterés
is probably incorrect: on the basis of Lith. mdté vs. dukté 1 assume
gen.sg. *maHtrés for the oldest period of Balto-Slavic, with regular
retraction according to Hirt’s law and subsequent insertion of *e
after the acc.sg. and the nom.pl. Thus, the chronological difference
between the two laws established by Ebeling disappears. Moreover,
the conditions of the two laws are complementary, apart from the
homonymy condition. But the latter condition does not work, as
I shall try to show presently.

According to Ebeling (1967:584), the ictus is retracted in disyllabic
forms of mobile paradigms unless the accent helps avoiding homonymy.
However, in some of his examples the ictus is retracted in one of
two previously homonymous forms, thus removing the homonymy:
dat.sg.fem. *bdsé but loc.sg.fem. *basé, and gen.sg.masc.neut. *bdsd
but nom.acc.pl.neut. *basd, cf. Ru. bosdj. Ebeling does not explain
why the retraction occurs precisely in the forms where the long vowel
goes back to an early contraction (dat.sg.fem., gen.dat.sg.masc.neut.)
and not in the forms where the long vowel goes back to an IE laryngeal
(nom.loc.sg.fem., nom.acc.pl.neut.). In the nom.sg.fem. there is no
retraction though there is no fem. form with the same ending. The
existence of a gen.sg.masc.neut. with the same ending in the adjective
can hardly serve as an argument because the retraction in the loc.sg.
masc.neut. and the absence of retraction in the loc.sg.fem., which
supposedly had the same ending, indicate that the masc. and fem.
paradigms were strictly separated. And if the fem. and neut. paradigms
were not strictly separated one would even expect retraction in the
nom.sg.fem. because the ictus was not retracted in the nom.acc.pl.neut.
Thus, I am inclined to assume that the presence of a laryngeal in
the ending prevented the retraction of the ictus. Moreover, homonymy
cannot have played a part in the inst.pl.masc.neut. *basii because
the ending was not homonymous with the ending of the acc.pl.mase.
*bdsu at this stage, cf. OChSL acc.pl. kowje, inst.pl. konji, ORu.
acc.pl. koné, inst.pl. koni, Slovene acc.pl. kdnje, inst.pl. konji.

Finally, a similar retraction law operated in Baltic, ¢f. Lith. gen.sg.
vilko, dat.sg. vilkui, but inst.pl. vilkais, and nom.sg. galvd, gen.sg.
galvés, but dat.sg. gdlvai. This can hardly be accidental. Mainly on
the basis of the Baltic evidence I formulate the following law: in
disyllabic word forms the stress is retracted from a final short or
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circumflexed vowel or diphthong unless the preceding syllable is closed
by an obstruent. The latter condition is added to cover Ru. nesld,
vezlo, peklo versus pilo, Zilo, bylo. If we assume that *H was an ordinary
consonant in this period, we can simply say that the stress is retracted
from final open syllables, e.g. *vilka, *vilkoi, *vilkoiS, *golHvdH,
*golHvas, *gélHvai, *pHildH, *pHilo, aorist *nése because final *t has
been lost, cf. the gen.sg.masc., but *nesldH, *neglo, *negeSi.

For the st sg. of the present tense and for the inst.sg.fem. I assume
concurrent forms *neséH/*nésq, *golHvaH/*golHvg, with *-g from
*-am like *-6 from *-oN in Lith. akmud, OChSI. kamy and *-¢ from
*.gr in Lith. mdté, OChSl. mati. Apparently a laryngeal was lost
before word-final nasal at an early stage in the development of Balto-
Slavic, and a word-final resonant could not be maintained after a long
vowel. The early loss of a laryngeal in this position is indicated by
the fact that the ending of the acc.sg. does not attract the ictus according
to de Saussure’s law, cf. Lith. rasikq. Lith. nesu goes back to the first
and OChSL. nes¢ to the second variant, cf. ORu. Zvu etc. (Stang
1957:109). In the inst.sg.fem. the first variant was homonymous with
the nom.sg. and the second with the acc.sg. The homonymy was
removed by a contamination of the two variants, cf. Lith. gdlva,
which goes back to *gd/HvaH, and Saltgja, which points to *solHtG-jaH
(i.e. the definite form of the adjective Sd/tas). Slavic had probably
*golHvq.

The retraction in Ru. gryzla (vs. gryzés’) is not accounted for
by the law formulated in the preceding paragraph. This retraction
must be due to Hirt’s law : *gruHzlaH, *gruHzeSi. The same holds
true for Ru. éla (cf. Polish jadia): the place of the ictus points
unambiguously to the presence of a laryngeal in the root because
Hirt’s law is the only law which produces a retraction of the stress
in verbs with a stem ending in an obstruent. An interesting case is
Ru. péla, where the present stem poés” /pojo$/ indicates that the
laryngeal cannot have preceded the *i, so we have to reconstruct
*poifleSi. But the [-participle cannot have been *poif/dH because
in that case Hirt’s law would not have operated, cf. above. The
solution is that we must assume zero-grade before the /-suffix, like
in the cases discussed above. The original form *piHlaH, *piHlo was
replaced by *pdiHlaH, *péiHlo, just as *dHIdH, *dHI6 was replaced
by *daHIdH, *ddHlo. This substitution was certainly favoured by the
existence of *pHildH, *pHilo, Ru. pild, pilo. If this analysis is correct,
Ebeling’s law cannot have preceded Hirt’s law.
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Finally, Hurt’s law has apparently not operated in Ru brala,
zvala, Cak zvala, prala These verbs belong to the mobile type,
cf Cak oprdl, pobrdlo The same holds true for Slovene koval, kovala,
kovalo < *kovals, *kovala, *kovalo 1f we assume that the « 1s secondary
before the [/-suffix, the latter forms must have replaced earlier
*kouHlu, *kouHlaH, *kouHlo, where the mobility had regularly
originated according to Ebeling’s law, cf Lith kaut: The other verbs
are less clear because of the vowel alternation However, whether
we assume *berlaH, *zoulaH or *bwrlaH, *zulaH, mobility 1s regular
1 both cases

15 THE PASSIVE PARTICIPLE

The accentual parallelism between the /[-participle and the passive
participle makes 1t probable that these forms have influenced each
other as far as they do not have a similar origin Whenever the forms
are different, this 1s an indication of the old distribution of stress
patterns 1n the participles [ do not agree with Stang (1957 150)
that there was origimally complete agreement between the place of
the ictus 1n the /-participle and the n-participle As we have seen
above, Ru nesla, neslo, nesena, neseno go back to *neslaH, *neslo,
*nesenaH, *neseno, with final stiess 1in the passive participle due to
Dybo’s law [ have suggested above that there was originally a perfect
correspondence with these forms in *rodilaH, *rodienaH, which 1s
supported by Cak (Novi) rodila, rodilo, with mobuility, veisus rojent,
with final stress due to Dybo’s law Indeed, Russian also shows end-
stiessed participles in verbs of this type SCr lomljen from lonuti
< *lomyHter (with final stiess) must be analogical after pielomijen
< *pei-lomienu from *per-lomiHte; (with fixed stress, so that Dybo’s
law applies), cf lonum vs prelomm

Verbs with original root-stress have root-stress in the n-participle,
eg SCr noSen from *nosén because of Stang’s law, from *nosens
because of Dybo’s law, fiom *nosienu because of Van Wyk’s law
(cf Ebeling 1967 587) The long a in SCr pisan presents a problem
Stang states that the “causes are not known to us” (1957 147), and
Ebeling explains the length by analogy after nosen, where the long
vowel was later shoitened in Serbo-Croat (1967 589,592) However,
I fail to see why the vowel was not shortened 1n pisan 1f 1t was in
noSen In view of the analogy with *neslaH, *nesenaH and *rodilaH,
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*rodignaH 1 am inclined to assume *pisaHlaH, *pisaHenaH, with
regular fall of *H and contraction yielding *pisdnaH. The latter
solution also explains the final accent in Ru. dand, as opposed to ddlo,
which must be old in view of Slovene ddn(o) vs. dal(o). The final
stress must be due to Dybo’s law because an original final accent
would have been retracted according to Ebeling’s law. Moreover,
the final stress points to the absence of a laryngeal in the root because
otherwise Dybo’s law would not apply: *dano. A similar case is
presented by Slovene konédn vs. koncdl and brdn(o) vs. brdl(o),
cf. Cak. (Novi) nabrano vs. pobralo. These forms reflect an older
stage than Ru. sébran(o) etc. The long rising vowel in Slovene konédn
cannot be due to levelling, as Stang suggests (1957:147), because there
was no model. The final accent in Slovene pocesdn (-a, -0), as opposed
to the retracted stress in zastgpan (-a, -0), supports Ebeling’s hypo-
thesis that Stang’s law operated in final syllables only. The accentuation
of the latter word must be due to the later, specifically Slovenian
retraction from a short vowel to a preceding long vowel, e.g. in dusa.
A long vowel which had received the stress as a result of Dybo’s
law and did not lose the ictus according to Stang’s law, was shortened
in Slovene like everywhere else (cf. Ebeling 1967:592, the circumflex
in the imperative Avalite is secondary, cf. nesi ga ).

I conclude that there is no indication of original accentual mobility
in the n-participle and that, consequently, any occurring mobility
must have been introduced on the analogy of the /-participle. The
retraction in SCr. kiipovao, kilpovan is due to analogy after the aorist
kiipova, cf. Slovene kupovdl, kupovain (Stang 1957:144).

1 6 PEDERSEN’S LAW

Ebeling’s law as stated above yields mobility in disyllabic words,
e.g. Ru. pild, pilo, but the retraction does not operate in polysyllabic
words, cf. Lith. sanumi. Nevertheless, mobility has spread to poly-
syllabic I-participles, as is shown by Cak. rodila, rodilo. 1t is not
quite clear how this mobility came about. I would suggest that *rodilé
was replaced by *rodilo after the model *pHilo and that subsequently
the ictus was retracted from an inner syllable in mobile paradigms.
The relative chronology of the latter law presents a difficulty, however.

The retraction of the ictus from medial syllables was first proposed
for Baltic by de Saussure as an explanation of Lith. dikteri, dukteres,
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cf. Gr. thugatéra, thugatéres. This retraction cannot have been phonetic,
however. The solution was found by Pedersen, who suggested a “‘recul
dun accent qui contrastait avec un autre accent (final) dans le méme
paradigme, et qui & cause de ce contraste ¢tait exagéré et anticipé”
(1933:25). The importance of this idea can hardly be overestimated.
In fact, several accent shifts in the history of Slavic are subject to
conditions of this type.

Pedersen assumes that mobility spread from the consonant stems
to the aH- and o-stems in Balto-Slavic. I think that this is probable.
It is an indication that the retraction in Lith. dukteri, dukteres is very
old indeed. If Ebeling’s explanation of the oxytonesis in the oblique
case forms of the i- and w-stems is correct, the retraction must be
older than his law of marginal oxytones and, consequently, older
than any other law of Slavic accentuation. However, the retraction
cannot be so old in other cases. In Slavic the ictus is regularly
retracted to a preposition from a barytone form of a mobile paradigm,
e.g. Ru. nd vodu. Since this phenomenon is unknown in Baltic, it
can hardly have arisen before the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic unity.
Besides, the retraction to a prefix in such forms as Ru. né byl, prédal
cannot have occurred before Ebeling’s law, when the mobility arose.

On the other hand, the Baltic evidence seems to point unambiguously
to two temporally distinct retractions. In Lithuanian there is one
type of verbs where the ictus is retracted to a prefix and which has
mobile stress in the active participle, e.g. vedu, véda, néveda, priveda,
vedds, vedantj, preterit v@de. Other verbs have fixed stress on the
root-syllable except in the forms where de Saussure’s law operated,
e.g. sakail, sako, nesdko, sdkas, preterit si@ké. On the basis of the form
vedds 1 am inclined to assume that this verb was originally end-stressed
and that it became mobile as a result of Ebeling’s law : *uedoH, *uédo
from earlier *yedoH, *uedé. The same retraction must be assumed
in the preterit *yéde, which goes back to pre-Baltic *yedéHet, with
loss of word-final *t prior to Ebeling’s law, cf. above. Then the
retraction of the ictus from medial syllables in mobile paradigms
yielded néveda, priveda, névedé in a period after Ebeling’s law. The
ictus was not retracted in nesdko, nesiké because the latter paradigm
had fixed stress until de Saussure’s law operated. The retraction in
neveda, priveda cannot be identical with the retraction in kdtinus,
vdlandas (acc.pl)) because of the different quantity of the stressed
vowel : the latter retraction must have preceded the lengthening of
stressed e,a whereas the former must have been later. The lengthening
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of stressed e,a was certainly later than the rise of distinctive intonation,
which followed the end of the Balto-Slavic linguistic unity. Thus, we
arrive at the following chronology of sound laws for Lithuanian : (1) Pe-
dersen’s law, (2) oxytonesis, (3) Hirt’s law, (4) Ebeling’s law, (5) rise
of distinctive intonation, (6) lengthening of stressed e,a, (7) Pedersen’s
law again, (8) de Saussure’s law, (9) Nieminen’s law (retraction of
the ictus from a short a in final syllables to a preceding long vowel
or diphthong, e.g. kiekas, mefikas), (10) Leskien’s law, cf. Kortlandt
1974.

In Slavic, like in Baltic, we have to assume that Pedersen’s law
operated once again after the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic unity
and then yielded the accentuation of Ru. nd vodu, né byl, prédal.
The lateral mobility in Slavic noun inflection must be older and go
back to the earliest Balto-Slavic period.

17 MEILLET'S LAW

A final point to be discussed here is the metatony in Slovene hddil
(from *hodil), hodila, hodilo, which is matched by the converse meta-
tony in gostil, gostila, gostilo. The latter forms are the regular reflexes
of *gbstils, *gostila, *gostilo, cf. Cak. (Novi) zvenil, zvonila, zvonilo.
A falling accent shifts to the next syllable in early Slovene, and a
short final accent is retracted to a preceding long vowel, cf. okd, dusa
vs. Ru. dko, dusd. The former metatony is less clear, however. I cannot
accept Jaksche’s suggestion that it is a morphological rebuilding
(1965:25), especially because it is absent in é-verbs, e.g. Zélel, Zeléla,
Zelélo. This is all the more remarkable because Dybo’s law never applied
to é-verbs, whereas it did operate in such verbs as hoditi, nositi.
Moreover, we find the same neo-circumflex in other trisyllabic word
forms where Dybo’s law applied, e.g. Zendmi. 1 conclude that the
metatony is phonetic.

According to Meillet’s law, an acutc root vowel in a mobile
paradigm becomes circumflexed, e.g. SCr. glavu, sin. This law is
definitely Slavic, cf. Lith. gdlvq, siny. As far as I know, it has never
received a satisfactory explanation, however. Yet [ think that an
explanation of this as well as other laws of Slavic accentuation can
be found if we connect them with the loss of the IE laryngeals.
More precisely, I assume that the lE laryngeals have been lost in
different periods depending on their position in relation to the place
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of the ictus and thereby produced a number of successive sound
laws. The dependence of the development of the laryngeals on the
place of the ictus is attested in other branches of the IE language
family as well, e.g. Skt. vdnita, vantdrah, jdnitoh, jantih (Kuiper
1947:206). [See also Appendix C.] In this section I shall confine myself
to a discussion of the earliest loss of laryngeals in Slavic, which must
have occurred shortly after the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic unity.
At that time, the laryngeals had been lost already in interconsonantal
position (Lith. dukté < *dukHiér), between two full vowels (Lith.
gen.sg. galvés < *golHvaHes), and before word-final nasal (Lith.
acc.sg. rafikq < *ronkaHm).

I assume that in Slavic, in contradistinction to Baltic, the IE laryn-
geals were lost first of all in pretonic position, and that an immediately
preceding or following vowel received compensatory lengthening:
*golvaH < *golHvaH, *sanumi < *suHnumi, *pildiH < *pHildH. The
alternation between the presence of a laryngeal in *gdélHvg, *suHnuN,
*pHilo and its absence in the end-stressed forms was eliminated by
the removal of the laryngeal from the barytone forms as well : *gdlvg,
*simuN, *pilo. This is Meillet’s law. The laryngeal was retained in
words with fixed stress, cf. SCr. dim, griva < *diuHmuN, *griHvaH.

At the same time, as far as we can see, the laryngeals were lost
in posttonic syllables, except in the first posttonic syllable. 1 think
that this is the explanation of the neo-circumflex in Slovene osngva,
nosila, Zenami. The non-initial accent in these words must be due to
Dybo’s law, cf. the final accent in Ru. Zen#z and the recessive stress
in nosu, ndésis’ with retraction in accordance with Stang’s law.
I reconstruct *désnova, *nési(H)la, *ZénaHmiS from earlier *-aH,
*-miHS, cf. Lith. galvomis. After Stang’s law, the posttonic quantity
in *osnova, *nosila, *Zenami was lost in Slovene with compensatory
lengthening of the preceding vowel, which yielded the standard forms
(cf. Stang 1957:281)). Indeed, 1 think that compensatory lengthening
is the only source of the Slovenian neo-circumflex. It is not strange
that lengthening yielded a falling vowel because at the time there was
1o intonation on short vowels.

After the period of Meillet’s law, the laryngeals were retained in
the stressed syllable and in the first posttonic syllable until the general
loss of final consonants and concomitant changes led to the characte-
ristic absence of closed syllables in Slavic. Then the posttonic laryn-
geals, like other final consonants, were lost without compensatory
lengthening, e.g. *Zéna < *ZénaH, Ru. Zend after Dybo’s law, like
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*spne < *sianuN and *slovo < *sloves, cf. Gr. kléos. The loss of
laryngeals in the first posttonic syllable entailed the rise of new
timbre oppositions /a~o0, &~¢, i~b, y~b/. Henceforth I shall write
*e instead of *& for typographical reasons. In stressed syllables a
laryngeal lost its phonemic status and became a feature of the preceding
vowel, as did a nasal resonant: *dpms < *duHmuN like *zpbs
< *z0NbuN, Ru. zub. The symbol * denotes the laryngeal feature (and
simultaneously the place of the ictus). I assume that *p, like *p, was
neutral with respect to quantity in the period immediately following
this sound change. Finally, the laryngeal feature was lost in a period
after Dybo’s law but before Stang’s law, cf. below.



CHAPTER 2

SLOVENE konj

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In the paradigm of the Slovenian word konj there is a most interesting
alternation between different o-sounds. The stem-vowel is short in
the nom.sg. konj and long in all other cases. We find one of the
two closed o-sounds which go back to early Slovemian long vowels
in the loc.sg. konju and the other in the gen.pl. kdnj, in the inst.pl.
konji (konji), and in the loc.pl. k¢njih (konjih). All other cases (except
the nom.sg.) show an open 6, which goes back to the late retraction
of the ictus from a following short vowel. The pitch is falling in the
loc.sg. and optionally in the inst.pl. and loc.pl., while other long
vowels are rising. Since there was only a single o in Slavic at the time
when the new timbre distinctions had just arisen, the whole com-
plicated pattern of alternations must be relatively recent. In this chapter
I shall discuss how it came about.

2.2 ICTUS

Since the open stem-vowel which we find in most case forms is due
to the recent retraction of the stress from a short vowel, we must
assume that these forms were end-stressed in early Slovene, whereas
the closed vowel in the loc.sg., gen.pl., inst.pl. and loc.pl. was stressed.
This situation is confirmed by the Cakavian dialect of Omisalj (Krk),
where we find nom.sg. 516, gen.sg. stold, dat.sg. stolhi, nom.pl. stoli,
gen.pl. stoli, dat.pl. stolom, inst.pl. stoli, loc.pl. stolih (MilCeti¢
1895:16). The final stress in the gen.sg. and dat.sg. cannot go back to
the Balto-Slavic period because it would have been retracted in
accordance with Ebeling’s law. Thus, it must have arisen as a result
of Dybo’s law.

I assume that in Slavic, in contradistinction to Baltic, the rise
of distinctive pitch is independent of the loss of the IE laryngeals.
Somewhere between Meillet’s law and the rise of the new timbre
distinctions the stressed vowels in barytone forms of mobile paradigms
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received a falling intonation and thereby became different from all
other stressed vowels, e.g. *vodg, *nd vodg, *roNkg, *lomjg, cf. Ebeling
1967:585f. 1 assume that the other stressed vowels became rising,
e.g. *Zeng, *trdvg, *nosjg, *xvdljg, *neséno, *lomisi, Ru. Zenu, travi,
nosu, xvalju, nesené, SCr. lomis. In a later period, after the rise of
the new timbre distinctions, rising vowels lost the ictus, if possible,
to the following syllable, e.g. *zeng, *noso, *nosise, *neseno, cf. Ebeling
1967:590. This is Dybo’s law. Thus, the final stress in Cak. (Omigalj)
stola, stolu points to an earlier *stola, *stolu, with fixed stress on the
stem. The same accentuation must be assumed for Slovene konyj.

After Dybo’s law, the ictus was retracted from a long circumflexed
vowel in a final syllable, cf. Ru. ndsis”, SCr. nosis. This is Stang’s
law. T do not assume that final jers had already been lost in this
period, but they must have been very weak and did not count as
syllables any longer, cf. the status of French word-final » during
the past centuries. In the paradigm under discussion the stress was
regularly retracted in the inst.pl. and the loc.pl.: Cak. (Omisalj)
stoli, stolih goes back to *stolp, *stolexs, which is the reflex of
Balto-Slavic *s16l6/S, *stéloiSu. The same must be assumed for the
loc.sg. : Slovene konju < *konii < *konji.

23 QUANTITY

The most complicated characteristic of the paradigm is the quantitative
difference between the nom.sg. konj and the gen.pl. konj. If the length
is due to the retraction of the ictus from the final jer, it remains
unclear why the vowel has been shortened in the nom.sg. Indeed, if
the nom.sg. and the gen.pl. were homonymous at the time when
Dybo’s law operated, it is hard to see how the difference developed
unless we assume that one of the two forms borrowed its quantity
from another type. This cannot have been the nom.sg. because there
was no model, cf. Slovene bag, SCr. bog, with a long vowel in the
nom.sg. of mobile paradigms.

However, it is questionable whether the endings of the nom.sg.
and the gen.pl. were in fact homonymous. Some scholars (e.g., Van
Wijk, Pedersen) maintain that the long vowel in the gen.pl. is due
to the reduction of the IE ending *-om to *-s. 1 would rather agree
with Meillet that the ending must be derived from IE *-om. First
of all there is a chronological difficulty. If there has ever been an



SLOVENE konj 15

ending *-6m on Slavic territory, it must have been shortened in the
Balto-Slavic period, whereas the lengthening in the gen.pl. can hardly
have been prior to the rise of the new timbre distinctions in Slavic.
But there is no evidence for *-om in Baltic either, since this ending
would regularly have developed into *-4, cf. Lith. akmué, Gr. dkmon.
Thus, T assume that both Lith. -y and OChSI. -» regularly continue
IE *-om and that Slavic length is secondary.

Ebeling assumes (1967:588) that stressed *-» in the gen.pl. was
lengthened after the rise of the new timbre distinctions and that the
new length was subsequently extended to barytone gen.pl. forms.
I fail to see the motivation for this change. Moreover, 1 find it hard
to accept that lengthened -» was lost in the same way as short -».
The modern SCr. ending -a cannot go back to a long -» which dates
from this period because of the rising accent in kosdcd, ovdced, where
Stang’s law would have caused retraction of the ictus. The SCr.
ending -a@ must have arisen shortly after Stang’s law, cf. sestdra.

I conclude that there is no reason to assume a difference between
the endings of the nom.sg. and the gen.pl. in the original form *konje
and that, consequently, the length in Slovene k¢nj was introduced
analogically after the originally mobile paradigm, cf. Slovene gdr
< *gors. It should be noted that length cannot have been analogical
in the latter paradigm because there was no model. The retraction
of the ictus from a final jer must have preceded Dybo’s law because
otherwise we would expect a long vowel in the nom.sg. kdnj, SCr.
konj. Thus, I assume that final jers lost their stressability in a period
between the rise of the new timbre distinctions and Dybo’s law, and
that the ictus was retracted to the preceding stressable vowel, which
became long and rising, e.g. gen.pl. Ru. golév, volés, Cak. (Novi)
brdd, nebés, Slovene m@Z, dial. ddn, Posavian dan (Ivsic 1913:214)
< *dono, loc.pl. Czech muzich, Slovene mozéh, dat.pl. Czech muZim,
cf. also Cak. dd, Zeli, zelé, si. Apparently, the ictus could not be
retracted to a preceding jer in non-initial syllable, so that we have
Ru. détjam, détjax, lindjam, ljudjax < *detems etc. This accentuation
must be old because it is also found in Slovincian and Ukrainian.
Moreover, old i-stems often show barytone dat.pl. and loc.pl. forms
in Old Russian, e.g. gdstem, gostex, cf. Stang 1957:89. These forms
probably received falling pitch after the other barytone forms of the
paradigm, cf. Slovene kostém, which points to an earlier *kostoms.
Indeed, 1 think that the source of the accentuation in Slovene mozZém
must be sought in the wu-stems, cf. gordm, where there was no such
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influence. The rising pitch in moZéh, kostéh pertained originally to
the o-stems, as did the ending itself. I suppose that in the period of
the retraction pretonic jers were weak in non-initial syllables. Stressed
jers in medial syllables can only have lost their stressability after Dybo’s
law, e.g. Ru. golovka, rucka, Czech hidvka, roucka, Polish gléwka,
raczka < *roévka < *rodvka. Besides, pretonic jers in medial syllables
did not lose their stressability before *i, where the oppositions /b~1/,
/Bb~y/ were neutralized, e.g. Ru. detéj < *detljs.

The length in the gen.pl. of mobile paradigms was analogically
extended to the paradigms to which Dybo’s law applied, e.g. Slovene
gen.pl. konj, pds (Posavian pds, cf. Iv8i¢ 1913:213) versus nom.sg.
konj, pas. This generalization of quantity must have taken place partly
before and partly after the operation of Stang’s law. Thus, we find
Cak. (Novi) svétac, kosac, otac, with retraction from a long vowel in
accordance with Stang’s law, next to kosdce, otde, ovic, where the
vowel was lengthened later. The Slovenian gen.pl. dvac, Idnac must
be due to analogy after the inst.pl. /dnci and the loc.pl. Idncih. The
SCr. gen.pl. lopatd, koljénda from lopata, koljeno present a problem.
These words belong either with prozor, gen.pl. prozéra to the type
where Dybo’s law applied, or with jezik, gen.pl. jézika to the type
with an original stressed medial syllable. The latter word can hardly
have had initial stress before Dybo’s law in view of the short vowel
in Polish jezyk, Czech jazyk. 1 assume that when the loss of the
laryngeal feature yielded *jezyks < *jezyks, the paradigm conformed
to *prozors, *prozdre, which had arisen from *prozors, *prozors in
accordance with Dybo’s law. Shortly after Stang’s law the gen.pl.
ending -» was dialectally lengthened in mobile paradigms when it
received the stress analogically after the other plural cases, e.g.
Stokavian #éna, pélja, gradéva, Slovene gord next to gor, cf. Cak.
Zén, etc. This analogical development preceded the loss of word-final
jers and the neo-Stokavian retraction of the ictus.

Before Dybo’s law there existed a pitch opposition on short and
long vowels in stressed initial syllables, apart from the laryngealized
vowels, which were neutral with respect to quantity and intonation.
The shift of the ictus from rising vowels to the following syllable
caused the pitch opposition on short vowels to disappear in polysyllabic
words. It is only natural that the pitch opposition was subsequently
eliminated in monosyllables as well. It is recalled that word-final jers
did not count as syllables any longer at this stage. As far as we
can see, short falling vowels in monosyllabic words were lengthened



SLOVENE konj 17

and merged with long falling vowels, e.g. SCr. bdg, kost, dan, Slovene
bog, kost, dan. This lengthening was probably Common Slavic in
view of Ru.dial. bog, as opposed to kén’. The distinction between these
two o-sounds continues the old pitch opposition, not the original
quantitative differences, as Vaillant suggests (1950:276). The pitch
opposition on short vowels in polysyllabic words was later restored
by the loss of the laryngeal feature, e.g. gen.sg. *rdka, *boga, SCr.
rika, boga, Slovene rdka, boga.

2.4 TIMBRE

As we have seen above, there is an alternation between three different
long o-sounds in the paradigm of the word konj. The open ¢ goes
back to the late retraction of the ictus from a short vowel, which is not
carried through in all dialects. The difference between the two closed
vowels is reflected in a part of the dialects only. I assume that they
originated in different periods.

The timbre of the stem-vowel in the loc.sg. kgnju is the regular
reflex of the retraction according to Stang’s law, cf. mores, nosis,
volja, koZa < *mozZese, *nosise, *vola, *kozd < *mofesv, *nosise, *volja,
*kozja. There are two remarkable things about this vowel. Firstly, it
is reflected as a diphthong [uo] in Ru.dial. méZes’, nésis’, vélja, kéza,
Czech miizes, ville, kuize, Slovak mézes, vél’a, and in the Slovenian
dialects which show distinct reflexes of the two closed vowels.
Secondly, it is reflected as a short vowel in SCr. mdézes, nosis, volja,
koza, Czech nosis, Slovak nosis, kozZa, Polish mozesz, nosisz, wola (but
stréza for Ru. storéza, Cak. strdza). On the basis of this comparison
I assume that Stang’s law yielded a Common Slavic quantitatively
neutral rising diphthong *¥¢ and write *mézZese, *nésise, *vila, *kéza
for the last prehistoric stage of Slavic. The diphthong was regularly
shortened by the loss of its first element in Serbo-Croat and partly
in Czecho-Slovak. On the other hand, the prothetic element developed
into a labial fricative in Ru. vdsen’, vdstryj, dial. vékna. 1 do not
think that the quantitative differences were dialectally conditioned
because not only Czech and Slovak, but also Polish, Slovincian, and
Kajkavian show both long and short reflexes of *4.

The long vowel in Slovene kénj, gor must go back to an earlier
period because it is characteristic of the gen.pl., where the ictus
was retracted in mobile paradigms before Dybo’s law, cf. above.
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The timbre of the stem-vowel in the inst.pl. kdnji and the loc.pl.
kénjih must have been borrowed from the gen.pl. because the retraction
of the ictus in these cases is due to Stang’s law. Indeed, we find the
expected *4 in dial. (Borovnica) kudinax, i.e. kgnjih (Ramovs 1921:229).
Thus, we have an alternation between *¢ in konj, which goes back
to the rise of distinctive pitch, *6 in k¢nj, which was lengthened analo-
gically after the retraction of the stress from a final jer in gor, *6 in
konju, which arose as a result of Stang’s law, and open ¢ in the
cases where the ictus has recently been retracted. The early Slovenian
lengthening of stressed vowels in non-final syllables yielded the same o
as the reflex of *4, e.g. gotoviti, osngva.

2.5 INTONATION

As will be clear from the preceding sections, we should expect a
rising stem-vowel in all case forms of Slovene konj. Yet we find
falling pitch in the loc.sg., and optionally in the inst.pl. and the
loc.pl. Phonetically, a Slovenian circumflex in polysyllabic words can
only have arisen as a result of either the progressive accent shift from an
initial falling vowel, which must have occurred shortly after Stang’s
law, or compensatory lengthening, as I intend to show in detail on
another occasion. In the loc.sg. kPnju we have to assume that the
falling pitch is due to shortening of the word-final vowel.

However, it is not obvious that the final vowel should be long.
The form nosis < *ndsise < *nosise indicates that a long circumflexed
vowel was shortened when it lost the ictus in accordance with Stang’s
law. The final length in *kéni must have been restored on the analogy
of paradigms where Stang’s law did not apply, e.g. (0) bratu, (1) gradu
(Valjavec 1897:158) < *brati, *gradu. Length was introduced even
in the dat.sg. after a preposition, e.g. k bratu, h konju. A similar
restoration of length must have occurred optionally (or dialectally)
in the inst.pl. and loc.pl. This analogical development must have pre-
ceded the shortening of posttonic vowels, which caused the lengthening
of the stem-vowel in these words. The latter development preceded
the general lengthening of stressed vowels in non-final syllables, which
did not reach the dialects of Prekmurje and Prlekija, e.g. (Prekmurje)
délo, déila (Ramovs 1935:184), i.e. délo, dela < *délo, *déla.

The solution proposed here may also explain the twofold reflex
of *6 in Czech and Slovak. I assume that the laryngealized vowels

Rk e e
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had fallen together with the short rising vowels shortly before Stang’s
law, so that we have *krava, *rézati in the last Common Slavic period.
A short rising vowel in an open first syllable of disyllabic words was
lengthened in early Czech unless the following syllable contained
a long vowel, e.g. krdva, but gen.pl. krav, and Fezari, Fezi. Similarly,
we can assume that *é fell together with *¢ in miZes < *méZesv, but
with *0 in nosis < *nésise after the restoration of long i in the second
syllable, cf. bavi§, budis < *bavise, *budiss. This restoration could take
place more easily in i-verbs, where all the verbs to which Stang’s law
did not apply had long i, than in e-verbs, where both long ¢ and
short e were found, cf. Slovak mdzZes versus nesies < *neséss. In Serbo-
Croat there was no lengthening of short rising vowels, and length was
restored in all unstressed short vowels that alternated with long vowels,
so that we would expect what we find.



CHAPTER 3

THE LOSS OF THE IE LARYNGEALS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

It is generally assumed that the laryngeals of the IE proto-language
were lost in Baltic and Slavic shortly after the dissolution of the
IE linguistic unity. According to the traditional view, the resulting
long vowels merged with older long vowels, so that the presence or
absence of a laryngeal cannot be established on the basis of the
Baltic or Slavic evidence. I think that this is incorrect. Indeed, the
hypothesis that the laryngeals were lost at an early stage in the
development of Slavic forces Ebeling (1967:583-589) to assume a whole
series of “broken vowels”, which must have persisted during a consi-
derable period. Moreover, a large number of Slavic accentual pheno-
mena become understandable if they are connected with the loss of
the IE laryngeals. I think that the loss of the IE laryngeals took place
in Baltic and Slavic after the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic linguistic
unity, or even that it conditioned the dissolution. The final loss
of the laryngeal feature in Slavic must have occurred around 800 A.D.

3.2 IE LENGTHENED GRADE

Long vowels in IE languages have three different origins. Firstly, they
may go back to a sequence of full vowel and laryngeal, e.g. Gr. alphé,
Lith. algd (with late shortening). The resulting vowels have acute
intonation in both Greek and Lithuanian. Secondly, long vowels may
go back to early, possibly late IE contractions, e.g. Gr. alphés, Lith.
algds. In this case, the resulting vowels have circumflex intonation
in both Greek and Lithuanian. Thirdly, there is a group of long vowels
which seem to fit neither explanation but alternate with short vowels.
These long vowels have acute intonation in Greek, but may have
either acute or circumflex intonation in Lithuanian, e.g. Lith. piemud,
édu, Gr. poimén, édo. As far as 1 know, the conditions under which the
latter vowels are acute or circumflexed in Lithuanian have not been
cleared up so far. While Greek circumflex seems to be a reliable indi-
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cation of a contraction, the intonation in Lithuanian does not point
unambiguously to a definite origin of the long vowel. Here I intend
to make a contribution to the solution of this problem.

The most remarkable characteristic of IE lengthened grade is that
it is rare and that it occurs mainly in a small, morphologically definable
group of word forms (cf. Kurytowicz 1956:142). The rare occurrence
of the lengthened grade is an indication that IE long vowels are
fairly recent. The occurrence in certain categories is an invitation
to look for an explanation in terms of secondary developments. I think
that a satisfactory explanation of most instances can be found if we
assume that the long vowels are partly the result of phonetic leng-
thening in certain positions, and partly due to an alternation involving
laryngeals.

First of all, I assume that late IE *e, *o were phonetically longer
before word-final resonant than in other positions. When length became
phonemic, the half-long vowel before word-final resonant was inter-
preted either as a long vowel, thus coinciding with the new long vowels
from contractions, or as a short vowel. The result was partly determined
by paradigmatic relationships. In the gen.pl. ending the long vowel
was gencralized in Skt. -Gm, Gr. -on, whereas the short vowel was
gencralized in Baltic and Slavic. Incidentally, Lith. vilk# cannot go
back to *vilkoN, which would yield **vilkuo, cf. akmud < *dkmoN.
The long vowel was generalized in the nom.sg. of stems ending in
a resonant, e¢.g. Gr. métér, dkmon, ékho, Skt. matd, dsma, sdkha,
Lith. mété, akmué. The lengthened grade in Gr. eumenés, Skt. sumdnah
was introduced after the resonant stems, cf. Gr. ménos, Skt. mdnah
with short vocalism, but Gr. hudér with lengthened grade. In Skt.
bhdran < *bhéronts we find the expected short vowel. The latter form
is indeed an indication that the lengthened grade in the nom.sg. goes
back to an original phonetically long variant in certain environments,
not to a morphological characteristic.

Secondly, I assume that late IE *e¢, *o were phonetically long in
monosyllabic word forms. The relationship is still maintained in
nom.sg. Skt. pat, Gr. (Dor.) pos, Lat. pés, versus gen.sg. Skt. paddh,
Gr. podés, Lat. pedis. The long stem-vowel is generalized in the
flexion of Skt. vak, rdt, Lat. véx, réx, and then found its way into
athematic denominative verbs such as Skt. tdsti, rdsti, Avestan tdsti
(cf. Watkins 1969:30). The short stem vowel was generalized in Gr.
éps, Skt. spdt. In Slavic we find lengthened grade in Ru. red”, tvar’,
gar’, Zar, mel, which probably go back to monosyllables. I think that
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the phonetic lengthening in monosyllabic word forms is also the
origin of the vrddhi in Skt. stduri, marsti, cf. the injunctive staut,
impf. astaut, as opposed to full grade in the archaic medial form
stave and in Avestan staoiti, staota, with short diphthong (Watkins
1969:115). Moreover, I think that this is also the origin of the
lengthened grade in the s-aorist. Indeed, the only monosyllabic verb
forms in late Indo-European are found precisely in the injunctive and
in the s-aorist, while nominal forms can only be monosyllabic in the
nom.sg. Thus, I assume that the long stem vowel in Lat. véxi, OChSI.
véss stems from the 3rd sg. *yéghs, *yeds, which later disappeared,
cf. OChSL. iz-¢, Hittite das, Skt. aprds (Watkins 1969:217).

There is a third origin of IE long vowels alternating with short
*e, *o0. In the cases discussed above the long vowel is circumflexed
in Balto-Slavic, e.g. Lith. akmué, dukté, rékti, SCr. rijec, tvar, gar,
Zdar, aor. st sg. kleh, Posavian zakle (Ivsi¢ 1913:91) with neo-acute
indicating earlier circumflex, cf. also Lith. éjo, émé, where the circum-
flexed long vowel cannot be the result of an analogical development.
On the other hand, we find an acute root vowel in Lith. bégti, ésti, sésti,
SCr. jesti, sjésti, sjedi. T think that the stem of these verbs goes
back to *beHg-, *eHd-, *seHd-, *seHk-. It should be noted that
positing an alternation between *e and *e¢H in the stem is no more
extraordinary than the traditional postulation of an independent
phonemic unit *¢ in order to cover precisely the same type of
alternation. There is no explanation for the rise of a Balto-Slavic
acute vowel from IE lengthening in these words. Thus, 1 assume
that the only source of an old acute in Balto-Slavic is an IE laryngeal.
Moreover, the alternation between *e and *eH is unmistakable in
SCr. goveda, cf. Gr. boiis < *g#oHus. The origin of Greek and Sanskrit
long vowels can only be determined on the basis of the alternations
which they display, not on the inherent properties of the vowels them-
selves. Consequently, if one admits that an alternation between *e
and *eH in the stem is theoretically possible, the choice between
this possibility and IE lengthened grade cannot be made on the
basis of the Greek or Sanskrit evidence. It can only be made on the
basis of material where the presence of a laryngeal in a word form
can be established without reference to genetically related word forms,
i.e. where the laryngeal produces an effect which is absent when the
laryngeal is absent. Such an effect is produced by Hirt’s law in Baltic
and Slavic.

According to Hirt’s law, the ictus is retracted to a preceding
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syllable containing a vowel which is immediately followed by a
laryngeal, e.g. SCr. griva, Skt. griva < *griHydH. 1i&-Svityé has
shown (1963:78ff.) that the ictus was not retracted if the laryngeal
followed the second component of a diphthong, e.g. Lith. galva
< *golHyudH. As | have pointed out before, the ictus was not retracted
either if the laryngeal preceded the vowel, e.g. Ru. pild < *pHildH.
Consequently, the laryngeal was in this period a full-fledged phonemic
unit, characterized by a position (cf. Kortlandt 1972:141ff)). Later
the relevant ordering of the laryngeal was-lost, so that the segmental
phoneme turned into a vocalic feature. In stressed syllables, the
laryngeal feature never merged with vocalic length in Slavic, cf. below.
Thus, the retraction of the ictus in accordance with Hirt’s law points
unambiguously to the presence of a laryngeal in the stem. This seems
to be the only reliable criterion to separate an original sequence *eH
from the lengthened grade *é without reference to genetically related
forms.

Indeed, we find retraction in Ru. éla, séla, sékla, as opposed to
veld, legld, tekld, and in the infinitive SCr. jésti, sjésti, sjéci, as opposed
to doveésti, [é¢i, tééi. These verbs belong together with Ru. gryz/a,
strigla, prjdla, usibla, SCr. gristi, strici, présti, sibati, cf. the final accen-
tuation in the present forms Ru. (3rd pl.) edjdt, sekut, gryzut, strigut,
we have Ru. pribégla, bégat’, but final stress in begut. The Baitic
forms do not point unambiguously to a retraction of the ictus, cf. Lith.
édas, but also duodgs (Stang 1966:451). 1 think that there was an
original alternation which has been obscured by the generalization
of the long vowel. The same generalization must have taken place
in Lith. sédéti, SCr. sjediti, cf. Lat. sedére and OCz. sedéti with a
short stem vowel. The original stem *seHd- is found in SCr. sjédati,
Lat. séddare, and in Old Irish sid < *séHdos, as opposed to Gr. hédos.
Lengthening is found in SCr. sdditi, Lith. sodinti. Other examples
where [ suspect an IE alternation between *e¢ and *eH are Lith. #osti,

As to the origin of the laryngeal in the stem, I can think of three
different possibilities. Firstly, there may have been a laryngeal infix in
certain stems which yielded an alternation *sed-/*seHd-. Secondly,
there may have existed a Schwebeablaut alternation *sHed-/*seHd-.
Thirdly, an original lengthened grade *¢ may have been replaced
by *eH in Balto-Slavic. The latter solution is the most attractive
from the traditional IE comparativist point of view because it has
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no repercussions outside Balto-Slavic, but it is definitely the least
attractive when the motivation of the sound change is taken into
account. It should be borne in mind that the change must have occurred
before the operation of Hirt’s law, i.e. at a stage when the laryngeal
was still a segmental phoneme. On the other hand, the last hypo-
thesis does not necessarily conflict with the circumflex intonation
before word-final resonant and in the s-aorist. Indeed, a laryngeal
before word-final nasal must have been lost at an early stage of
development in Balto-Slavic, cf. Lith. rafikq, where the ending does
not attract the ictus. Moreover, it is probable that a laryngeal was
also lost in monosyllabic words after a full vowel, e.g. Latv. guovs,
which is identical with Skt. gduh, and 3rd sg. Lith. duds, SCr. da
< *doHs, where the circumflex cannot have been introduced after
other forms of the paradigm, cf. Ist sg. SCr. dih. [Cf. Appendix E.]

Finally, I have to mention the alleged vrddhi in Ru. voréna, vorécat’
as opposed to vdron, vorotit’, cf. SCr. vrdna, vrdéati vs. vran, vrdtiti.
In these stems 1 suspect original IE doublets, cf. Hittite war- and
(w)arh- (Shevelov 1964:47), and SCr. zdvrat next to vrdt, povrat, Ru.
povorét next to vorot, zdvorot, Upper Sorabian wrét, zawrdt. In view
of the dialectal discrepancies I find it hard to assume that the short
vowel in SCr. zdvrat, golovrat is due to Common Slavic méiatonie
rude, as Stang suggests (1957:167). On the contrary, I intend to show
that in Slavic, in contradistinction to Baltic, there has never been
any kind of real metatony.

3.3 BALTIC

As I have pointed out above, the laryngeal was still a segmental
phoneme in Balto-Slavic at the stage when Hirt’s law operated. The
same probably holds true for the period of Ebeling’s law, when a
word-final laryngeal prevented the retraction of the ictus just as any
other consonant did. After the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic linguistic
unity, the laryngeal phoneme lost its segmental status and became
a feature of the neighbouring vowel. This development proceeded
along different lines in the two languages. In Slavic, the loss of
laryngeals in pretonic syllables gave rise to the apparent metatony
formulated in Meillet’s law. In Baltic, however, the loss of the
laryngeals yielded the rise of phonemic pitch.

1t is difficult to see exactly at what stage the transformation of
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the laryngeal into a vocalic feature occurred. I think that it must
be connected with the simplification of diphthongs in both languages.
In Slavic, the loss of the laryngeal as a segmental phoneme is part
of the general elimination of closed syllables. In Baltic, the simpli-
fication of diphthongs was restricted to the monophthongization of
stressed ei, ai (Endzelin’s law, cf. Stang 1966:59) and the shortening
of long diphthongs. 1 see no sufficient evidence for a chronological
differentiation between the rise of phonemic pitch in Baltic and these
developments. Thus, I assume that *e ~ *¢ ~ *¢H developed into
*e ~ *& ~ *¢ in the same period when the vowel system changed from
*e, ¥ ~ ¥ ~ *0,%6 into *& ~ *e,*é ~ *a,*d ~ *o. The rise of the nasal
vowels in Lith. kgsti, k@sti probably also belongs to this period. The
respective transitions of *eH, *ei, *en into *é, *e, *¢ have in common
that a segmental phoneme changed into a vocalic feature.

The rise of phonemic pitch does not imply the rise of a tonal
opposition. I propose to use the term ‘“‘pitch” for any vowel feature
which is neither timbre nor quantity, and to reserve the term ‘“tone”
for rising and falling tone movements. Though the rise of phonemic
pitch goes back to the Common Baltic period, 1 assume that its
development into tone took place independently in Latvian and
Lithuanian. The original laryngeal pitch must have been similar to
the so-called broken intonation in Latvian, the sted in Danish, or the
pitch in Vietnamese mq. Indeed, this intonation has been preserved
under the stress in Zemaitian and outside the stressed syllable in
Latvian. I think that the Zemaitian facts throw an interesting light
upon the origin of tonal oppositions in both Lithuanian and Latvian
as well as upon the whole problem of Baltic metatony. In this con-
nection I refer to my article on Baltic accentuation (1974). I assume
that retraction of the ictus from a short prevocalic i onto a laryn-
gealized vowel yielded rising tone and loss of the laryngeal feature in
Lithuanian, e.g. afikstis (2), cf. dukstas (3). The old pitch opposition
was maintained when the ictus was not retracted. Then the laryngeal
pitch feature changed into falling tone and the circumflex coincided
with the new rising tone. Retraction of the ictus onto a non-laryn-
gealized long vowel or diphthong yielded a “middle tone”, as in
Zemaitian, which later coincided with the new falling tone, e.g. vilké (1),
cf. Ru. voléica, voléixa. In Latvian, on the other hand, the retraction
yielded rising tone on both laryngealized and plain vowels, e.g. snigdze.
The other stressed vowels became falling per oppositionem, e.g. sniegs,
cf. Lith. sni€gas. The loss of the laryngeal feature under falling
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tone yielded a stretched intonation, which later fell together with the
new rising tone, e.g. sé¢, cf. Lith. séti. Finally, the remaining laryn-
gealized stressed vowels, which had lost their tone when the laryngeal
feature was lost under falling tone, became falling, as in Lithuanian.
I think that this interpretation of the facts explains why the laryngeal
feature was apparently lost earlier in stressed syllables than in unstressed
syllables.

After the metatony described in the preceding paragraph, Latvian
and Lithuanian went different ways. Latvian *en, *an became *e, *4,
which were later diphthongized into ie, uo, e.g. ludgs, pieci, i.e. Lith.
ldngas, penki. In Lithuanian, however, old *&, *o were diphthongized
into ie, uo at an early stage, so that *&, *a could become é, o when *e,
*a were lengthened under stress, e.g. véda, sdko. This lengthening pre-
ceded the retraction of the ictus from medial syllables in mobile
paradigms (Pedersen’s law), as I have pointed out earlier, cf. néveda.
Here again, the retraction of the ictus onto a laryngealized vowel
yielded rising tone and loss of the laryngeal feature, e.g. édesis, édalas,
ésena, taiikinas, asitinas (Hjelmslev’s law, cf. Hjelmslev 1932:10ff.,
62ff., Pedersen 1933:10, Stang 1966:154). The retraction preceded de
Saussure’s law, as I have pointed out earlier.

According to de Saussure’s law, the ictus is transferred from
a non-falling vowel to a following acute (i.e. laryngealized) vowel in
Lithuanian. There is no indication that de Saussure’s law ever operated
in Latvian. Indeed, there are two weighty arguments that its appli-
cation was limited to Lithuanian. Firstly, the law was preceded by
Pedersen’s law, which was in turn preceded by the exclusively
Lithuanian lengthening of stressed *e, *a. Thus, the law should have
operated independently in the two languages. Secondly, the operation
of the law was certainly favoured by the rising tone of the Lithuanian
circumflex. In Latvian, however, the falling circumflex rather favoured
a retraction of the stress. I think that the stabilization of the ictus
on the first syllable of the word was the Latvian counterpart of
de Saussure’s law in Lithuanian.

Two more accent laws operated in Lithuanian: the retraction of
the ictus from a short ¢ in final syllables to a preceding long vowel
or diphthong, e.g. kiekas, mefikas (Nieminen’s law, cf. Stang 1957:158),
and the shortening of acute vowels in final syllables (Leskien’s law).
The latter law cannot have preceded the former because of ranka,
rankds. The chronology of Nieminen’s law presents a problem, however.
I have two arguments for the thesis that this law is relatively late.
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Firstly, I find it hard to assume that the final stress in ands, katrds
has been maintained over a long period while the ictus was analo-
gically retracted in all other nom.sg. forms, e.g. géras. Secondly,
I think that there was a causal relationship between Nieminen’s law
and Leskien’s law. When the ictus was retracted from a short a in
final syllables, length became redundant in *rankd, *rankds. Shortening
of the acute vowel entailed the neutralization of intonation in final
syllables, except in Zemaitian. Similarly, long vowels and diphthongs
in final syllables of polysyllabic words were shortened in Latvian
when most short vowels were syncopated.

3.4 MEILLET'S LAW

In Slavic, IE laryngeals in pretonic syllables were lost with compen-
satory lengthening of a neighbouring vowel shortly after the dissolution
of the Balto-Slavic unity, é.g. *golvdH, *sinumi, *pildH < *gol/HvdH,
*suHnumi, *pHilaH. The laryngeal was analogically eliminated in the
barytone forms of mobile paradigms, e.g. *gd/vg, *siinuN, *pilo, which
led to the apparent metatony known as Meillet’s law. At the same
time, the laryngeals were lost in posttonic syllables except for the first
posttonic syllable, as I have pointed out earlier, e.g. *dsnova, *ndsi(H)la,
*zénaHmiS from earlier *-aH, *-miHS. After Dybo’s law, when the
ictus shifted to the following syllable, the posttonic quantity was lost
in Slovene with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel,
which yielded the neo-circumflex in osndva, nosila, Zendami. The
laryngeals were still retained in the stressed syllable and in the first
posttonic syllable.

As a consequence of Meillet’s law, mobile paradigms with an acute
root vowel are lacking in Slavic. On the other hand, mobility was
generalized in the masculine o-stems which did not have an acute
root vowel (I1li¢-SvityC’s law). At this stage, masc. o-stems belonged
to four different accentual paradigms. Firstly, there were nouns with
a laryngeal in the root and fixed stress on the stem, e.g. *duHmuN,
SCr. dim. Secondly, there were nouns with fixed stress on the stem
but without a laryngeal in the root, e.g. *26NbuN, cf. Gr. gémphos.
Thirdly, there were originally neuter nouns with fixed stress on the
stem in the singular which had a suppletive end-stressed plural, e.g.
*dvoruN, *dvoraH, Ru. dvor. Fourthly, there were mobile paradigms
without a laryngeal in the root, e.g. *gélsuN, SCr. glds. The last type
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continued the old IE oxytona. Originally end-stressed nouns with a
laryngeal in the root joined either the first type as a result of Hirt’s
law, or the last type as a result of Meillet’s law. However, the
accentual difference between the four types mentioned here existed
in the plural only. As a consequence of Ebeling’s law, the ictus had
been retracted to the stem in all singular case forms of the mobile
paradigm with the exception of the nominative and the instrumental.
These two case forms were lost : the nominative was replaced by the
accusative, and the instrumental received a borrowed ending, cf. Lith.
vilk, Ru. vélkom. Now the second accent type joined the mobile
paradigm, from which it differed in the oblique cases of the plural
only, e.g. SCr. ziib. This development was established by Illi¢-Svity¢
(1963:119). The old accentuation was retained in the Cak. dialects
of Susak and Istria, where we find e.g. gen.sg. zaba, with final stress
as a result of Dybo’s law. I assume that Illi¢-Svity¢’s law is posterior
to Meillet’s law because the first accent type did not take part in the
change.

At this stage, nominal prefix formations were stressed either on the
stem or on the prefix, e.g. *povéduN, *naroduN. Formations of the
former type received final stress in the oblique cases of the plural
as a result of Illi¢-Svitye’s law. Then the ictus was retracted to the
prefix in the other case forms as a result of Pedersen’s law. According
to Pedersen’s law, the ictus is retracted from medial syllables in mobile
paradigms. As I have pointed out earlier, this law operated twice in
Slavic, first in the earliest Balto-Slavic period, and later again after
the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic unity. The latter retraction yielded
the accentuation of Ru. nd vodu, né byl, prédal, pévod, ORu. privedu,
govorju, as opposed to Ru. na vodé, ne byld, prodald, na povodu, privedét,
govorit. The lateral mobility in nominal prefix formations shows that
Pedersen’s law was posterior to Illi¢-Svity¢’s law. Indeed, lateral
mobility did not arise here when the latter law did not operate, cf. Cak.
(Istria) razdél, gen.sg. razdéla, with final stress due to Dybo’s law.

At the same stage, as far as we can see, the stressed vowels in the
barytone forms of mobile paradigms received a falling intonation,
whereas all other stressed vowels became rising, e.g. *védq, *nd vodg,
*Zenq, *trdvg, *lomjq, *nosjg, *xvdljg, *neséno, Ru. védu, nd vodu,
Zenu, travi, lomlju, noSu, xvalju, nesené. I think that the rise of
distinctive intonation can hardly be separated from Pedersen’s law
in Slavic because these developments are, in a sense, variants of the
same phenomenon. The rise of distinctive intonation is certainly later
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than Ili¢-Svitye’s law because of the falling pitch throughout the
singular in SCr. ziib.

From the other developments which took place during this period
I want to mention the narrowing of word-final *&, *4 into *i, *z,
e.g. OChSI. mati, kamy, cf. Lith. mdté, akmud, the merger of *d, *aH
with *6, *oH, e.g. OChSL. dati, acc.pl. Zeny, cf. Lith. duoti, jiras, and
the Slavic Umlaut of back vowels after *j, e.g. OChSL. igo, konje
< *jligo, *konjons, but zemljo, znajo < *zémjg, *znoHjg because the
nasal vowel in the latter words was indifferent with respect to the
distinction between front and back vowels. The relative chronology
of these sound changes is clear : the merger of *@ and *é cannot have
preceded the narrowing of *é into *# because word-final *4 was
preserved in the gen.sg. ending of the o-stems, e.g. Ru. vélka, cf. Lith.
vilko, but the merger of *aH and *oH must have preceded the
Umlaut because the latter operated in the acc.pl. ending of the aH-stems,
e.g. OChSL. zemlje < *zémjaHns. 1 intend to treat the history of the
nasal vowels separately on another occasion.

3.5 THE RISE OF THE NEW TIMBRE DISTINCTIONS

The most radical change in the Slavic sound system was brought about
by the so-called law of open syllables, or law of rising sonority. As
a result of this law, which actually comprises a series of successive
sound laws, closed syllables were eliminated from the language. In
this section I shall confine myself to those parts of the law which
are relevant in connection with the loss of the IE laryngeals and the
development of vocalic quantity.

After Meillet’s law the laryngeals were retained in the stressed
syllable and in the first posttonic syllable. Now a posttonic laryngeal
was lost without compensatory lengthening, whereas in stressed
syllables a laryngeal became a vocalic feature. The development is
analogous to that of the nasals: we have *dymes < *diHmuN just as
we have *zgbs < *zo0NbuN. As a result of the loss of the laryngeals,
the timbre oppositions /fa~o0, €~e¢, i~b, y~B/ became phonemic. For
typographical reasons I shall again use *e¢ instead of *¢ in the sequel.
The loss of final *N in *sanulN probably preceded the loss of final *s
in *slovos, and the latter probably preceded the loss of final *H in
*2¢énaH (cf. Ebeling 1963:34ff). This chronological difference is
irrelevant for the present exposition, however.
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The loss of the laryngeals in posttonic syllables yielded short *a,
e.g. In *Zéna. On the other hand, long *e arose in the same position
as a result of Van Wijk’s law, according to which simplification of
a consonant cluster entailed lengthening of the following vowel, e.g.
*gynéso < *guHbneSi (cf. Ebeling 1967:587). Van Wijk’s law must
have been posterior to or simultancous with the loss of the laryngeals
because of the long vowel in *vofa from earlier *voljaH, so that we
may have to postulate an intermediate stage *gybneSs, *volja. It should
be noted that long vowels in posttonic syllables were not shortened,
cf. SCr. nosis, bivi§ < *nosise, *bavise and Slovene osngva < *osnova,
where the neo-circumflex points to the retention of length in the
final syllable.

As a result of the rise of the new timbre distinctions in posttonic
syllables, the quantitative oppositions in pretonic syllables were
re-interpreted as timbre distinctions. When Dybo’s law restored the
quantitative oppositions in pretonic syllables, the old long vowels
became distinctively short, e.g. Polish regka, SCr. madlina < *reka,
*malina, cf. Polish watroba, SCr. ndrod < *troba, *ndrods. The length
in SCr. rika was introduced later after the accusative ritku, cf. the
oblique plural form rukama. The shortening of pretonic long vowels
yielded an alternation between pretonic short and posttonic long
vowels in mobile paradigms. Here too, Serbo-Croat generalized the
long vowel, e.g. golib, Zelid, [Gbiud, oblast, whereas Czech and Polish
generalized the short vowel, cf. Czech holub, Zalud, labut, oblast. The
long vowel was retained everywhere if it did not alternate with a short
vowel, i.e. in paradigms with fixed stress such as SCr. mjéséc, pénézi,
Jjastreb, paik, Czech mésic, peniz, jestfdb, pavouk. The latter words
had a laryngealized vowel in the first syllable. Cf. in this connection
the difference between SCr. pékar, éeéljad, Cz. pekaf, ¢eled’, and SCr.
ribar, ribnjak, Cz. rybdr, rybnik. The former type has original mobility,
the latter type fixed stress. The old mobility is still evident in SCr.
sjécivo, plur. sjeciva, Cz. palivo. The absence of end-stressed words
with the same suffix as SCr. rodaj, ¢éljad, where the intonation points
to old mobility, is due to Pedersen’s law (cf. Stang 1957:47). Both
Czech and Serbo-Croat show short vocalism if the suffix contained
a laryngeal, e.g. SCr. bogat, stdit.

In stressed syllables 1 assume that the laryngealized vowels, like
the nasal vowels, were indifferent with respect to quantity in the
period under discussion. When the laryngeal feature was finally lost
in the period between Dybo’s law and Stang’s law, the resulting vowels
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were short. The quantitative opposition in the nasal vowels was
restored as a consequence of Dybo’s law. Polish nosz¢ shows that
the nasal vowels were neutral with respect to quantity at the time
of Van Wijk’s law. The retraction of the ictus from word-final jers
added new long vowels to the inventory, e.g. Slovene gdr, and analo-
gically k¢nj. This retraction yielded long rising nasal vowels in Polish
rqk, niosq < *roks, *nesote < *roks, *nesots. Other long vowels arose
after Dybo’s law as a result of the lengthening in monosyllables, e.g.
Slovene bag, kdst, dan, and dialectally under various conditions.

It is interesting to compare the rise of the new timbre distinctions
chronologically with the metathesis of liquids. The metathesis was
often accompanied by lengthening. If *or yielded *ra, the metathesis
must have preceded the rise of the new timbre distinctions. On the
other hand, the latter must have preceded the former if *or yielded
*r6. Finally, no conclusions about the chronology can be drawn in
the cases where *or yielded *ro without lengthening. It turns out that
the relative chronology of these developments was different in
different dialectal areas. In Czecho-Slovak and South Slavic the
metathesis preceded the rise of the new timbre distinctions, e.g. Cz.Slk.
brazda, brada, SCr.SIn. brdazda, brdada < *borzdaH, *borddH. In Polish
and Sorabian,  however, the order was reversed, cf. Po.US. brézda,
broda. Here the long o in the former word indicates that at least under
rising accent the metathesis was posterior to the rise of the new timbre
distinctions. These results are corroborated by the development of
*kolHdaH, which yielded *klada in Czecho-Slovak and South Slavic,
and *kloda in Lekhite, Here the lengthening of the vowel is not indi-
cated because laryngealized vowels were indifferent with respect to
vocalic length. When the laryngeal feature was lost after the operation
of Dybo’s law, these forms developed into *kldda, *kloda. The short
rising vowel was regularly lengthened in Cz.Sln. kldda, US. kiéda,
but not in SCr. klada, Slk. klada, Po. kloda. The difference between
US. kléda and broda on the one hand, and between Po. kloda and
brézda on the other hand clearly shows that the laryngeal feature
was still preserved after the rise of the new timbre distinctions.

The development of word-initial ¥or is slightly different : SCr. ldkar
and Slk. laker’ point to metathesis and lengthening under falling accent
before the rise of the new timbre distinctions, whereas SCr. robiti
and SIk. robit’, as well as Cz. robiti, point to metathesis without lengthe-
ning under rising accent. Here Cz. loket is ambiguous : either the vowel
was not lengthened, or the metathesis was posterior to the rise of
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the new timbre distinctions. The latter possibility is excluded by Cz.
radlo < *orHdlo, so that we have to assume that the metathesis was
in all positions anterior to the rise of the new timbre distinctions in
the whole Czecho-Slovak and South Slavic area. In Czech the meta-
thesized vowel was not lengthened in unstressed syllables, e.g. jablor,
cf. SCr. jablan, Po. jablon. Thus, the o in Cz. loket may be due to
analogical levelling after the end-stressed forms of the paradigm, cf.
also role from *orlgjaH. In OChSI. kamy there must have been an
interchange of a word-initial laryngeal with the k in the period between
the end of the Balto-Slavic unity and the rise of the new timbre
distinctions, cf. Lith. akmué < *(H)dkmo(N). The laryngeal is posited
on the basis of Gr. dkmén and SCr. kamen.

After the loss of the laryngeals in posttonic syllables and the rise
of new long vowels as a result of Van Wijk’s law, case endings could
have three different quantities. The ending of the nom.sg. of the
a-stems was short in *Zena, *trdva, long in *vofa, *osnova, and in-
different with respect to length in *gora, *dusa. Similarly, the neuter
nom.pl. ending was short in */éta, *vina, long in *seémena, *téleld,
and indifferent in *poja, *imena. Other case endings were always long,
e.g. the inst.pl. ending, where length has been preserved in Slovene
stabri, raki, with neo-circumflex indicating earlier *rakyp, mozmi, nogami.
At this stage several levellings took place. Endings which did not occur
under the stress were shortened in the whole Slavic territory, e.g.
gen.sg. *kona, *niti, dat.sg. *konu, *niti. Length was generalized in
the unstressed nom.pl. ending in Slovene /éta, but not under the
stress, cf. drva. Conversely, the distinction between a short unstressed
nasal vowel and a long nasal vowel under the stress was preserved
in Slovene gen.sg. lipe, goré, and in SCr. acc.pl. gldve, gen.sg. gldvé.
This difference became phonemic as a result of Dybo’s law, which re-in-
troduced long unstressed nasal vowels and short nasal vowels under
the stress, cf. Polish trgba, nosze from *trpba, *nosoe, later *1rpba, *noso.

36 THE LOSS OF THE LARYNGEAL FEATURE

The opposition between long and short vowels in pretonic syllables
was restored as a result of Dybo’s law (cf. Ebeling 1967:590). According
to this law, rising vowels in non-final syllables lost the ictus to
the following syllable, e.g. *nositi, *nosp, *nosise, *nosilo, *noséno,
*pytdti, *pytase, *Zend, *travd, *vold, *osnova, *narods, *kona, *gotovo.
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Dybo’s law introduced phonemic pitch on long vowels in non-initial
syllables. On the other hand, the pitch opposition on short vowels
was lost, except in monosyllables. Here the opposition was eliminated
by the lengthening of short falling vowels, e.g. Slovene bdg, kost, dan,
SCr. bog, kost, dan, Ru.dial. bog as opposed to Sln. kony, pas, SCr.
konj, pas, Ru.dial. kén’. Consequently, short vowels were falling in
the initial syllable of polysyllabic words and rising elsewhere. The
tonal opposition on short vowels was not lost, but re-phonemicized
by the loss of the laryngeal feature. The old laryngealized vowels fell
together with the short rising vowels, e.g. *dpma, *gora.

The tonal opposition on long vowels in initial syllables of polysyllabic
words was restored by Stang’s law, according to which the ictus was
retracted from falling vowels in final syllables (cf. Ebeling 1967:591f.),
e.g. *ndsise, *nosens, *pytase, *véja. The latter development may have
been evoked by the general shortening of falling vowels, cf. Polish
reke, Czech ruku, mladost, SCr. mladost, gen.sg. praseta, the second
syllable in ndsen, noseno, Ru.dial. bog. The shortening did not affect
monosyllables in Slovene and Serbo-Croat and the first syllable of
disyllabic words in the latter language, e.g. SCr. bdg, riiku, prdse. It
probably reached the South Slavic area later than the North. The
progressive accent shift in Slovene may also have been evoked by
the shortening of falling vowels, e.g. rok9, mladpst. 1 assume that in
the period before the shift length was neutralized under falling tone,
as it was in bgg. It is clear that the Slovenian accent shift cannot
have preceded Stang’s law but must have preceded the loss of the
nasal vowels, cf. also im¢@, mesp. The shortening of falling vowels
was preceded by the South Slavic generalization of length in pretonic
vowels which alternated with long vowels under the stress, e.g. SCr.Sln.
dusa. This development, which was a logical consequence of the phone-
micization of pretonic quantity as a result of Dybo’s law, did not
affect trisyllabic word forms such as SCr. rukama. Short rising vowels
were lengthened in different languages under different conditions, e.g.
Cz. krdva, Sln. léto, Ru.dial. kén’.

As to chronology, it is clear that the loss of the laryngeal feature
cannot have preceded Dybo’s law. It is probable that the lengthening
of falling vowels in monosyllables also preceded the loss of the
laryngeal feature because the latter development restored the tonal
opposition on short vowels in the initial syllable of polysyllabic words
and thereby eliminated the motivation for the lengthening. On the
other hand, the loss of the laryngeal feature cannot have been much
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later because the phonetic distinction between falling short vowels in
initial syllables of polysyllabic words and rising short vowels elsewhere
had not yet been lost. The loss of the laryngeal feature was certainly
anterior to Stang’s law because of the gen.pl. SCr. jezika, as I pointed
out earlier. The short vowel in the gen.pl. Cz. krav, dél is an indication
that the loss of the laryngeal feature was posterior to the generalization
of length in the gen.pl., which must have taken place in the period
around Dybo’s law.

The absolute chronology is indicated by the final accentuation in
Ru. kordl’, SCr. kralj. The accentuation of this word does not imply
that the borrowing preceded Dybo’s law because the word may have
been adapted to the existing accent pattern, cf. Lith. kultira, literatira.
Other loans may be older than Dybo’s law, e.g. Ru. kostér. Since
the name of Charlemagne cannot have been borrowed before 800 A.D.,
Stang’s law must be dated in the ninth century and the final loss
of the laryngeal feature must have occurred toward the end of the
eighth century. I assume that the period between Dybo’s law and Stang’s
law was relatively short. The East Slavic polnoglasie must be dated
shortly before Stang’s law.

3.7 SLOVINCIAN

In the preceding chapters I have not taken the Slovincian material
into account. This is not because 1 think that Slovincian is of no
value for the reconstruction of Slavic accentuation, but simply because
I think that its value is seriously impaired by a number of secondary
developments which have not as yet been properly investigated. One
cannot reach any definite conclusions without previously undertaking
an exhaustive synchronic analysis of the language. A superficial com-
parison of the Slovincian material with what is known about Slavic
accentuation from other sources can easily lead to wrong conclusions.
Thus, Garde recently (1973) put forward the hypothesis that Dybo’s
law, which he calls Illic-Svity¢’s law, did not operate in the West Slavic
dialects. In fact, there are valuable indications both in Slovincian and
in Czecho-Slovak and Polish that the shift operated in the whole
Slavic area. The original state of affairs in Slovincian has been obscured
mainly by three phonetic retractions of the ictus, the generalization
of certain case endings, and two layers of morphological barytonesis.
In the following discussion I shall use a simplified variant of Lorentz’s
orthography.
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Garde claims that historically mobile paradigms are mobile in
Slovincian, while all other paradigms have, as a rule, fixed stress on
the stem. This is simply incorrect. As Van Wijk pointed out more
than half a century ago, Slavic oxytona with a long stem vowel have
fixed stress on the stem, whereas the majority of Slavic oxytona with
a short stem vowel have become mobile (1922:24). Moreover, Slavic
barytona with secondary rising intonation, ie. where Dybo’s law
operated but did not yield oxytonesis, have fixed stress on the stem. Van
Wijk draws attention to the fact that composita like fxéud and zbjég
have fixed stress, whereas a few simplicia like bjég are mobile (1922:13),
This is indeed an important indication that Dybo’s law did operate
in Slovincian. The difference between fixed stress in fxdud and analo-
gically xdud on the one hand and mobility in béub, dvor, nouz, voul etc.
on the other can only be explained by assuming that the latter paradigms
were stressed on the ending at an earlier stage and joined the mobile
pattern after a retraction of the ictus.

Garde’s second piece of evidence is the accentuation of goluoloud,
daruovac, daruovoul, as opposed to Ru. gololéd, darovar’, daroval.
This is no indication at all because in Slovincian the accent never
falls on the final syllable of polysyllabic word forms except for a few
cases where it is secondary. The regular stress pattern has been preserved
in koluodzei, loc.sg. kolodzieji. In the verb the old accentuation has
been preserved in the fem.sg. form of the /[-participle darova, with
subsequent loss of the ending.

As far as I can see, we have to assume three phonetic retractions
of the ictus in Slovincian. The stress was first retracted from any
final syllable to a preceding long vowel (cf. Kurylowicz 1952:16).
This can be viewed as an expansion of Stang’s law. The stress was
not retracted from medial syllables, cf. zabdva, voytrioba, which again
proves that Dybo’s law did operate in Slovincian. Then the ictus was
retracted from short vowels in final open syllables. As a consequence
of this development, the three accentual paradigms were reduced to
two. In the verb the retraction in the 1st sg. pjiS¢ and the imp.sg.
pjise led to a paradigm with fixed stress. The retraction is clearly
phonetic because it did not take place before an enclitic particle, cf. imp.
zacnji, zacnjica, pomozi-mjs. Finally, the ictus was regularly retracted
from final syilables of polysyllabic word forms. Final stress was
restored in the inst.pl. forms of mobile paradigms, e.g. rqgkami, bregami.
The latter forms cannot be old because of two reasons. First, the
stress was retracted in the aH-stems according to Hirt’s law, cf.



36 THE LOSS OF THE IE LARYNGEALS

Slovene goram, gorah, Cak. (Novi) gordami. Second, the final vowel
of the ending must be identified with *-y, like in xlopi, not with
*-i, which would regularly palatalize the preceding consonant, cf. mjili.
The long vowel in the gen.dat.sg. briegii cannot be old either, cf. the
short ending in nom.pl. xluopji. The long vowel is analogical after the
loc.sg. ending.

There have been two more retractions of the stress in Slovincian.
As a rule, the ictus was retracted in those forms of polysyllabic
words with fixed stress on the syllable preceding the ending, where
the mobile type stressed the initial syllable, e.g. lasica, doplita,
casnuota, acc.sg. [3sacq, duoplatq, cdsnotq, and duoxoud, gen.pl.
doxtiodou, neuter kuolano, kuopato, nom-acc.pl. koldna, kopita like
Jiezoro, jezuora. The same development took place in the verb, e.g.
napjisa, napjises, imp. ndpjisa, like duonjosq, donjieses, imp. pranjesa.
This retraction must have preceded the retraction from short vowels
in final open syllables, which eliminated the motivation for a deviating
accentuation in the acc.sg. of the aH-stems. On the other hand, it
must have been posterior to the general retraction of the ictus from
final syllables of polysyllabic word forms because the Slavic oxytone
type and the type with fixed stress on a medial syllable had apparently
coalesced, e.g. buogoc, karémoF, kuovol, loc.sg. bogducu, karémari,
kovdulii. After the retraction from short vowels in final open syllables
the ictus was analogically retracted in the nom.gen.datloc.sg. of
polysyllabic aH-stems when these cases differed from the acc.sg. and
nom-acc.pl. as to their accentuation, e.g. maotoka, inst.sg. motdkouy,
gen.pl. mot3k. This process was under way at the beginning of our
century (cf. Kurytowicz 1952:13f). It had affected such words as
buogocka, karémorka, kuovolka, where the new accentuation was
supported by the corresponding masculines. The new development
reached derivations later than the words from which they were derived,
cf. komuora, komorka, kuobala, kobilka, niogsica, nogdicka, sdrota,
sdrotka. For the details I refer to Kurylowicz’s article about Slovincian
accentuation.

The question remains how the tendency to retract the ictus, which
is so clearly perceivable in Slovincian and which led to the stabili-
zation of the stress on the initial syllable in the other West Slavic
languages, came about. I think that the origin must be sought in the
shortening of falling vowels, which affected the North earlier than the
South. The latter development reached the South Slavic area after
the generalization of length in pretonic vowels which alternated with
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long stressed vowels, e.g. SCr.Sln. dusa. This generalization could
take place only after Dybo’s law, which re-introduced phonemic length
in pretonic syllables. In West Slavic the old circumflex was shortened
before length could be restored in the end-stressed forms of the
paradigm. As a result, tone and quantity lost their mutual indepen-
dence. After Stang’s law and the retraction to a preceding long vowel,
non-initial stress was associated with accentual mobility, which again
led to barytonesis. The details may have been different in various
dialects, but the general trend was the same.

Apart from the evidence mentioned above, like fixed stress in
fxéud, zbjég and medial accentuation in zdbdva, voytruoba, there are
other indications that Dybo’s law operated in Slovincian like every-
where else. First, there is the isolated word vjigno, where the final
accentuation cannot otherwise be explained. Second, there is a class
of feminine nouns with final stress, e.g. cenjdu, pointing to earlier
*tensja, cf. Ru. sud’jd. If Dybo’s law had not operated, one would
expect retraction of the ictus. Finally, such forms as Czech miiZes,
ville, Slovak méZes, vol'a, Polish stréza (cf. Cak. strdZa) can only be
explained by assuming final accentuation at an carlier stage.



CHAPTER 4

THE ADJECTIVE

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In the simple adjective we find the same accentuation types as in
the substantive, e.g. *rads, *stars, *{ists, *syts with a laryngealized
root vowel, *béls, *gols, *ostrs, *nove with later oxytonesis according
to Dybo’s law, and *boss, *siixe, *jine, *molds with old mobility,
cf. Cak. (Novi) stdra, cista, bélo, golo, Slovene jund, mlads. The same
types occur in suffixed forms, e.g. *gladeks, *kysels, *tezoks, *debély,
*mekwks, *véselo, where the retraction of the ictus is due to Hirt’s
law in the first and to Pedersen’s law in the last examples, cf. Slovene
gldtko, tesko, mehkd. The problem is that the distribution of the
patterns has been obscured by the transition of many adjectives into
other classes. Thus, the mobility in Cak. novd, novo is definitely
secondary in view of the short vowel in nov, which points to an old
rising accent. As a result of the numerous transitions, it is hard to
find exact correspondences between different languages. Now the
question must be posed how this situation came about.

4.2 DOLOBKO’S LAW

The compound adjective results from the composition of two elements
which gradually merged to form a unity. The composition goes pro-
bably back to the Balto-Slavic period in view of the close correspon-
dence between Baltic and Slavic in this respect. The unity can hardly
be so old, however. The Lithuanian forms géras, gerdsis point to the
fact that the pronominal element in the compound adjective was still
an enclitic particle at the time when stressed e,a were lengthened,
ie. shortly after the dissolution of the Letto-Lithuanian linguistic
unity, but that it had developed into a regular suffix in the period
when Nieminen’s law operated (cf. Kortlandt 1974). In Slavic the clitic
had become a suffix before the earliest loss of intervocalic *j, which
took place before Dybo’s law.

In words with mobile stress the ictus moved from the initial syllable
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to the end of the word when an enclitic was added, e.g. SCr. nocas,
Jesénas, zimis, but [jétés, jiitrés. This is Dolobko’s law, which must
be dated somewhere between the end of the Balto-Slavic linguistic
unity and the loss of intervocalic *j. Like Dybo (1962:26f.), I do not
agree with Stang (1957:103) and Ebeling (1967:587) that the ictus
advanced to the syllable preceding the enclitic. The above cases, like
Ru. rodilsjd, rodilis’, are inconclusive in this respect because of the
lost jer. However, ORu. postyZusjd shows that the stress shifted to
the enclitic itself, or rather to the last syllable of the compound,
cf. Slovene lahkega, lahkemu. The latter accentuation is also found
in some Serbo-Croatian dialects. For the Old Russian and Middle
Bulgarian evidence see Dybo 1971. Thus, the shift strengthened rather
than attenuated the lateral mobility in Slavic noun inflection. This is
another indication that Dolobko’s law must be dated in approximately
the same period as Pedersen’s law. The similar accent shift in Bul-
garian occurred much later and operated differently (Bulaxovskij
1921:286).

The timbre of the vowel in Ru.dial. gélyj, Slovene goli shows that
the retraction of the stress is a result of Stang’s law. Consequently,
the paradigm must have had a number of long endings, which can
only have arisen by contraction after the loss of intervocalic *j. I
assume that Slavic contractions go back to two different periods.
Before the operation of Dybo’s law, vowels in posttonic syllables were
contracted after the loss of intervocalic *j, e.g. Cak. (Novi) pita,
Bulg. pita, Polish pyta < *pytdte < *pytaets. Later contractions did
not affect the whole Slavic territory, e.g. Cak. kopa, Bulg. kopde,
Old Polish kopaje < *kopa(j)ets. 1t is unclear to what extent the first
type of contraction affected the East Slavic dialects. Adjectival forms
like Ru.Ukr. débrym and the neuter nom.sg. Ukr. débre seem to
indicate that the older contractions did reach East Slavic. Here Ru.
pytdet, Ukr. pytdje may or may not be back-formations after Ru.
kopdet, Ukr. kopdje, or the timbre of the vowels may have prevented
contraction.

As a result of Dolobko’s law and the early contractions, approxi-
mately the following paradigms existed in the Common Slavic period
between Dybo’s law and the loss of the laryngeal feature.

*novp *bosyje *novago *bosaego
*nova *bosaja *novilmu *bosuemil

*nove *bosojé *novpmes *bosyime
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*novi *bosii *novixs *bosyixs
*novg *hosyje *novime *bosyimp
*nova . *bosaja *novpmi *bosyimi

The loss of the laryngeal feature and the later contractions gave rise
to an extensive interchange between these two paradigms. According
to Stang’s law, the ictus was retracted in the majority of forms
belonging to the first paradigm, cf. Ru. névyj, bosé;.

4.3 THE COMPARATIVE

The stem vowel is rising in the comparative before the suffix *-je,
e.g. Ru. moléoze, doréZe. The long stem vowel in Old Czech hire, méne,
Ru.dial. béle points unambiguously to a neo-acute. The most plausible
explandtion is that originally the comparative had fixed stress on
the root so that the stem vowel received rising pitch, and that the
word-final vowel was lengthened as a result of Van Wijk’s law. Thus,
the development of *gdore < *gorje is wholly analogous to the develop-
ment of *véja < *voljaH.

Stang assumes (1957:104f.) that the comparative shows proto-Slavic
metatony and that the neo-acute in the words mentioned above is due
to analogy. However, I fail to see the motivation for the analogy.
After the loss of the laryngeal feature, the old acute vowels fell together
with the short rising vowels, so that one would expect *o instead of
*¢ if the origin of the intonation were analogical. The only argument
against an original neo-acute is the short vowel in Cak. (Novi) vise,
drdZe, suse. But here the short vowel can easily have been introduced
after the long forms of the comparative, e.g. midji, cf. Stok. mladi,
mlddost. There is no reason to assume any real metatony at any stage
in the development of Slavic.

Indeed, the possibility of métatonie rude is hard to accept if one
agrees that the final loss of the laryngeal feature occurred as late as
I have suggested. The difference between Ru. zdloto, gérod and pozoléta,
ogordd goes back to an original distinction between mobile stress in
the simple noun and fixed stress on the prefix in the compound,
with later shift in accordance with Dybo’s law. In Slavic, in contra-
distinction to Baltic, there never was any metatony because there was
no model for it.
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51 INTRODUCTION

If the theory presented in the foregoing chapters is correct, there was
a period of common Balto-Slavic development between the times of
IE linguistic unity and the separation into a Baltic and a Slavic branch.
To this period belong the earliest retraction of the ictus from medial
syllables in mobile paradigms, the extension of barytonesis to nouns
with vocalic stems, the oxytonesis in paradigms with end-stressed forms,
the retraction of the ictus known as Hirt’s law, and the retraction
from final open syllables in disyllabic word forms (cf. Kortlandt 1974).
The decisive argument for assuming a separate Balto-Slavic period
is not the mere existence of common innovations but the shared
chronology of these innovations. It follows that the Balto-Slavic period
comprises at least the period between the first common innovation
after the dissolution of the IE linguistic unity and the last shared
development of the two branches.

In view of this result, we have to assume that there was a common
Balto-Slavic flexional system before the separation of the branches.
In this chapter I shall try to reconstruct the case endings of the
substantive at the end of the Balto-Slavic period, concentrating upon
the points where the accentuation provides valuable information. At
this stage, there were four short vowels *i, *e, *o, *u, five short vowels
before laryngeal *iH, *eH, *aH, *oH, *uH, at least four long vowels
*é, *a, *o, *q, and a large number of diphthongs. The syllabic
resonants had been lost, cf. Lith. vilkas, gurklys, Polish witk, gardio,
going back to *il, *ur.

52 NOMINATIVE

The nominative singular is either sigmatic or asigmatic. In masculine
and feminine nouns we find *-s after *o, *i, *u and zero after *H, *r,
*n, e.g. Lith. digvas, asis, sanus, Ziema, pati, 2émé, dukté, akmué. The
sigmatic ending is also present in the participles, e.g. Lith. sukds.
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The neuter ending is zero except for the o-stems, which will be
discussed below.

The circumflex intonation of the ending in Lith. Z&mé presents
a problem. Endzelin’s suggestion of analogy after dukté is not con-
vincing. If the contention that a Balto-Slavic acute goes back to a
laryngeal is correct, the circumflex cannot simply be ascribed to a
contraction because the laryngeal was word-final. It is possible that
the laryngeal was regularly lost after a long vowel, cf. Lith. duds,
SCr. da < *doHs. On the other hand, Lith. Z&meé is the expected
form of the acc.sg. if the hypothesis of regular loss of a word-final
resonant after a long vowel is correct. In the latter case, the develop-
ment of *é& < *¢N < *eHm is analogous to the development of *é¢ < *er
in dukté or *3 < *aN < *aHm in raiikq. A definite conclusion does
not seem possible on the basis of the available evidence. Apart from
the isolated nom.sg. form, the paradigm of Z&mé has been remodelled
after the paradigm of rankad. Since it is impossible to distinguish
between the original and the analogous forms, I shall leave the
paradigm of zémé out of consideration in the sequel. 1 have no satis-
factory explanation for the circumflex in Slovene kri, which may or
may not be analogical after kost, cf. SCr. k¥v, gen.sg. krvi. The original
acute has been preserved before the formative suffix in *jezpks, cf. OPr.
insuwis.

The nominative plural of masc. and fem. nouns ends in *-es except
for the o-stems, e.g. Lith. rafikos, with *-as from *-aHes, dial.
akmenes (Stang 1966:222), OChSL. kamene, synove, and poteje < *-eies
with reduction of *¢ before *i. The nom.pl. ending of Lith. dkys, siiniis
probably goes back to the ending *-iHes, *-uHes of the corresponding
H-stems, cf. Czech cirkve, Skt. tamiah. The neuter nom.pl. ending
is *-aH, e.g. SCr. séla, polja, nebésa, Slovene tel¢ta. -

One of the most difficult problems in Baltic historical grammar
is the nom.pl. ending of the o-stems, e.g. Lith. vilkai. The ending,
which may or may not be identical to the ending in the adjective geri
and the pronoun (¢, is enigmatic in all respects. Firstly, the ictus
has escaped both the early Balto-Slavic barytonesis and the late Balto-
Slavic retraction from final syllables in disyllabic words. Secondly,
it is unclear why -ai has not regularly developed into -ie in the noun.
Thirdly, the intonation presents a problem.

The IE ending *-0-es, which is still found in Skt. vikdh and Gothic
wulfos, and also in Oscan-Umbrian, was replaced by the pronominal
ending *-0i in the majority of IE dialects, e.g. Gr. likoi, Lat. lupi,
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OChSI. visci. This replacement may have been 2 common innovation
in the central IE dialectal area. In any case it must go back to the
earliest dialectal period because it was apparently earlier than the
Balto-Slavic barytonesis, which belongs to the oldest innovations of
the branch. The fact that the barytonesis did not reach the nom.pl.
of the o-stems can only be explained by assuming that the ending
differed considerably from the other flexion types.

The question why the ictus was not retracted in accordance with
Ebeling’s law, as it was in the loc.sg. of the ¢-stems, is more com-
plicated. I think that the answer is provided by the Slavic material.
The nom.pl. OChSI. vieci differs from the loc.sg. OChSIL. vlscé just
as the imperative beri differs from the old medial perfect véde. The
development of *oi into i instead of & in beri is best explained by
assuming a narrowing before word-final *S at some stage in the
history of Slavie, cf. Gr. phérois. This assumption is supported by the
development of *-0iS, *-oHns into *-7, *-y, OChSI. vloky, as opposed
to -u, -¢ from *-gi, *-ont. Similarly, we have to assume that the
nom.pl. vleci goes back to the enlarged form *vilkois, with *-s analo-
gically after the other flexion types, as opposed to the loc.sg. viecé
< *vilkoi. The only problem in this approach is the chronology of
the enlargement. On the basis of Lith. vilkai 1 assume that it goes
back to the Balto-Slavic period. The final *-s distinguished the noun
from the adjective, which simply had the pronominal ending, like
Gothic blindai. In Slavic, the sigmatic ending was later extended
to the adjective.

This solution accounts for two problems but creates a third one,
viz. the subsequent loss of the final *s in Baltic. I think that the
latter phenomenon is explained by the diphthong -ai, which is in turn
explained by the presence of the *s. Elsewhere 1 have pointed out
that the difference between Lith. dat.sg. vilkui < *-6i and inst.pl.
vilkdis < *-6is is a valuable indication for the relative chronology
of the (East) Baltic monophthongization and the shortening of long
diphthongs (Kortlandt 1974). The monophthongization entailed the
well-known shift in the ablaut relations. This reshuffling must have
occurred in the same period as the shortening of long diphthongs
in view of the many doublets with ai and wi (cf. Stang 1966:71).
Most probably, length was neutralized in closed final syllables before
the monophthongization, whereas the shortening of word-final long
diphthongs was posterior to the reshuffling. As a consequence of
the neutralization, the nom.pl. *vilkoiS and the inst.pl. *vik6iS
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became homophonous. The syncretism did not take place in the
adjective and the pronoun, which had no final *s in the nominative.
The homophony in the noun was resolved by elimination of the final
*s after the monophthongization of relevantly short *oi. Thus, we
arrive at nom.pl. *re vilkai versus inst.pl. *#aiS vilkaiS. The relation
between *z and *ai was particularly clear because both of them
alternated with *ai in unstressed syllables, where the opposition was
neutralized. After the introduction of unstressed *2, the alternation
between *& and *ai was suppressed except in the isolated paradigm
Latv. iét.

Finally, the intonation has to be taken into account. If the above
hypothesis is correct, the circumflex in the noun is original and the
acute in the adjective must be explained as a secondary development.
I think that it must be connected with the loss of the neuter gender
in Baltic. The form Lith. geri has probably arisen as a contamination
of the masculine *geroi and the neuter *geraH. This is not the only
contamination of this kind, cf. below.

The nominative and the accusative of the dual ended in *H or *i,
e.g. Lith. vilkn, ranki, avi, simu, OChSI. viska, izé, rocé, kosti, syny
< *oH, *-0i, *-aHi, *-iH, *-uH. The old accentuation may have been
preserved in Slovene géri < *gori, while the stress was analogically
retracted elsewhere, e.g. Lith. gdlvi, kélmu, Slovene gubé, moZa,
kosti < *giibe, *m@Za, *kosti, cf. nom-acc.pl. gorg, kosti. There are
a few OLith. instances of the old nom.du. ending of the consonant
stems *-¢, which is also found in Greek.

5.3 ACCUSATIVE

The acc.sg. ending was *-m for masculine and feminine nouns, e.g.
Lith. dkmenj, nakti, siny, OChSl. kamens, nosts, syns < *-iN, *-uN.
Stem-final *H was lost before this ending, e.g. Lith. raikq, OChSI.
roko < *-g. The o-stems present a problem. The Slavic material points
to narrowing of *o before word-final nasal, e.g. OChSI. vieks < *vilkuN.
In spite of Lith. vilkq 1 think that this narrowing goes back to the
Balto-Slavic period. There are several arguments for this point of
view. Firstly, the regular reflex of the ending *-oN is present in
the gen.pl. Lith. vilk#, cf. below. Secondly, there is a chronological
argument. In Slavic we find a nasal vowel in the 3rd plural of the
thematic aorist, e.g. OChSI. sédg < *-ont. Consequently, the narrowing
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of *-oN into *-uN must have been anterior to the loss of word-final
*t. But the latter phenomenon must be dated in the Balto-Slavic
period because it preceded the retraction of the ictus from final open
syllables in disyllabic words (Ebeling’s law), cf. Lith. gen.sg. vilko,
3rd sg. nésa, SCr. aor. nése. Thirdly, the narrowing must be viewed
in connection with the loss of the neuter gender in Baltic.

The nom. and acc.sg. of the neuter o-stems ended in *-om, cf. Skt.
yugdm, Gr. zugon. In Slavic there is no narrowing in the IE oxytone
neuters, ¢.g. OChSI. igo, but there is in the IE barytone neuters, e.g.
OCRhSI. dvor, cf. Skt. dvaram (see Illic-Svity¢ 1963:124). This must
be explained by the substitution of the pronominal ending for the
ending *-om in the oxytone neuters. Here again the chronological
problem presents itself. In view of the absence of mobility within the
singular of neuter paradigms, we have to assume that the old
oxytone neuters were barytonized as a result of Ebeling’s law and
that the historical oxytone neuters in Slavic can only have arisen as
a result of Dybo’s law. Consequently, the replacement of the ending
by that of the pronoun must be dated in the Balto-Slavic period. Thus,
I assume that the old neuter ending in Lith. $d/ta was not confined to
the adjective at an earlier stage. This is confirmed by certain loan
words from Baltic in Finnish.

The question remains why the replacement of the ending *-om was
confined to IE oxytone neuters. I think that the reason is found
in the early Balto-Slavic barytonesis. After the rise of lateral mobility
in the polysyllabic consonant stems (Pedersen’s law), the retraction
of the ictus in the acc.sg. form was extended to the other flexion types.
Consequently, the acc.sg. ending of the masc. o-stems *-oN became
marked in relation to the other case endings of the oxytone paradigm
as an unstressed ending. The re-evaluation of the ending *-oN as
markedly unstressed, which was perfectly compatible with the existence
of barytone neuter o-stems, was hampered by the existence of oxytone
neuters in *-oN. The antinomy was resolved by the substitution of the
pronominal ending in the oxytone neuters. The replacement preceded
the narrowing, which in turn preceded the loss of final *¢. Thus, we
arrive at the following relative chronology : (1) barytonesis, (2) replace-
ment of the neuter ending, (3) narrowing of *o before final nasal,
(4) loss of final *¢, (5) Ebeling’s law. The replacement of *-oN in the
oxytona and the narrowing of *-oN in the barytona led to the separation
of the two neuter paradigms and to the merger of the old barytone
neuters with the barytone masculine o-stems. Ebeling’s law barytonized
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the remaining neuters, which then merged with the masculines in Baltic,
but not in Slavic, where the old masc. nominative form was lost.

There were three motive forces for the replacement of the old
accusative ending *-u/N by *-oN in the o-stems in Baltic. Firstly, the
nom. and acc.sg. were in every other flexion type characterized by
one and the same vocalic formative before the consonantal case marker.
Secondly, the replacement removed the homonymy between the acc.sg.
and gen.pl. endings. Thirdly, the neuter nom. and acc.sg. was already
characterized by the vowel *o, after which the consonantal case
marker was added. In Slavic the old masc. nominative was replaced
by the accusative form after the general loss of final consonants had
yielded the syncretism of nom. and acc.sg. in the /- and u-stems and
the rise of new neuter words in -0, e.g. OChSL. slovo. These develop-
ments eventually led to the merger of the masculine o- and u-stems as
well as to the merger of the neuter o- and s-stems.

On the basis of these considerations I assume for the last stage
of Balto-Slavic the existence of three o-stem paradigms. There were
stem-stressed masculines with a nominative in *-os, e.g. *vilkos, or
*-uN, e.g. *dvoruN, and an accusative in *-uN. There were masculines
with an end-stressed nominative in *-os and a stem-stressed accusative
in *-uN. And there were neuters with a stem-stressed nom.-acc. in *-o.
The second type was lost in Slavic and the third type in Baltic. The
previous existence of an asigmatic nominative in Baltic is still con-
firmed by OPr. assaran, etc.

The accusative plural ended in *-HNs, e.g. Lith. vilkus, avis, siinus,
Sunis, rankas, OChSL. vleky, roky, OPr. rankans. The laryngeal may or
may not offer an explanation for the long vowel in Skt. vikan, dvin,
suniin, where the ad hoc hypothesis of lengthening before *-us is not
satisfactory. The ending *-HNs may or may not have resulted from
a blending of *-Hs and *-Ns, cf. Skt. dsvah, Gothic gibos but wulfans.

5.4 GENITIVE

The gen.sg. ending was *-es after a consonant, including *H, e.g. Lith.
rankos, with *-ds < *-aHes, OChS\. kamene, svekrsve < *-enes, *-uHes.
The circumflex in Lith. pacids, which goes back to *potiaHs, is borrowed
from the aH-stems. In the i- and wu-stems the IE endings have been
preserved in Lith. a$i@s, sianaiis, OChSl. kosti, synu < *-eis, *-ous.
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The retraction of the ictus in Slavic presents a problem. The old
accentuation is still found in Old Russian (cf. Stang 1957:87). In other
dialects the ictus was retracted after the loss of the final *s in order
to avoid homonymy with the locative. The long vowel which resulted
from the diphthong gave rise to the neo-circumflex in Slovene niti,
cf. nom.sg. nit. The gen.sg. ending of the o-stems was *-@, which goes
back to the IE ablative, e.g. Lith. vilko, OChSI. viska. The alleged
preservation of the old IE genitive in OPr. deiwas is purely hypothetical.
As Vaillant has pointed out (1958:30), the form is best explained by
assuming the addition of a secondary *-s to the Balto-Slavic genitive
on the analogy of the other flexion types, all of which had a genitive
in *-s, cf. OPr. d@lgas with the same ending.

The enigmatic gen.sg. ending in the Slavic aH-stems must be
due to the substitution of the acc.pl. ending after the loss of final *s.
The latter phenomenon caused the syncretism of nominative and
accusative in a number of flexion types, which then could be extended
analogically. Presumably the acc.pl. ending was first introduced in
the nom.pl. of words where the loss of final *s had yielded homonymy
of nom.sg. and nom.pl. forms, e.g. *osnovd. The number of words
with *-g in the nom.sg. was considerably increased by Van Wijk’s
law, e.g. *voja. The old nom.pl. form in *-@ was finally lost when
the levelling of quantity in unstressed endings made the confusion
with the nom.sg. form complete. If this view is correct, concurrent
nom.pl. forms may have existed during a considerable period. The
existence of doublets during the period of gradual replacement led
to the introduction of the new ending in the gen.sg. form, where
both the old ending and the motivation for an analogical replacement
were the same.

The IE gen.pl. ending was *-om, which was narrowed to *-uN in
the Balto-Slavic period, as was pointed out above, e.g. Lith. akment,
OCHhSI. kamens. The same ending is found in the other flexion types,
e.g. Lith. vilkij, rafiky, OChSL. vilsks, roks, and potejs, synove, svekrsve
< *-¢ioN, *-ouoN, *-uHoN. Like in the nominative, the ending of
Lith. avig, sanii goes back to the ending *-iHoN, *-uHoN of the cor-
responding H-stems, which developed into *-iuN, *-uN after the loss
of the laryngeal. The old gen.pl. ending is still found in Skt. asmdakam,
yusmakam, which betray its origin. Elsewhere the long vowel
resulting from the contraction with a preceding formative vowel has
been generalized, e.g. Skt. padim, Gr. podon. The Italic and Celtic
evidence is inconclusive as to the length of the desinential vowel.
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The supposition that the gen.pl. ending goes back to IE *-6m is
not just highly improbable because of Lith. akmué < *akmoN, but
simply impossible because of Slavic *-5. There is no reason to assume
that the ending was shortened at any stage in the development of
Slavic. The connection with the apparent metatony before the gen.pl.
ending, which is supported by Van Wijk, Pedersen, and Stang, is
incorrect because it neglects the chronology of the Slavic developments :
the shortening, if any, must have preceded the rise of the new timbre
distinctions, whereas the metatony must have been later, cf. Slovene
gor. The lengthening of short stem vowels in the gen.pl. results from
the retraction of the stress from a final jer and its analogical extension,
as was pointed out above. The retraction must be dated between Van
Wijk’s law and Dybo’s law. The extension did not affect acute stem
vowels because they were indifferent with respect to length at that
stage. After the loss of the laryngeal feature, length was generalized
in the gen.pl. in Slovene (neo-circumflex) and Serbo-Croat. On the
other hand, the new short rising vowel was lengthened in Czech
krdva, but not in krav. Thus, the whole development of quantitative
alternations in the gen.pl. is posterior to the rise of the new timbre
distinctions.

The genitive and locative of the dual ended in *-ou or *-ous, e.g.
OChSI. vilsku, roku, synovu. The old locative has been preserved in
Lith. dviejau, pusiaii, pointing to *-ou, which is confirmed by the
Avestan loc.du. zastayé. It is possible that Skt. vikayoh represents
the old genitive, but it is unclear whether this form ever existed in
Balto-Slavic. Unfortunately, the Slavic accentuation has not been
preserved, except for the isolated form ORu. nogu (Stang 1957:63).
It does not seem possible to base any conclusions on SCr. ruka,
where the short stem vowel points to a contraction in the desinence.
There is a variant Lith. dviejaus, but this form can easily have arisen
after the model geriafi, geriafis. The accentuation of pusiai may also
be due to the influence of other adverbial formations.

55 LOCATIVE

The locative offers more problems than any other case. The IE loc.sg.
ending *-i is found in OChSL. vlsce, rocé < *-o0i, *-aHi, and in Lith.
namig, dial. (Buividze) vilki¢, where the final accentuation must be
borrowed from the loc.sg. of other flexion types. If this explanation
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is correct, the ending of Lith. labaT is the regular reflex of unstressed
*-of, which later received the ictus after the end-stressed forms of
the adjectival paradigm. The accentuation of Ru. zibe, Cak. (Novi)
vlasi must be old because it is the only stem-stressed locative and
lacks a model for analogical development. Both the retraction of
the ictus in this form and the long vowel in the Slavic loc.sg. ending
of the i- and u-stems point to the absence of a laryngeal. On the
other hand, the final accentuation in the latter forms presents a
problem. I think that we have to start from a trisyllabic form *kosteii,
where the final accentuation which originated from the Balto-Slavic
oxytonesis was regularly maintained, and that the ending *-oui was
analogically replaced. The locative ending in such forms as OChSI.
kamene is enigmatic.

In Baltic the locative endings have been enlarged by the fusion
with a postposition *en. The resulting forms present three problems :
the acute intonation of the postposition, the loss of a preceding
laryngeal in such forms as Lith. rafikoje, and the original shape of the
ending to which the postposition was added. After Biiga and Stang,
I assume that Lith. buté goes back to *butz eN or *bute ¢. If my
contention that at this stage the laryngeal was something like a
glottal stop is correct, we can write * H instead of the word boundary :
*buteHeN, *buteHe. When the laryngeal lost its segmental status and
became a feature of the vowel, the form changed into *but¢é, which
regularly developed into buté. In the other flexion types the develop-
ment was slightly more complicated. The form *roNkaHi eN developed
into *rankaj¢, with dissimilation of the first laryngeal, so that the
ictus was not transferred according to de Saussure’s law in Lithuanian.
In sanujé there is a short vowel in the medial syllable. Since this is the
only flexion type where we find a short vowel in the prefinal syllable,
it cannot be the result of an analogical development. I think that the
form goes back to *sunui¢ < *suHnuHi eN, where the ending was
borrowed from the uH-stems, like in the nom. and gen. forms of the
plural. The long vowel in avyjé must be analogical after the one in
gaidyjeé, which is the expected loc.sg. form if the contraction in gaidys
is older than the monophthongization. The forms OLith. nakteie,
ugnip may go back to expansions of the original loc.sg. forms *nokteii,
*ugniHi.

The IE loc.pl. ending *-su is found in OChSI. kostexs, synexs,
rokaxs with analogical *x, and vlecéxs < *-0iSu, cf. Skt. vikesu. The
Lithuanian forms which end in -se have been remodelled after the
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singular. The old quantity has been preserved in the adverbial form
akisu (Stang 1966:213) and in dial. avisu, nFguse. The long vowel in
avysé, rafikose is borrowed from the loc.sg. form avyjé, raiikoje.
I think that the ending -uose of the o-stems goes back to an analogical
formation *-su after *-asu in rafikose, and that the nasal vowel found
in certain dialects is due to a much later influence of the acc.pl.
form (illative). The latter influence cannot have been old because of
the intonational difference. In Slovene we find the expected retraction
of the stress according to Hirt’s law in the aH-stems and final accen-
tuation in the o-stems, e.g. gorah, mozéh, cf. Cak. (Novi) gordh,
viasih, going back to *-aHsu, *-0iSu. This confirms that the loss of
the laryngeal in Lith. raiikose is an innovation.

5.6 DATIVE

The dat.sg. ending *-ei is found in OChSI. rocé, with *-ai < *-aHei,
svekrovi < *-uHei, synovi, kameni. The same ending *-@i is found in
Lith. rafikai. In the o-stems the ending is *-6i, which is represented
in Lith. vilkui, OChSl. visku. The latter form is due either to the
Umilaut of the final palatal element after the long rounded vowel, which
is an ad hoc supposition, or simply to its loss in the period between
the change of final *6 into *# in OChSI. kamy and the monophthongi-
zation of diphthongs, when *ou became *6, e.g. in the gen.sg. synu.
The latter development preceded the rise of the new timbre distinctions,
when the opposition /6 ~ @2/ was rephonemicized as [u,ii ~ y,y/. The
same loss of the final semivowel in the dat.sg. ending of the o-stems
is found in Lith. dial. (Gervé¢iai) vilkuo. The ending *-ei in the i-stems
goes back to a Balto-Slavic haplological simplification, e.g. OChSI.
kosti, Lith.dial. (Gervéciai) dvie.

The dat.pl. ending was *-mus, e.g. Lith. raiikoms, vilkdms, avims,
sinams, OChSl.rokams, vivkoms, kostems, synsme. The retraction of
the ictus according to Hirt’s law in Lith. galvéms, Latv. siévdam was
analogically extended to the other end-stressed types. Later the
laryngeal was eliminated in Lith. rafikoms after the locatives rafikoje,
rafikose, so that de Saussure’s law did not operate. In Slavic the
retraction remained confined to the aH-stems, cf. Slovene gordm,
mozZem < *-aHmus, *-omus. The ending in OPr. gennamans, waikammans
is due to the influence of the acc.pl. ending in gennans, deiwans.
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The dative and instrumental of the dual ended in *-maH, e.g. OChSL
vlskoma, synsma, Slovene gordma. The final vowel was lost in Lithua-
nian, where the intonational difference between dat.du. vilkdm, galvéom,
sunam and inst.du. vilkam, galvém, sanuim betrays an earlier accentual
difference *-amaH, *-amdH etc., which must have been introduced
analogically after the plural forms.

5.7 INSTRUMENTAL

The inst.sg. form ended in *H or *mi, e.g. Lith. dievd, avimi, sianumi,
OChSI. potems, synmems. The ending of Lith.dial. (N.W. Zem.) siinomi,
which points to *-miH, must be analogical after the plural. In the
aH-stems | assume concurrent forms, e.g. *golHvaH, *golHvg, with
*-@ < *-am, like in the acc.sg. ending. Since the ictus was régularly
retracted in the second variant but not in the first, the first variant
was homonymous with the nom.sg. and the second with the acc.sg.
form. The homonymy was-eliminated by a contamination of the two
variants, cf. Lith. gd/va, which goes back to the first variant with the
accentuation of the second, and Saltgja, which points to the second
variant with the accentuation of the first. In Slavic we find pronominal
endings in the o- and aH-stems, e.g. viskoms, rokojo, and analogically
kostejo.

The inst.pl. ending was *-0iS in the o-stems and *-miHS elsewhere,
e.g. Lith. vilkdis, raiikomis, avimis, sanumis, Slovene raki, konji, leti,
gorami, nitmi, kostmi. In the af{-stems the ictus was retracted according
to Hirt’s law, cf. Cak. (Novi) gorami. The final accentuation was
restored in Lith. galvomis after the other flexion types, and the laryngeal
in the medial syllable was eliminated on the analogy of the locative
so that de Saussure’s law did not operate. In the o-stems, the ending
*-60.S was regularly shortened in Lith. vilkals and narrowed in OChSI.
vivky, Iéty. The narrowing of the diphthong before word-final *S in
the latter forms is known from the nom.pl. ending in vlsci, and the
loss of the palatal element after a long rounded vowel from the dat.sg.
ending in vleku. It follows that these two developments must have
taken place in this order. The neo-circumflex in Slovene gordmi is
analogical after the one in Zendmi, where it is regular, and points to
a generalization of the long vowel, cf. kostmi < *kostem! after nitmi
< *nitemi. The ending in Slovincian rdbami is a contamination of *-y
and *-mi, *-mi, as was pointed out above.



APPENDIX A

LARYNGEALIZED VOWELS
IN SLAVIC ROOTS

It will be clear that the theory presented in the preceding chapters
has certain consequences for IE reconstructions in general and laryn-
geal theory in particular. In this appendix I intend to present the
material where the Slavic evidence points to a laryngeal in the root.
I have to stress that the items listed here have been selected not on
the basis of comparative IE evidence, but exclusively on the basis of
the Slavic indications. The material adduced from other IE languages
is merely illustrative. I have omitted the cases where the Slavic evidence
is insufficient for any conclusions. Though the list presented here has
no pretension to exhaustiveness, I think that it is fairly complete.
The main sources for the list have been Kolesov 1972 and Nonnen-
macher-Pribi¢ 1961. The additional sources are listed in the biblio-

graphy.

Al. NOUNS WHERE HIRT'S LAW OPERATED

Cf. Ili¢-Svity¢ 1963:153ff. For Hirt’s law see section 1.3 above.

Ru. griva, SCr. griva, Sln. griva, Cz. hiéiva, Slk. hriva; Latv. griva,
Skt. griva. .

Ru. déver’, SCr. djévér, Sln. devgr ; Latv. digveris, Skt. devd, Gr. daér.

Ru. délog, SCr. diig, Sin. dolg, Cz. dlouhy, SIk. dihy ; Latv. {lgs, Lith.
lgas, Skt. dirghdh.

Ru. dym, SCr. dim, Sln. dim, Cz. dym, Slk. dym ; Latv. diimi, Lith.
ditmai, Skt. dhiimah, Gr. thiimds, Lat. fiamus.

Ru. mat’, SCr. madati, Sln. mdti, Cz. mdti, SIk. mat’ ; Latv. mdie,
Lith. mére, Skt. mata, Lat. mater, OHG. muoter.

Ru. pélon, SCr. piin, Sln. poln, Cz.Slk. plny; Latv. pilns, Lith.
pilnas, Skt. parndh, Olr. ldn.

SCr. pir, Sn. pir, Cz.Slk. pyr; Gr. piarés.

SCr. jato, Sin. jdto ; Skt. yatdm.
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A2. OTHER IE NOUN CORRESPONDENCES
Only identical or immediately comparable formations have been
included.

Ru.

Ru.

beréza, SCr. bréza, Sin. bréza, Cz. bfiza, SIk. breza, US. bréza,
Po. brzoza ; Lith. bérzas, Latv. b@rzs, Skt. bhurjah, OHG. birihha.
brémja, berémja, SCr. bréme, Sln. bréme, Cz. biimé, SIk. bremd,
US. brémjo ; Skt. bhdrma, bhdrima.

brat, SCr. brit, Sin. brat, Cz.SIk. bratr ; Lith. brolis, Skt. bhrdta,
Gr. phratér, OHG. bruoder.

véter, SCr. vjetar, Sln. véter, Cz. vitr, Slk. vietor, vetor; Lith.
vétra, Latv. vgtra, Skt. vatah, Lat. véntus.

volna, SCr. viina, Sln. véina, Cz.Slk. vina; Latv. vilna, Lith.
vilna, Skt. éirna, Lat. lana.

zernd, Ukr. zérno, SCr. zino, Sln. zino, Cz.SIk. zrno ; Lith. Zirnis,
Latv. zifnis, Skt. jirndh, Lat. granum, Olr. gran.

zndmja, SCr. znameén, Cz. znamé ; Gr. gnoma.

iva, SCr. iva, Sn. iva, Cz. jiva, SIk. iva; Latv. iéva, Lith. ieva,
Gr. oie, OHG. iwa.

kdamen’, SCr. kamén, Sin. kdmen, Cz. kdmen, SIk. kameii ; Lith.
akmud, asmuo, Latv. asmens, Skt. dsmd, Gr. dkmon.

kild, Ukr. kyla, SCr. kila, Sln. ‘kila, Cz. kyla, Slk. kyla; Lith.
kitla, Gr. kélé, kale, OHG. héla.

mak, SCr. mak, Sln. mak, Cz. mdk, Sk. mak ; Gr. mékon, mdkéon,
OHG. maho, mago.

mésjac, SCr. mjéséc, Sln. mésec, Cz. mésic, Slk. mesiac, Po. miesiqc ;
Skt. mdh, Gr. mén, Olr. mi.

mys”, SCr. mis, Sln. mis, Cz.Slk. mys ; Gr. miis, Lat. mis, OHG.
mis.

pérvyj, SCr. pfvi, Sln. p#vi, Cz.Sik. prvy; Lith. pirmas, WLatv.
pifmais, Skt. piirvah.

rdlo, SCr. ralo, Sin. rdlo, Cz. rddlo, Slk. radlo ; Lith. drklas, Latv.
arkls, Gr. drotron, Lat. aratrum, Olr. arathar.

ramo, SCr. rame, ramo, Sin. rdme, Cz. rdmé, Slk. ramd ; Skt.
irmdh, Goth. arms.

rataj, SCr. rdtar, Sln. rdtaj, Cz.Slk. rataj; Lith. artéjas, Gr.
arotér, Lat. ardtor.

sémyja, SCr. sjeme, Sin. séme, Cz. simé, Slk. semd ; Lith. sémens,
Lat. seémen, OHG. samo.

soléma, SCr. slgma, Sln. sidma, Cz. slama, Slk. slama, US. sléma,
Po. sloma ; Latv. salms, Gr. kdlamos, OHG. hal(a)m.
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Ru. sordka, SCr. svrika, Sin. srdka, OCz. strdka, Slk. straka, US.
sroka, Po. sroka ; Lith. §drka, Skt. $ari, sarika, Gr. kéraks.

Ru. star, SCr. stir, SIn. star, Cz.SIk. stary ; Lith. stéras, Skt. sthirdh,
ON. storr.

Ru. v/, Sin.til, Cz. tyl, Slk. tyl; Lith. tiilas, Skt. tilam.

Ru. datka, SCr. iitva, Sln. otva; Lith. dntis, Lat. anas, OHG. anut.

A3. NOUNS WHERE MEILLET'S LAW OPERATED
In contradistinction to the test of this appendix, the Slavic material
presented in this section does not itself point to a laryngeal. The
presence of a laryngeal is generally derived from the Balto-Slavic
correspondence. The latter is not sufficient for the postulation of
a laryngeal, however, because the Baltic acute may be due to metatony.
An example of this situation is SCr. zvijer, Sln. zver, Lith. Zverls,
acc.sg. Zvéri. The old gen.pl. form Zvérfi points to an original con-
sonant stem, corresponding to Gr. thér, cf. also Latv. zvfrs, gen.pl.
zveru. 1f the form corresponding to Gr. thérion ever existed in Balto-
Slavic, it regularly obtained a metatonical acute in Lithuanian as a
result of the retraction from prevocalic i (Kortlandt 1974, section 5)
if the long vowel goes back to lengthened grade, which must have
been taken from the monosyllable, where it is regular. On the other
hand, a laryngealist explanation cannot be excluded on the basis of
Lat. ferus, where the short stem vowel can be due to the regular
shortening of pretonic vowels (cf. below). I have chosen for lengthened
grade because of Lith. acc.sg. Zvér{ next to Zvéri and omitted the
word from the following list. A similar case is Lith. Sirdls, acc.sg.
Sirdj, cf. Gr. kér and kardia, Skt. hardi. The Slavic word for ‘heart’
is inconclusive because it is a trisyllabic neuter and therefore mobile,
cf. Sln. srcg, Ru. nom.pl. serdcd. For Meillet’s law see section 1.7
above.
Ru. beg, SCr. bijeg, Sln. beg, Cz. béh, Slk. beh; Lith. bégas, SCr
prébjeg.
Ru. vid, SCr.SIn. vid, Cz.Slk. vid ; Lith. véidas, Gr. éidos.
Ru. vélor’, SCr.SIn. viar ; Lith. vditis.
Ru. golovd, SCr.Sn. gldva, Cz.SIk. hlava; Lith. galva, Latv. galva.
Ru. dar, SCr.Sln. dar, Cz.Slk. dar ; Gr. doron.
Ru. Ziv, SCr.Sln. Ziv, Cz.SIk. Zivy ; Lith. gyvas, Latv. dzivs, Skt. jivdh.
Ru. Zir, SCr.SIn. Zir, Cz.Slk. Zir ; cf. OCS. Ziti.
Ru. il, Sin. il, Cz. jil, SIk. il ; Latv. ils, Gr. iliis, SCr. flovaca.
Ru. kvas, SCr.SIn. kvds, Cz.Slk. kvas ; Lat. caseus.
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kij, Sln. kij, Cz.Slk. kyj ; Lith. kigjis.

klet’, SCr. klijet, Sln. klét ; Lith. kiétis, Latv. klets.

lub, SCr.SIn. lib, Cz.SIk. lub ; Lith. liobas.

lug, SCr. lig, Sln. lgg, Cz.Slk. luh; Lith. ldngas, Latv. ludgs.
mir, SCr.SIn. mir, Cz. mir, SIk. mier ; Latv. miérs.

nag, SCr.SIn. ndg, Cz.Slk. nahy ; Lith. miogas, Latv. nudgs.
norot ; Lith. ndrtas, Latv. narts.

pivo, SCr. pivo, Sln. pivo, Cz.Slk. pivo ; Gr. pinon.

pir, SCr.Sln. pir ; cf. OCS. piti.

pjatd, SCr. péta, Sln. péta, Cz. pata, SIk. pdta, Po. pigta ; Lith.
pentis. .

raz, SCr.SIn. raz, Cz. rdz, SIk. raz, rdz ; Lith. rioZas, Ru. dbraz,
SCr. obraz, SIn. obrdz, Cz.Slk. obraz.

rez, SCr. réz, Sin. réz, Cz. Fez, iz, Slk. rez; Lith. réZas, SCr.
porez, poreza, Sln. poréza.

riad, SCr. réd, Sin. rgd, OCz. fad, SIk. rad; Latv. rifida, Ru.
rjdda, SCr. réda, Cz. Fada.

sad, SCr.SIn. sad, Cz.Slk. sad ; Skt. saddh, ON. sét.

sled, SCr. slijed, Sln. sléd, Cz.SIk. sled ; ON. slod.

smrad, smorod, SCr.SIn. smrad, Cz.Slk. smrad; Lith. smadrdas,
Latv. smards. )

soélod, SCr.SIn. slad, Cz.Slk. slad ; Lith. saldus, Latv. salds, SCr.
sladak, Sln. slddek.

stan, SCr.Sn. stan, Cz.Slk. stan ; Lith. stonas, Skt. sthanam, SCr.
ostanak.

syn, SCr.SIn. stn, Cz.Slk. syn ; Lith. sanus, Skt. sanih.

tésto, SCr. tijesto, Sin. testd, Cz. tésto, SIk. cesto; Gr. stdls,
Olr. tdis.

tuk, Cak. tiik, titk, Cz.Slk. tuk ; Lith. taukdi, Sln. tica.

. Jjunm, Sln. jian ; Lith. jdunas, Latv. jains.
. jar’, SCr.Sln. jar, OCz. jéf, SIk. jar ; Gr. hord, horos, Goth. jér.

A4. OTHER BALTO-SLAVIC NOUN CORRESPONDENCES
Cf. Stang 1957:5ff.

Ru.

Ru.

Ru.

bdba, SCr. bdba, Sln. bdba, Cz. bdba, baba, Slk. baba; Lith.
boba, Latv. baba.

bolondg, Ukr. boldéna, SIn. blina, Cz. bldna, Slk. blana:; Lith.
bdlnas, Gr. pholis.

boloto, SCr. blato, Sln. bldto, Cz. bldato, SIk. blato, US. pléto,
Po. bloto ; Lith. bdltas.
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bsrna ; Lith. burna.

vdpa, SIn. vdpa ; Latv. véipe, Skt. vapi.

véko, Sln. véko, Cz. viko, Slk. veko; Lith. vokas, Latv. vdks.
vixr’, SCr. vihar, Sln. viher, Cz. vichr, Slk. vichor ; Lith. viesulas,
Latv. veisuéls.

voréna, SCr. vrana, Sln. vrdna, Cz. vrdna, Slk. vrana, US.
wrona, Po. wrona ; Lith. vdrna, Latv. vdrna.

vydra, SCr. vidra, Sln. vidra, vidra, Cz.Slk. vydra; Lith. #dra,
Latv. ddrs, Skt. udrdh, Gr. hudros, hudra.

gad, SCr. gad, Sin. gdad, SCz. hdd, Slk. had; Lith. géda, Dutch
kwaad.

gliva, SCr. gljiva, Sln. gliva, Cz. hliva, Slk. hliva ; Lith. gléivos,
Gr. gloics.

gnida, SCr. gnjida, Sln. gnida, SCz. hnida, Slk. hnida; Latv.
gnida, Lith. glinda.

gorlo, SCr. g¥lo, Sln. grlo, Cz.Slk. hrdlo; Lith. gurklys, Gr.
barathron.

goréx, SCr. grah, Sln. grah, Cz. hrdch, Slk. hrach, US. hréch,
Po. groch ; Latv. gdrsa, Lith. girsa, Gr. kri, krithé.

grabli, SCr. grablje, Sln. grdblje, Cz. hrdbe, Slk. hrable ; Lith.
gréblys.

grad, SCr. grid, Sln. grdd, Cz. hrdd ; Lith. griodas, Arm. karkut.
grusa, Bulg. krusa ; Lith. kridusé.

gubd, Ukr. huba, SCr. giba, Sln. goba, Cz. huba, houba, SIk.
huba, Po. geba ; Lith. gémbé.

ladéw’, dolém’, SCr. dlan, Sin. dlan, Cz.Slk. dlani, US. dion,
Po. dloki ; Lith. délna, Latv. delna.

Zila, SCr. Zila, Sln. zila, Cz. Zila, Slk. Zila; Lith. gysia, Latv.
dzisla, Arm. jil, Skt. jya.

zuna ; Lith. Zidunos, Latv. Zatinas, OHG. kiuwan.

zorod ; Lith. Zdrdas, Latv. zdrds.

zjat’, SCr. zét, Sln. zét, Cz. zer’, SIk. zat’, Po. zigé; Lith. Zéntas,
Latv. znuéts, Skt. jiatih.

istyj, SCr. isti, Sln. isti, Cz. jistp, Slk. isty; Latv. Tsts, Lith.
diskus, Arm. isk, Skt. iZe.

koréva, SCr. krava, SIn. krdva, Cz. krdva, SIk. krava, US. kruwa,
Po. krowa ; Lith. kdrvé, Gr. kerads.

krdka, Sin. krdka ; Lith. kdrka.

kiplje, Sin. kfplja, Cz. krpé; Lith. kurpé, Latv. kuFpe, Gr. krépis.
kréslo, Cz. kreslo, Slk. krieslo ; Lith. kréslas, Latv. krgsis.
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kupa, SCr. kiip, kiupa, Sln. kap, Cz. kupa; Lith. kiopa, Latv.
kuopa, OHG. hiifo.

kust ; Lith. kuokstas.

lava, SIn. ldva, Cz. lava ; Lith. ldva, Latv. ldva, Skt. lavah.
ldkom, SCr. ldkom, Sln. likom, Cz.Slk. lakomy ; Lith. dlkanas,
Gr. oléko.

law’, SCr. line, Sln. lanjec, Cz.SIk. lan ; Latv. alnis, Lith. élnias,
Arm. eln, Gr. élaphos.

ldpa, Sln. ldpa ; Lith. lépa, Latv. ldpa, Goth. lofa.

ldényj, SCr. lacan, Sln. ldéen, Cz.Slk. lacny ; Lith. dlkanas, Gr.
oléko.

lesd, SCr. [jésa, Sln. lesa, Cz. lisa, SIk. lesa ; Latv. [gsa.

li’, SCr. [linj, Sln. linj, OCz. I, Slk. [li7i; Latv. [inis, Lith.
lynas, OHG. slio.

lipa, SCr. lipa, Sn. lipa, Cz. lipa, SIk. lipa; Lith. liepa, Latv.
ligpa.

lyko, SCr. [ltko, Sin. liko, Cz. [pko, SIk. lyko; Lith. lunkas,
Latv. liks.

mil, SCr. mio, Sln. mil, Cz.Slk. mily ; Lith. mielas, mylas, Latv.
miifs, Skt. mdyah.

mldka, Sln. mldka, Cz.SIk. midka ; Lith. mdlka.

nit’, SCr. nit, Sln. nit, Cz.Slk. nit’; Lith. nytis, Latv. nits, Skt.
nivih, sndyati, Lat, nere, OHG. najan.

pdsmo, SCr. pdsmo, Sln. pdsmo, Cz.Slk. pdsmo ; Latv. pubsms.
péna, SCr. pjéna, spjéna, Sln. péna, OCz. piena, SCz. pina, SIk.
pena ; Lith. spdine, Skt. phénah.

porég, SCr. prdg, Sln. prag, Cz. prdh, Slk. prah; Lith. pérgas.
présen, SCr. prijésan, Sln. presen ; Lith. préskas.

puto, SCr. piito, Sln. péto, Cz. pouto, Slk. puto, Po. peto; Lith.
pantis.

répa, SCr. répa, Sln. répa, OCz. fiepa, Slk. repa; Lith. répe,
Lat. rdpa, OHG. ruoba.

rylo, SCr. rilo, Sin. rilo, Cz.Slk. rydlo ; Latv. raiklis.

rys’, SCr. ris, Sln. ris, Cz.Slk. rys ; Lith. fiusis, Latv. fisis.

rjdda, SCr. réda, Cz. Fada ; Latv. rifida.

sdza, Sn. sdja, OCz. sdzé, Slk. sadza ; Lith. suodZiai, Olr. suide,
ON. s61.

séver, SCr. sjever, Sin. séver, Cz.Slk. sever ; Lith. Siduré, OHG.
scur.

siv, SCr. siv, Sln. siv, Cz.Slk. sivy ; Lith. §yvas, Skt. syavdh.
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sfla, SCr. sila, Sin. sila, Cz. sila, Slk. sila ; Lith. siela.

sito, SCr. sito, Sln. sito, Cz. sito, SIk. sito; Lith. sietas, Latv.
siéts, Gr. éethmds.

slava, SCr. sliva, Sln. sldva, Cz.SIk. sldva ; Lith. §lové, Olr. cli.
slémja, SCr. sléme, sljeme, Sin. sleme, Cz. slémé, SIk. slemd ;
Lith. Selmud.

slina, SCr. slina, Sin. siina, SCz. slina, Slk. slina ; Latv. slienas,
sliekas, ON. slim.

shika, SCr. slhika, §ljitka, Sn. slpka, OCz. slika, Slk. sluka;
Lith. sldnka, slanka, Laty. shioka, sluoka, OHG. slango.

sladkij, solédkij, SCr. slidak, Sin. slddek, Cz.Slk. sladky ; Lith.
saldus, Latv. salds.

straga, SCr. striga, Sln. struga, Cz. strouha, Slk. struha; Latv.
stratiga.

syr, SCr. sir, Sln. sir, Cz. syr, Slk. syr; Lith. siras, Latv.
surs, OHG. sar.

tysjaca, SCr. fisuca, Sln. tis¢é, tisoéa, Cz.Slk. tisic, Po. tysigc;
Lith. tikstantis, OPr. tasimtons, Goth. pisundi.

uka ; Latv. atika.

cist, SCr. dist, Sln. ¢dist, Cz.Slk. disty; Lith. skystas, Latv.
Skists, ON. skita.

éityj, SCr. ¢it, &itav ; Lith. kietas, Latv. ciéts.

Jabloko, SCr. jabuka, Sln. jdbolko, Cz.SIk. jablko ; Lith. ébuolas,
Latv. dbudls.

Jjdgoda, SCr. jiagoda, Sln. jdgoda, Cz.Slk. jahoda; Lith. uoga,
Latv. uéga.

jasen, SCr. jasan, Sln. jdsen, Cz.SIk. jasny ; Lith. diskus.

AS. OTHER NOUNS

As I pointed out above, the material has been selected on the basis
of the Slavic evidence alone. A detailed comparison with the other
IE evidence remains a task for the future.

basn’, bdsnja, SCr. bdsna, bdsma, Sln. basen, Cz.Slk. bdseri ;
Arm. ban, ON. bon.

. bilo, Sln. bilo, SCz. bidlo, Slk. bidlo; Arm. bir, OHG. bihal.

bitva, SCr. bitva, Sin. bitva, Cz.Slk. bitva.

belend, Ukr. beléna, SCr. buin, Sln. blen, Cz. blin, Slk. blen;
OHG. bilisa.

blizok, SCr. blizak, Sin. blizek, Cz.Slk. blizky ; Latv. blaizit, Lat.

fligere.
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borosno, SCr. brdsno, Sin. brdsno ; Latv. bariba, Lat. farina.
bérdo, SCr. brdo, Sin. bido, Cz.SIk. brdo ; Goth. baird.

britva, SCr. britva, Sln. britva, Cz. bfitva, Slk. britva; Skt.
bhrinati.

buj, SCr. biijan, Sin. bujen ; Skt. bhiiydn, Dutch bui.

burja, SCr. biira, SIn. burja, Cz. boufe, SIk. bura, bura; Latv.
batiruét, Olr. buriud.

Cz.Slk. bydlo ; Gr. phutla.

SCr.

Ru.
Sin.
Ru.

SCr.

Ru.
Ru.

SCr.

bilje, Sln. bil, bila, bilje, Cz. byl, byli, SIk. byl’, byl'a ; Gr. phiilon,
phitllon.

bystr, SCr. bistar, Sln. bister, Cz.SIk. bystry ; Skt. bhiisati.

veda, Cz. véda, SIk. veda ; Skt. védah.

vézda, SCr. vjédja, Sln. véja ; Gr. eidos.

véra, SCr. vjéra, Sln. véra, Cz. vira, SIk. viera ; Lat. vérus, Olr.
fir, OHG. war.

vetv’, Sln. veja, Cz. vétev; Latv. vite, Gr. oisud, itéa, Lat. vitis,
OHG. wida.

vily, SCr. vile, Sln. vile, Cz. vidle, Slk. vidly.

vira ; Lith. vyras, Skt. virdh, vdiram.

vitao, Sln. vitel ; Skt. vitdh.

visnja, SCr. visnja, Sin. visnja, Cz. visné, SIk. visiia ; OHG. wihsila.
vologa, Vélga, SCr. vlaga, Sin. vildga, vélgek, Cz. vidha, vihky,
Slk. viaha, vihky, US. widha, Po. wilgi ; Lith. vdlgyti, vilgyti, Latv.
valgs, OHG. wélc.

vrélo, Sin. vrélo, Cz. viidlo ; Lith. virti, Latv. vift.

vymja, SCr. vime, SIn. vime, Cz. vymeé, SIk. vemd ; Skt. iidhar,
OHG. atar.

gaci, SCr. gade, Sin. gace, OCz. hdcé ; Skt. gatih.

gladok, SCr. gladak, Sln. glddek, Cz.Slk. hladky ; Lith. glodus.
glina, SCr. gnjila, Sin. glina, Cz. hlina, Slk. hlina ; ON. kiina.
gnev, SCr. gnjév, Sln. gnév, OCz. hniev, Slk. hnev, US. hnéw,
Po. gniew ; OHG. gnitan.

gorb, SCr. grba, Sin. gfba, Cz.Slk. hrb; Lith. gdrbana, Arm.
karth.

gruda, SCr. grida, Sln. gruda, Cz. hrouda, Slk. hruda; Lith.
griisti, ON. griot.

gryZa, SCr. griza, Sln. griza ; Lith. griZtis.

gunja, SCr. ginj, Sln. gunj, gunja, Cz. houné, SIK. huna.

gusli, SCr. giisle, SIn. gosli, Cz. housle, Slk. husle.

déva, SCr. djéva, Sln. déva, Cz. déva, SIk. deva ; Gr. thelus, Lat.
fémina.
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ded, SCr. djed, Sn. déd, Cz. déd, SIk. ded ; Gr. téthé.

délo, SCr. djelo, Sin. délo, Cz. dilo, délo, Slk. delo, dielo ; Lith.
déti, Gr. tithemi.

divo, SCr. div, Cz.Slk. div ; Skt. dhih.

doréga, SCr. draga, Sln. drdga, Cz. drdha, SIk. draha, drdha,
US. dréha, Po. droga ; Lith. dirginti, Gr. tarakhé.

duma, Bulg. diuma, SIK. duma ; Skt. dhumdh, Gr. thumds.

dynja, SCr. dinja, Sln. dinja, Cz. dyné, Slk. dyria.

SCr. jédja, Sln. jéja, OPo. jedza ; Lith. éda, édzia.
SCr. jelo, Sln. jélo, Cz. jidlo, SIk. jedlo.

Ru.
Ru.
Ru.
Ru.
Ru.
Ru.
Ru.

SCr.

Ru.

Ru.
Ru.

Ru.

Ru.

Ru.
Ru.

Zaba, SCr. Zaba, Sln. Zdba, Cz. Zdba, Slk. Zaba.

Zdtva, SCr. Zétva, Sln. Zptva, Zgtev, Cz.SIk. Zatva; Lith. ginti.
zértva, SCr.SIn. ZPtva ; Lith. girti, Lat. grdtus.

zizw’ ; Lith. gyti.

Zito, SCr. Zito, Sln. Zito, OCz. Zito, Slk. Zito ; OPr. geits.

#ica, SCr. Fica, Sln. Zica ; Lith. gija, Skt. jya.

zdjac, SCr. zéc, Sln. zdjec, zg¢c, Cz. zajic, Slk. zajac, Po. zajqc ;
Lith. Zdisti, Skt. jihite.

zdordv, SCr. zdrav, SIn. zdrav, Cz.SIk. zdravy.

iskra, SCr. iskra, Sln. iskra, Cz. jiskra, Slk. iskra; Lith. diskus.
kanja, SCr. kanja, Sln. kdnja, Cz. kdné, Slk. kana ; Lat. ciconia,
OHG. huon.

kaplja, SCr. kaplja, Sin. kdplja, Cz. kdpé ; Lith. kopti.

kasa, SCr. kasa, Sln. kdsa, SCz. kdSe, Slk. kasa; Lith. kosti,
Latv. kdst.

kasel’, SCr. kasalj, Sin. kdselj, Cz. kasel, Slk. kaSel’ ; Lith. koséti,
Latv. kasét, Skt. kdsate, OHG. h(w)uosto.

kvika, Sln. kvdka, Cz.Slk. %vaka.

kika, SCr. kika, Sln. kika.

kislyj, SCr. kiseo, SIn. kisel, Cz. kysely, Slk. kysly ; Latv. kisdt.
kist’, SCr. kiscica, Slk. kyst’.

kita, SCr. kita, Sln. kita, Cz. kyta, SIk. kyta ; Lith. kiitis, ON.
skufr.

klin, SCr. klin, Sln. klin, Cz. klin, SIk. klin.

kljukd, Ukr. kljika, SCr. kljika, Sin. kljuka, Cz. klika, Slk.
kl'uka ; Lith. klisti, Lat. clavis.

koléda, SCr. klida, Sln. kidda, Cz. kldda, SIk. klada, US. kidda,
Po. kloda ; Lith. kdlti, Lat. clades.

kordsta, SCr. krasta, Sln. krdsta, OCz. krdsta, Po. krosta.
krdza, SCr. kradja, Sin. krdja.
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kraj, SCr. krdj, Sln. kraj, SCz. krdj, SIk. kraj; Lith. skrosti.
krépok, SCr. krépak, Sln. krépek, Cz. kfepky, SIk. krepky ;
ON. hréefa.

krux, SCr. kriih, Sin. kruh, Cz SIk. kruch.

kika, SCr. kiika, Sln. kuka.

kur, SCr. kiir, Sln. kur, Cz. kur, kour, SIk. kur ; Skt. kduti.

kuca, SCr. kiic¢a, Sln. koca, Cz. kuce, Slk. kuca.

laz, SCr. ldz, Sln. laz, Cz. laz, ldz ; Latv. [gzns, ON. ldgr.

laska, SCr. liska, Cz.SIk. ldska ; Lith. loksnus.

léto, SCr. [jeto, Sln. léto, Cz. léto, SIk. leto, US. léto ; Lith. lietus.
mal, SCr. mao, Sln. mali, Cz.Slk. maly ; Gr. melon, Olr. mil.
mdma, SCr. mama, Sln. mdma, Cz. mdma, Slk. mama ; OHG.
muoma.

madslo, SCr. maslo, Sln. mdslo, Cz. mdslo, SIk. maslo ; Latv.
muozeét.

mah, Sln. mah ; Lith. moti, Latv. mat, Skt. mayd, Gr. wimos.
micka, Sin. macka, Cz.Slk. macka.

med’, SCr. mjéd, Sin. meéd, Cz. méd’, Slk. med’.

méra, SCr. mjéra, Sln. mera, Cz. mira, SIk. miera; Skt. mati,
Lat. metior.

meréza, SCr. mréza, SIn. mréza, Cz. miiZe, Slk. mreZa; Lith.
mdrska, Gr. brékhos.

mésto, SCr. mjésto, Sln. mésto, Cz. misto, mésto, Slk. mesto,
miesto.

moréz, SCr. mriz, Sln. mraz, Cz.SIk. mrdz, US.Po. mréz.

muka, SCr. miika, Sln. moka, OCz. muka, Sik. muka, Po. meka ;
Lith. minkyti.

muxa, SCr. miha, muha, Sln. wiha, Cz. moucha, Slk. mucha ;
Gr. muia.

mylo, SCr. milo, SIn. milo, Cz. mydlo, SIk. mydlo ; Latv. maiit.
mysl’, SCr. misao, Sln. misel, Cz. mysl, SIk. mysel’ ; Gr. miithos.
myjagok, SCr. mek, Cz. mékky, Slk. mdkky, Po. miegkki; Lith.
minkstas.

néga, SCr. njega, Cz. néha, SIk. neha.

nédra, SCr. njédra, Sln. nédra, SCz. #iddra, SIk. fadra ; Gr. nédiis.
niva, SCr. njiva, Sln. njiva, Cz.SIk. niva.

nizok, SCr. nizak, Sln. nizek, Cz.SIKk. nizky.

nuza, nuzdda, SCr. niiZda, Sln. n@ja, Cz. nouze, SIk. nudza,
Po. nedza ; Lith. nauda.

par, SCr. para, Sln. para, Cz. pdra, SIk. para ; Gr. prétho.
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pastva, Sin. pastva, Cz.SIk. pastva ; Lat. pascere.

pdsa, SCr. pasa, Sln. pasa, SIk. pasa ; Lat. pascere.

pjéga, Sln. péga, OCz. pieha, SIK. peha.

pésnja, SCr. pjésna, pjésma, Sln. pésem, Cz. pisen, Slk. piesen.
pisca, SCr. pica, Sln. pi¢a, Cz. pice.

plamja, SCr. plamen, Sln. plimen, Cz. plamen, SIk. plamer, US.
plomjo, Po. plomien ; Lith. pelendl.

plac, SCr. plaé, Sin. plac, Cz. pld¢, SIk. pla¢; Gr. plésso.

- pliita, Sin. pluta ; Lith. plduti.

polova, SCr. pljgva, Sin. pleva, SCz. pliva, Slk. pleva, US. pluwa ;
OLith. pélias, Skt. palavah.

porom, SCr. pram, Cz.SIk. prdam, Po. prom ; Gr. perdé.

prav, SCr. prav, Sln. prav, Cz.Slk. pravy ; Lat. probus.

pravo, SCr. prdvo, Sln. pravo, Cz.Slk. pravo.

. pramén, Sln. pramen, Cz. pramen, Slk. pramei, US. prémjo,

Po. promien.

priga, SCr. prig, Sin. proga, Cz. prouha, Po. prega ; ON. springa.
pridza, SCr. prédja, Sln. preja, Cz. pfize, SIk. priadza, Po. przedza ;
Lith. spresti.

puzdro, SCr. piizdro, Cz. pouzdro, SIK. puzdro ; Gr. pigé.

pup, SCr. piipak, Sln. popek, Cz. pupek, Po. pep ; Lith. bdmba.
pjan, SCr. pjan, Sln. pijan, Cz.Slk. pijan ; Skt. pyandh.

pjast’, SCr. pést, pést, Sln. pegst, Cz. pest, SIk. pdst’, Po. pigsé;
Lith. kumsté, OHG. fist.

rad, SCr. rad, Sin. rad, Cz.SIk. rdd ; Gr. éramai.

raj, SCr. rdj, Sin. raj, Cz. raj, SIK. raj; Skt. rati, Lat. rés.

rak, SCr. rak, Sin. rak, SCz. rdk, Slk. rak.

rana, SCr. rana, Sn. rdna, Cz. rdana, SIk. rana.

rano, SCr. rdno, Sln. rdno, Cz.SIk. rdno, rany; Skt. drdhvah,
Gr. érthros.

rat’, SCr. rat ; Gr. éris.

riza, SCr. riza, Cz. Fiza.

rus, SCr. riis, Sln. riis, Cz.Slk. rusy ; Latv. risa.

ruxo, SCr. ritho, Sln. ritho, Cz. roucho, Slk. rucho ; Lith. rduti.
ryba, SCr. riba, Sln. riba, OCz. ryba, Slk. ryba; OHG. rippa.
ryk, SCr. rika, Sln. rik, Cz.SIk. ryk ; Lith. rikti.

ryxlyj, Cz.Sik. rychly ; Latv. riisa, ON. rust.

sdlo, SCr. salo, Sin. sdlo, Cz. sddlo, Slk. sadlo ; Skt. saddh.

svat, SCr. svat, Sln. svat, Cz.Slk. svat ; Goth. swés.

svérdel, SCr. svidao, Sin. sveder, Cz. svider ; OHG. swért.
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séza, SCr. sjédja, Sln. séja ; Skt. saddh.

sen’, SCr. sjén, Sln. sénca, Cz. sifi, SIk. siefi; Skt. chaya,
Gr. skéné.

séra, SCr. sjéra, Cz.Slk. sira ; Skt. $ardh.

séca, SCr. sjéca, Sln. sé¢ca ; Lat. secare.

séc¢ivo, SCr. sjecivo ; Lat. secivum.

sinij, SCr. sinji, Sin. sinji, Cz.Slk. siny ; Skt. Syamdh.

skald, SCr. skdla, Sin. skdla, Cz. skdla, SIk. skala ; Lith. skéiti.
skvdra, SCr. skvara, Sin. skvdra.

skranja, OCz. skrané, Slk. skrana.

slab, SCr. slab, Sln. slab, Cz.SIk. slaby ; Lat. labor, ON. sldpr.
sliva, SCr. $ljiva, Sin. sliva, Cz. sliva, SIk. sliva, Lat. lividus.
smel, SCr. sméo, Sln. smél, Cz. smély, Slk. smely; Lat. mos,
OHG. muot.

. smerék, SCr. smréka, Sin. smréka, Cz. smrk, Slk. smrek, US.

smrek ; Gr. smilaks.

snast’ ; Olr. sndthe.

stado, SCr. stado, Cz.Slk. stdado ;: OHG. stuot.

stdja, SCr. stdja, Sin. stdja, OCz. stdjé, Slk. staja; Lith. sté1i.
strexd, SCr. streha, Sin. stréha, Cz. strecha, Slk. strecha, US.
tfécha ; Lith. striegti.

strund, SCr. striina, SIn. struna, Cz.Slk. struna ; Lat. struere.

. suknja, SCr. siknja, Sln. stiknja, Cz. sukné, SIk. sukna.

syt, SCr. sit, Sln. sit, Cz. syty, Slk. spty; Skt. Sirah, Gr. kiiros.
tat’, SCr.Sln. tat ; Skt. tayih, Olr. tdid.

témja, SCr. tjéme, Sln. téme, Cz. téme, Slk. temd ; Gr. témno.
tina, OCz. tina ; Latv. firelis, Gr. filos.

tis, SCr. fIs, tisa, Sln. tis, tisa, Cz.SIk. tis.

tix, SCr. tth, Sin. tih, Cz.Slk. tichy.

tuca, SCr. tuca, Sln. toca, SIk. tuca, Po. tecza; Lith. tdnkus.
tykva, SCr. fikva, Sn. tikva, tikev, Cz. tykev.

udd, udocka, SCr. udica, Sln. odica, Cz. udice, Po. weda.

vza, SCr. iiza, Sln. ¢za.

uzel, SCr. tizao, Sln. 6zel, Cz. uzel, SIk. uzol, Po. wezel ; Lith.
azuolas, Latv. uézudls.

utro, SCr. jutro, Sln. jutro, OCz. jitro, SIk. jutro; Lith. ausra,
Gr. aurion.

xort, SCr. hrt, Sin. hrt, Cz.SIk. chrt ; Lith. karti.

xren, SCr. hren, Sln. hren, OCz. chién, Slk. chren, US. chrén ;
Skt. ksardh, Gr. ksérds.
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caplja, SCr. éiplia, Sin. éaplja, OCz. ciepé.

. césta, Sn. cesta, OCz. ciesta, Slk. cesta ; Lith. skiesti.
éado, SCr. é&do, OCz. éid, OPo. czedo ; Skt. kanyd, Olr. cenél.

¢as, SCr. éas, SIn. éas, OCz. éds, Slk. éas ; OPr. kisman.

éasa, SCr. &isa, Sln. &dsa, Cz., éise, Sk, ¢asa ; OPr. kiosi.

¢udo, SCr. ¢&ido, Sln. é&udo, Slk. ¢udo ; Skt. kavih, Gr. kiidos.
$éja, SCr. §ija, Sln. $ija, Cz. Sije, SIk. §ija ; Lith. siiiti.

§ilo, SCr. silo, Sln. silo, Cz. sidlo, SIk. §idlo ; Lat. sibula, OHG.
siula.

Skvdra, Sln. Skvdra, Cz. Skvar, skvdra, SIk. Skvar, skvara.

sutyj, SCr. siit, Cz.SIk. suty ; Gr. ksiié.

Stava, SIn. §édva, Cz. $t'dva, SIk. §t’ava.

Scuka, SCr. §titka, Sln. §¢uka, Cz. stika, Slk. §t'uka.

. jug, SCr. jug, Sln. jug, SCz. jih, SIk. juh ; Gr. augé.
. jagnja, SCr. jagnje, Sln. jdgnje, Cz. jehné, Slk. jahiia ; Gr. amnds,

Lat. agnus.

. jdzva, Sn. jazba, OCz. jiezva, Slk. jazva; Lith. diZa, Latv. diza.
. jama, SCr. jama, Sin. jama, Cz. jama, SIk. jama.

jar, SCr. jara, Sln. jaren, Slk. jary, US. jéry ; Gr. zoros.

. jaréb, Sln. jergb, Cz. jerdb, Slk. jarab, Po. jarzqb; Latv. ifbe.
. jasen’, SCr. jasén, Sln. jdasen, Cz. jasan, Slk. jaseri; Lith. tosis,

Latv. uésis, Lat. ornus.

. jasli, SCr. jasle, Sln. jasli, OCz. jésli, Slk. jasle; Lith. édZios.
. jastreb, SCr. jastréb, Sln. jastreb, Cz. jestiab, Slk. jastrab, Po.

jastrzagb ; Skt. dsuh, Gr. okus.

A6. VERBS

Here again I confine myself to the Slavic evidence. I have not included
the verbs in -neti, Ru. -nur’ with a laryngealized root because the
laryngeal is often secondary in this class, as I intend to show on another
occasion.

Ru.

Ru.

Ru.

bavit’, SCr. baviti, Sln. baviti se ; Skt. bhavdh.

bajar’, SCr. bagjati, Sin. bdjati ; Gr. phémi, Lat. fari.

bégar’, SCr. bjegati, Sin. bégati; Lith. bégti, Latv. bégt, Gr.
phébomai.

bit’, SCr. biti, Sln. biti, Cz. biti, SIk. bit’; Olr. benim, OHG.
bihal.

bljevar’, SCr. bljuvati, Sin. bljuvdti, Cz. bliti, Slk. bl'ut’; Lith.
bliduti, bliiti, Latv. blait.

bordt’sja, US. wo-bréé so; Lith. barti, Latv. bdrt, Lat. ferire.
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brit’, SCr. brijati, Sln. briti ; Skt. bhrindti.
bryzgat’, SCr. brizgati, SIn. brizgati.

. brisati, Sin. brisati.

byt’, SCr. biti, Sln. biti, Cz. byti, Sik. byt ; Lith. biiti, Skt. bhitih,
Olr. buith.

vdadiy’, SCr. vaditi, Sin. vdditi ; Skt. vadah.

ot-vérgnut’, SCr. s-viéi, Sln. vrédi.

za-verét’, Sln. s-vréti se, Cz. ote-viiti ; Lith. vérti, Latv. vert.
vérit’, SCr. vjeriti, Sln. vériti se ; Lat. vérus, ON. vdr.

vésit’, SCr. vjésati, Sln. vesiti.

véjar’, SCr. vijati, Sln. véri ; Skt. vati.

videt’, SCr. vidjeti, Sln. videti ; Lith. véidas, Lat. vidére.

visét’, SCr. visjeti, Sln. viséti.

vit’, SCr. viti, Sln. viti, Cz. viti, Sik. vit’; Lith. vyti, Latv. vit,
Skt. vitah, Lat. viére.

vorécat’, SCr. vracati, SIn. vrdcati.

vpknut’, SCr. s-vidi; Lith. junkti, Skt. tcyati.

vyt’, SCv viti, Sln. viti, Cz. vyti, Slk. vyt’ ; Skt. atih.

gadit’, SCr. gaditi, Sln. gdditi ; Dutch kwaad.

. gaziti, Sln. gdziti ; Skt. gahate.

gladit’, SCr. gladiti, Sin. gladiti ; Lith. glosti.

gljadér , SCr. gledati, Sin. gledati ; Lith. galasti.

gnit’, SCr. gnjiti, Sln. gniti, Cz. hniti, Slk. hnit’ ; OHG. gnitan.
grabit’, SCr. grabiti, Sln. grdbiti; Lith. grobt, Latv. grdbt,
Skt. grabhdh.

grajat’, SCr. grdjati, Sln. grdjati; Lith. gréti, Skt. grnati, OHG.
krdjan.

gret’, SCr. grijati, Sln. gréti.

gryzt’, SCr. gristi, Sln. gristi, Cz. hryzti, SIk. hryzt' ; Lith. grauzti,
Latv. gratizt, Gr. britkho, Goth. kriustan.

dat’, SCr. dati, Sln. ddti, Cz. ddati, Slk. dat’ ; Lith. dioti, Latv.
duét, Skt. dddati, Gr. didomi.

dvigar’, SCr. dici, Sln. dvigati.

délar, SCr. djelati, Sln. délati.

dérgat’, Sln. digati; Lith. dirginti.

det’, SCr. djéti, Sln. deéti, Cz. diti, Slk. diet’; Lith. déti, Skt.
ddadhati, Gr. tithémi.

dumat’, SCr. dumati.

dut’, SCr. diti, Sln. na-dgti se, Cz. douti, SIK. dut’; Lith. dumti,
Skt. dhdmati.
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est’, SCr. jesti, Sln. jesti, Cz. jisti, Slk. jest’; Lith. ésti, Gr. éda,
Lat. edere.

ézdir’, SCr. jezditi, Sin. jezditi.

éxar’, SCr. jdhati, Sln. jahati; Lith. joti, Latv. jat, Skt. yati,
Olr. dih.

Zat’, SCr. Zéti, Sin. Zé1i, Cz. ziti, Slk. Zat’ ; Lith. genéti.

. Zouti, Slk. Zut’ ; Lith. Zidunos, OHG. kiuwan.

Zir, Sln. Ziti, Cz. i1, Slk. Zir ; Lith. gpti, Latv. dzit, Skt. jivati,
Lat. vivere.

ra-zinut’, SCr. zinuti, Sin. ziniti ; Gr. khaino, ON. gina.

znat’, SCr. znati, Sln. zndti, Cz. zndti, SIk. znat’; Skt. jidtdh,
Gr. gnotds, Olr. gndth.

znet’, Cz. znéti, SIk. zniet’.

zret’ ‘see’, SCr. zréti, Sln. zréti, Cz. zFiti, SIk. zriet’ ; Lith. Zéréti.
zret’ ‘ripen’, SCr. zréti, Sn. zreti, Cz. zrati, Slk. zriet’ ; Skt. jdrati.
zybat’, SCr. zibati, Sln. zibati.

kapat’, SCr. kadpati, Sln. kdpati.

kdjat’sja, SCr. kajati, Sln. kdjati.

. kvdsiti, SIn. kvdsiti; Lat. caseus.

kidat', SCr. kidati, Sln. kidati ; Latv. kddit, Skt. khuddti.

. kisati, SIn. kisati; Latv. kasdt.

klanjat’sja, SCr. klanjati, Sln. klanjati se ; Skt. Sranayati.

klast’, SCr. klasti, Sln. kldsti, Cz. kldsti, Slk. kidst’ ; Lith. kioti,
Latv. kldz.

klevar, SCr. kljuvati, Sin. kljuvdti, Slk. kl'ut’ ; Lith. kliti.

. kieéi, Sin. klgkati; Lith. kiénkeéti.

klikar’, SCr. kliéi, SIn. klicati.

kljucit, SCr. kljiciti, Sin. kljuciti ; Lith. kliiti.

kovat’, SCr. kovati, Sin. kovdti, Cz. kouti, Slk. kut’ ; Lith. kduti,
Latv. kaiit, Lat. cidere. )
kolot’, SCr. klati, Sln. klati, Cz. kldti, Slk. klat, US. kié¢;
Lith. kdlti, Latv. kalt, Lat. cladeés.

koréir, SCr. kFéiti, Sin. kiéiti.

krast’, SCr. krasti, SIn. krdsti, Cz. krdsti ; Latv. krdt.

kryt, SCr. kriti, Sln. kriti, Cz. kryti, Slk. kryt’; Lith. krduti,
Latv. kraiit, Gr. krupté.

kudit’, SCr. kuditi, Sin. kuditi.

kukar’, SCr. kiikati, Sln. kukati.

kusar, SCr. kiisati, Sln. kusati; Lith. kasri, Latv. kuést, Skt.
khadati.
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lazir, SCr. laziti, Sln. ldziti ; Latv. [gzns, ON. ldgr.

ldjat’, SCr. ldjati, Sln. Igjati; Lith. léti, Latv. lat, Skt. rayati,
Lat. /arrare.

lezt’, SCr. s-ljesti, Sin. lesti, Cz. lézti, Slk. liezt’; Latv. [ézét,
ON. ldgr.

ljagu, SCr. [jezém, Sln. lgzem.

lir’, SCr. fiti, Sin. [iti, Cz. liti, SIk. liaf ; Lith. lieti, Latv. liét,
Gr. leibo, Lat. libare.

mdzat’, SCr. mazati, Sln. mdzati ; Latv. mudzét.

mdjat’sja, SCr. mdjati, Sin. mdjati ; Lith. mdri, Latv. mdt, Skt.
mayi, Gr. wiimos.

mérir’, SCr. mjeriti, Sln. mgriti ; Skt. mati, Lat. métior.

. micati, Sln. micati.
. miisti, SIn. molsti, miésti ; Lith. milZti, mélzti.

molor’, SCr. mijéti, Sln. mieti, Cz. miiti, Sik. mliet’, US. mléé
Lith. malti, Latv. malt, Skt. mrndti, Lat. molere.

mucit’, SCr. muciti, Sln. muciti, Po. meczy¢ ; Lith. mdnkyti.
myslit’, SCr. misliti, Sin. misliti ; Gr. miithos.

myt’, SCr. miti, Sin. miti, Cz. myti, Sik. myt’; Lith. mdudyti,
Skt. miitram, Dutch mooi.

mjat’, Sln. me¢ti, OCz. mieti, Slk. mdr’ ; Lith. minti, Latv. mit.
nadir’, SCr. naditi, Sln. ndditi.

niiditi, Sin. nuditi, Po. nudzic.

nyt’, Cz. nyti, Slk. nyt’; Lith. névyti, Latv. ndvér.

njuxat’, SCr. njusiti, Sin. njusati, njuhati ; OHG. niusan.

ordt’, SCr. orati, Sln. ordti; Lith. drti, Latv. ari, Gr. aréo,
Lat. arare.

paziti, Sln. pdziti.

parit’, SCr. pariti, Sln. pdriti.

past’, padat’, SCr. pasti, pddati, Sln. pdsti, pddati.

pasti, SCr. padsti, Sin. pasti, Cz. pdsti, Slk. pdst’; Lat. pdscere,
Goth. fodjan.

. patriti, Po. patrzyé ; Skt. pati.

pet’, SCr. pjeti, pjevati, Sln. péti, pévati.

pit’, SCr. piti, SIn. piti, Cz. piti, SIk. pit’; Skt. pitdh, Gr. piné.
plavit’, SCr. plaviti, Sln. plaviti ; Lith. plduti, Gr. plos, ON. flda.
plakat’, SCr. plikati, Sin. pldkati; Lith. pléti, Gr. plésso, Lat.
plangere.

. plasiti, Sln. plasiti, US. plésié, Po. ploszyé ; Gr. pélemos.

plevar’, SCr. pljuvati, Sin, pljuvati, Cz. pliti, Slk. pl'ut’; Lith.
spiauti, Latv. spjaiit.
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plyt’, SCr. pliti, Sin. plati, Cz. plouti, SIk. plut’ ; Lith. pliisti,
Latv. plist, Gr. plino.

polzat’, SCr. piizati, Sln. pélzati.

polozit’, SCr. plaziti, Sln. plaziti.

polor’, SCr. pljeti, Sin. pleti, Cz. pliti, Slk. pliet’, US. pléc.
polot’, Sin. plati, Cz. plati, US. pldé.

porot’, Sin. prati, US. pro¢ ; Gr. perdé.

pret’, Po. przeé ; Gr. préthé.

porti’, SCr. prtiti, prdtiti, Sln. pititi, prdtiti ; Gr. prdsso.

pruzit’, SCr. pruziti, Sln. proZiti.

prjazit’, SCr. prziti, praziti, Sln. prziti, prdzZiti; Lith. sprégti,
Latv. sprdgt, Skt. sphiirjati.

priast’, SCr. presti, Sin. presti, Cz. pristi, SIk. priast’ ; Lith. sprésti,
Latv. spriést.

prjatat’, SCr. prétati.

pukat’, puc¢it’, SCr. pici, Sln. pokati, pociti, Po. pekac.

. pusiti, Sln. pusiti ; Arm. phukh, Gr. phiisdé.

rvat’, SCr. Fvati se, Sin. rvati, Cz. rvati, routi, SIk. rvat’, rut’;
Lith. rduti, Latv. raiit.

rézat’, SCr. rézati, Sln. rézati ; Lith. rézti, Gr. régniimi.

vstrétit’, SCr. srésti, Sln. srésti, srécati.

rusit’, SCr. rusiti, SIn. rusiti ; Lith. rauti, ON. rust.

ryt’, SCr. riti, Sin. riti, Cz. ryti, Slk. ryt’; Lith. rduti, Latv. raiit,
ON. ryja.

sest’, sjddu, SCr. sjesti, sjedem, Sln. sésti, s¢dem; Lith. sésti,
Latv. sést, Skt. sidati.

. sjetiti se, Sln. sétiti se.

sétovat’, SCr. sjétovati.

se¢’, SCr. sjeci, Sln. séci, Cz. sici, SIk. siect’ ; Lat. secdre, Ir. ésgid.
séjar’, SCr. sijati, Shn. sejati, Cz. siti, Slk. siat’; Lith. séti,
Latv. set, Lat. serere, OHG. saen.

slusat’, slysat’, SCr. shisati, sfisati, SIn. slusati, slisati; Lith.
klausti, klausyti, Skt. srdsati.

smet’, SCr. smjeti, Sln. smeéti, Cz. smiti, Slk. smiet’; Lat. mos,
OHG. muot.

spet’, SCr. do-spjeti, Sin. spéti, Cz. spéti, Sik. spiet’ ; Lith. spéti,
Latv. spét, Skt. sphayate, Lat. spés, OHG. spuot.

stavit’, SCr. staviti, Sln. stdviti ; Lith. stovéti, Latv. stdvét, Gr. stiid.
stat’, SCr. stati, Sln. stati, Cz. stdati se, SIk. stat’; Lith. stdti,
Latv. stdt, Gr. histemi, Lat. stare, OHG. stan.
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Ru. do-sti¢’, SCr. stidi.

Ru. strasit’, SCr. strasiti, Sin. strdsiti ; Latv. strudstit.

Ru. swric’, SCr. stridi, Sln. stri¢i ; OHG. strihhan.

Ru. sypar’, SCr. sipati, Sln. sipati ; Lith. sipoti, Latv. Sipdr.

SCr. sezati, Sln. s¢gati, Po. siegad.

Ru. ¢djar’, SCr. tdjati, Sin. tdjati ; Gr. téké, Lat. tabére.

Ru. rterét’, SCr. tfti, Sln. tréti; Lith. tirti, Gr. teirg, Lat. terere.

Ru. terzat’, torgat’, SCr. tizati, tigati, Sln. tizati, tégati.

Ru. ésir, SCr. gjesiti, Sln. tésiti.

Ru. tiskar, SCr. tiskati, Sin. tiskati.

SCr. tlaciti, Sin. tlaciti, US. tlé¢ié, Po. tloczyé ; Lith. tilkti.

Ru. det’, Sln. teti, Cz. tliti, SIk. tlier ; Lith. #ilti, Lat. tollere.

SCr. trapiti, Sin. trdpiti.

Ru. tranir’, SCr. tratiti, SIn. trdtiti ; Lith. trétinti,

SCr. trajati, Sln. trdjati ; Skt. trayate.

Ru. #ébovar, SCr. trébovati, Sin. trébiti ; Gr. tribo.

SCr. t#liti, Sin. tFliti ; Lith. tirti.

SCr. tisiti, Sn. trsiti se.

Ru. rturit’, SCr. turiti, Sln. tirati.

Ru. tyt’, SCr. fiti, Cz. tyti, Slk. tyt’ ; Lith. tilas, tdukas.

Sin. teti, Cz. titi, SIk. t'at’ ; Lith. tinti, Gr. témno.

Ru. udit’, SCr. iiditi ; Skt. iidhar, OHG. dtar.

SCr. umiti, Sln. dmiti ; Lith. aumué.

Ru. ob-ur’, SCr. 6b-uti, Sin. ob-uti, Cz. ob-outi, SIk. ob-ut’ ; Lith. aiifi,
Lat. ex-uere.

Ru. xdjat’, SCr. hdjati, Sin. hdjati.

Ru. xvati’, SCr. hvatiti, Sin. hvdtiti.

Ru. po-xitit, SCr. hititi, Sln. hititi.

Ru. xulir’, SCr. huliti, Sin. huliti.

Ru. dekar’, SCr. ¢ekati, Sln. édakati; Lat. carus, OHG. huora.

Ru. ddjat’, SCr. &ijati, Sin. &djati ; Skt. cayati, Gr. téréo.

Ru. po-¢ir’, Sin. po-¢iti ; Lat. quiés.

Ru. ¢ur’, SCr. duti, Sin. curi, Cz. ¢iti, Slk. cut’; Skt. kavih, Gr. koéo,
Lat. cavére.

Ru. u-$ibir’, SCr. §tbati, Sln. sibati.

Ru. sir’, SCr. §iti, Sln. siti, Cz. siti, SIk. §ir’; Lith. siuti, Latv. §t,
Skt. sivyati, Lat. suere.

SCr. jaditi, Sln. jaditi ; Gr. oidéé.

Ru. po-jasar’, SCr. pdsati, Sln. pasati; Lith. juosti, Latv. juézt, Gr.
z0S10S.
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A7. LOAN WORDS

Next to the inherited material, there are a number of loan words
where the Slavic evidence points to a laryngealized vowel in the root.
These borrowings go back to the first millennium of our era, when
the laryngeal feature had already been integrated in the system of pitch
oppositions. The reason why these words belong to this accentuation

class

must be sought in the pitch characteristics of the Germanic

dialects from which the words were taken.

banja, SCr. banja, Sln. banja, OCz. bdné, SIk. batia ; Lat. balneum.
bljudo, SCr. bljiido ; Goth. biudan.

bradva, Sin. bradva ; OHG. barta.

buk, bukva, SCr. bitk, bitkva, Sin. bukev, bikva, Cz.Slk. buk ;
Goth. boka, ON. bék.

. buljav, Sin. bula, Cz. boule, SIk. bul’'a ; OHG. biilia.

vdatra, SCr. vatra, Cz.Slk. vatra ; Avestan atars.

vertogrdd, SCr. vit, Sln. vit ; Goth. airtigards.

volox, SCr. viah, Sin. viah, Cz.Slk. viach ; OHG. wal(a)h.

vyZlec, SCr. vizao, vizle, Sin. vizel, Cz. vyZel, vyile, Slk. vyZla ;
OHG. wiso.

dulja, SCr. gdiinja, Cz. kdoule, SIk. dula ; Lat. cydonea.

kad’, SCr. kad, Sin. kdd, Cz. kdd’, Slk. kad’a ; Gr. kddion.

kit, SCr. kit, Sin. kit ; Gr. kétos.

kniga, SCr. knjiga, Sln. knjiga, OCz. kniha, SIk. kniha.

lixva, SCr. lthva, Sin. lihva, Cz.Slk. lichva ; Goth. leihvan.

luk, SCr. lhik, SIn. luk, Cz. luk ; ON. laukr.

misa, Cz. misa, SIk. misa ; Lat. ménsa.

mlin, SCr. mlin, Sin. mlin, Cz. mlyn, Slk. miyn; OHG. mulin.
myjdta, SCr. métva, Sn. méta, Cz. mdta, Slk. mdta, Po. migta;
Lat. mentha.

pénjaz’, SCr. pjénézi, Sin. pénez, Cz. peniz, Slk. peniaz ; OHG.
pfenning.

plug, SCr. pliig, Sln. plug, SCz. plouh, Slk. pluh ; OHG. pfluog.
puska, SCr. puska, Sin. puska, Cz.SIk. puska ; OHG. buhsa.
rdaka, SCr. raka, SIn. rdka, rdakev, Cz.Slk. rakev ; Goth. arka.
ruta, SCr. ritta, Sln. ruta ; Lat. rita.

sdblja, SCr. sablja, Sin. sablja, Cz. Savle, Slk. Sabl'a ; Hung. szdblya.
skiba, Cz. skyva, Slk. skyva ; OHG. sciba.

skrin, SCr. skrinja, Sln. skrinja, Cz. skfii, Slk. skrifia ; OHG.
scrini.
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stupa, SCr. stipa, Sln. stppa, Cz. stoupa, Slk. stupa, Po. stepa;
OHG. stampfon.

tyn, SCr. fin, Sln. tin, Cz. tyn; ON. tun.

xiz, xiza, SCr. hiza, Sln. his, hisa, Cz. chyse, SIk. chyZa ; OHG. has.
xleb, SCr. hljéb, Sln. hleb, Cz. chléb, Slk. chlieb; Goth. hlaifs.
xuld, SCr. hila, Sin. hila ; Goth. holon.

Cerésnja, SCr. trésnja, Sln. ¢résnja, Cz. tfesné, US. tiésnja ; Lat.
cerasus.

selom, SCr. sljém, Sln. slem ; OHG. héim.

Suba, SCr. $uba, Sin. suba, Cz.SIk. suba.

séir, SCr. stir, Sln. §¢ir, Cz. stir ; OHG. stir.

javor, SCr. javor, Sln. javor, Cz.Slk. javor ; OHG. ahorn.



APPENDIX B

LENGTHENED VOWELS IN SLAVIC ROOTS

Occurrences of IE lengthened grade are even harder to identify in
Slavic than instances of IE laryngeals. The problem is that,-like in
Baltic, the large majority of cases go back to a period posterior
to the linguistic unity. The rise of new long vowels in derivatives
was particularly productive in Baltic as well as in Slavic during the
first millennium before our era.

According to the theory presented in the preceding chapters, the
regular reflex of the lengthened grade is a circumflex in monosyllables
and a long vowel in unstressed roots. A typical case is Ru. Zar, Zard,
SCr. Zar, Zdra. The co-existence of the two stems points to the
enlargement of an earlier consonant stem with different suffixes. The
former word can only show accentual mobility because of Illi¢-Svity¢’s
law (cf. section 3.4 above), and the latter has final accentuation in
accordance with Dybo’s law (section 3.6), cf. Ru. acc.sg. Zariz. Czech
Zdr has its long vowel from the compound poZdr, where length was
regularly maintained in the posttonic syllable, cf. Ru. poZdr, with
non-initial accentuation as a result of Dybo’s law, and SCr. poZar,
with secondary mobility. If the lengthened grade would originally
have yielded an acute intonation, neither the long root vowel in Cz.
pozdr, SCr. poZar, nor the final accentuation in Ru. Zard, SCr. Zdra
could be explained.

The instances where an apparent lengthened grade manifests an
acute intonation must be explained differently. The case of Ru. élq,
séla, sékla, pribégla was discussed above (section 3.2). A similar
explanation is generally accepted for the apparent lengthened grade
of the prefix in Ru. pdmjat’, prdded, SCr. pameét, prdaded, which goes
back to the old instrumental ending *-0H (Meillet 1934a:351, Beekes
1973:216). A third type is exemplified in the acute of Ru. sldva,
SCr. slava, for which we have Lith. §ldvé or slové, acc.sg. sléve or
§love. There were derivatives with and without a laryngeal from this
root in Balto-Slavic, e.g. Lith. klatiso < *klausa ‘obeys’ and kldusia
< *klauHsia ‘interrogates’ (cf. Meillet 1934b:164): When the laryngeal
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lost its segmental status, the existence of such pairs gave rise to a
metatonical relationship. The laryngealized root variant was generalized
in Slavic, e.g. Ru. sfusar’, SCr. slisati ‘to listen’,

The evaluation of the material presented in this appendix requires
a detailed chronological analysis, which remains a task for the future.
Here again I have no pretension to exhaustiveness. I have concen-
trated upon roots which show transparent apophonic relationships
and omitted clearly secondary cases.

B1l. NOUNS

Ru. val, SCr.SIn. val ; Lith. volé, Latv. vdle, Lat. volvere, ON. valr.

Ru. wvar, SCr.Sln. var, Cz.Slk. var; Lith. varus, Dutch warm.

Ru. vedré, SCr. vjédro, Sln. védro, Cz. védro, Slk. vedro ; ON. vdtr,
Ru. vodd.

Ru. véno, Cz. véno, Slk. veno.

Ru. gal; Latv. gale, OHG. kalo, Ru. géiyj.

Ru. gar’, razgdr, ugdr, SCr. gdr, gdra; Skt. hdrah, Gr. théros, Ru.
gorét’.

Ru. gran’, SCr. grdana, OCz. hrano, Cz.SIk. hrana, Po. gran; OHG.
grana.

Ru. davnd, SCr. davno, Sin. ddavno, Cz. ddvny, SIk. ddvny ; Skt. dirdh,
Arm. tev, Lat. diadum.

Ukr. dird, Sln. déra, Cz. dira, SIK. diera ; Skt. drndti, Gr. déré, Ru. drar’.

Ru. Zal’, SCr. Zao, Sin. Zal, Cz. Zal, Slk. zial ; Lith. géla, OHG. quala.

Ru. Zar, poZdr, Zard, SCr. Zar, pozar, Zdra, Sln. Zdar, poZar, Cz. Zdr,
pozdr, Slk. Ziar, Ziara ; Skt. hdrah, Gr. théros, Ru. gorér’.

Ru. zar’, zarjd, Sln. zdrja, Cz. zdf, zdfe; Lith. Zéréti, Zara, Ukr.
zorjd, SCr. zora, Sln. zorja, Cz. zore, Slk. zora.

Ru. zver’, SCr. zvijer, Sln. zvér, Cz. zvéf, Slk. zver ; Lith. Zvéris, Gr.
thér, Lat. ferus.

Ru. izgdga, Sn. izgdga, OCz. zhdha, Slk. Zhdha; Lith. dégti, Skt.
dahati, Ru. Zec.

Ru. kal, SCr. kao, Sln. kal, Cz.SIk. kal.

Ru. kdra, SCr.Sin. kar, Cz.SIk. kdra; Latv. karindt, Lat. carinare,
Ru. korit’.

Ru. krasa, SCr. kras, krdsa, SIn. kras, Cz.Slk. krdsa; ON. hrosa.

Ru. len’, SCr. [ijen, Sln. lén, OCz. léi1, SIk. liewi ; Lith. lénas, Iénas,
Latv. [gns, Lat. lénis.

SCr. mar, nemar, Sin. mar, ngmar ; Skt. smdrati, Lat. memor.

Ru. mel, SIn. mel, Cz. mél, Slk. mel’ ; Lith. smélys, Ru. molor.
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myjaso, SCr. méso, Sln. mesd, Cz. maso, Slk. mdso ; Lith. mésa,
Latv. miesa, Skt. mamsdm, mah, Arm. mis, Goth. mimz.

re¢’, SCr. rijec¢, Sln. réé, Cz. rec, Slk. re¢; Lith. rékri, Latv.
rekt, Skt. racdyati, Goth. ragin.

sam, SCr.Sln. sam, Cz.Slk. sam ; Skt. samdh, Gr. homés, Goth.
sama.

sap, SIn. sdpa ; Skt. Sdpati, Ru. sopér’.

svara, Sln. svar, Cz.SIk. svdr ; Lat. sermo, ON. svara.

slep, SCr. slijep, Shn. siep, Cz.Slk. slepy ; Lith. siépti, Latv. slépt.
tvar’, SCr.SIn. tvar, Cz. tvdr, tvar, SIk. tvdr, tvar; Lith. tvora,
Ru. tvorit’.

travd, SCr.SIn. trava, Cz.SIk. trdva ; Gr. tréo, SCr. trovati.

tresk, treskd, SCr. trijesak, tréska, SIn. trésk, tréska, Cz. tesk,
tFiska, SIk. tresk, trieska ; Lith. treskéti, Cz. troska.

udar, SCr. udar, SIn. udar, Cz.SIk. uder ; Ru. drat’.

uzas, SCr. tizas, Cz.Slk. uzas ; Lith. gésti, Gr. sbénnumi, Ru. gasit’.
xvald, SCr.SIn. hvdla, Cz.SIk. chvdla ; ON. skvala.

cary, Ukr. éard, SCr. éar, Sin. éar, édra, Cz. édr, ¢dra, Slk. éary ;
Lith. keréti, Skt. krnoti.

§¢ap, SCr. $tdp, Sln. §¢dp, Cz. stép, Slk. step ; Latv. sk¢ps, OHG.
skaft, Ru. séepd.

. jaz, SCr. jaz, Sln. jéz, Cz. jez, Slk. jaz; Lith. eZé, Latv. eza,

Arm. ezr.
Jajco, SCr. jdje, Sln. jdajce ; Gr. oién, Lat. dvum, OHG. ei.

. VERBS
. bddati, Cz. bddati.

valit’, Sln. valiti, Cz. valiti.

varit’, SCr. vdriti, Sin. variti, Cz. variti.

gaddr’, SIn. gddati, Cz. hddati; Lith. guddas, Latv. guods, ON.
gdta.

galit’, SCr. galiti.

. ganjati, Sln. ganjati. .

gasit’, SCr. gdsiti, Sin. gasiti, Cz. hasiti ; Lith. gésti, Gr. sbénniimi.
davit’, SCr.Slin. daviti, Cz. daviti ; ON. deyja.

drapat’, SCr.SIn. drdpati, Cz. drdpati; Gr. drépo.

zalér’, SCr. zdaliti, Sln. Zdliti, Cz. Zeleti; Lith. gélii, OHG.
quélan.

zarit’, SCr. Zdriti, Sln. Zariti.

zdrit’, Cz. zdfFiti ; Lith. Zeéréti.
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Ru. karar’, SCr.SIn. kdrati, Cz. kdrati.

Ru. krdkar, Sln. krakati, Cz. krdkati; Lith. krokti, Latv. krdkt,
Gr. krozo, Lat. crocire.

SCr. lijegati, Sin. Iégati, Cz. lehati.

Ru. letdr, SCr. lijétati, Sln. létati, Cz. létati; Lith. [ékti, Latv. léki.

SCr. madriti, Sln. marati.

Sin. méniti, Cz. miniti ; OHG. meinen.

Ru. paliv, SCr.Sin. pdliti, Cz. pdliti ; Lith. pelenal.

Ru. parit’, SCr. pariti, Cz. pdriti ; Goth. faran.

Ru. racic’, SCr.SIn. raciti, Cz. rdaciti; Skt. racdyati, Goth. rahnjan.

Sln. rékati, Cz. Fikati.

Ru. sadiv’, SCr. sdditi, Sin. saditi, Cz. saditi; Lith. sodinti, Goth.
satjan.

Sla.  sdpati, Cz. sapati se.

Ru. svarit’sja, Sin. svariti, Cz. svdFiti se.

Ru. skakdr, SCr.SIn. skdkati, Cz. skdakati ; ON. skaga.

Ru. tdkar’, SCr. tdkati, Sin. takati ; Lith. tekéti.

Sln. tvéarjati, Cz. tvareti ; Lith. tvérti.

Sin. tékati, Cz. tékati; Lith. tekéti.

Ru. travit', SCr. traviti, Cz. trdviti ; Gr. tréo.

Ru. xvalit’, SCr.SIn. hvdliti, Cz. chvdliti ; ON. skvala.

Ru. é&dpar’, Sln. édpati, Cz. éapati; Lat. capere, Goth. hafjan.

Ru. salir, Sln. sdliti se, Cz. sdliti.

B3. SIGMATIC AORIST
OCNhSI. bass, bljuss, véss, viéxs, vréss, gréss, ésv, jaxs, Zaxs, lexs, mess,
néss, réxv, S€Xv, 1EXb, 1ress, CVisy, Ciss.



APPENDIX C

SHORTENING OF PRETONIC
LONG VOWELS IN ITALIC AND CELTIC

The reconstruction of the oldest Balto-Slavic accentual system requires
an evaluation of the comparative IE evidence. The only detailed
comparison available so far is presented in Illi¢-Svity¢’s monograph
on nominal accentuation in Baltic and Slavic (1963). In this study the
Baltic and Slavic material is confronted with identical formations in
Sanskrit, Greek, and Germanic. These are not the only languages
which supply useful information about IE accentuation, however.
As Dybo demonstrated in 1961, the shortening of pretonic long
vowels in Italic and Celtic provides another valuable clue for the
reconstruction of accentual differences in prehistoric times. Here 1
quote the main part of the introduction to this important article
(Dybo 1961a:9f)).

“Comparative linguistics often has to deal with variants of a root
where side by side with a long vowel or long resonant (respectively heavy
base or root with a laryngeal) a short vowel or resonant (respectively
light base or root without a laryngeal) appears. Both variants are usually
supposed to go back to IE times.

But a careful examination of the material shows this view to be
unwarranted :

1. If one leaves aside the instances when the root with a long
vowel appears before a vowel or where the root (stem) is split by
a nasal infix, and also some cases of shortening of vowels before
certain consonant clusters, then the overwhelming majority of the
words with a short root variant belongs to the Western part of the
IE area, viz. to the Italic, Celtic and, partly, the Germanic languages.

2. Moreover, where there are corresponding words or words with
a similar structure, the Italic short root variant coincides with the
Celtic one, and in the case of a root ending in an intervocalic
resonant, also with the Germanic one:

1) Lat. cittis, W. cwd, but OHG. hat ;

2) Lat. defriitum, Olr. bruth, but OHG. prit ;
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3) Lat. fiiturus, Olr. ro-both, but Skt. bhitih, Lith. biitas ,

4) Lat. sticula, W. hwee, but Skt. sukardh ;

5) Lat. piiter, Ir. othar, othrach (root pu-) ;

6) Lat. ulna (< *0lena), lr. uile, Goth. aleina, but Gr. oléné,
olén, Arm. uln (u < IE 6) ;

7) Lat. vir, Ir. fer, Goth. wair ; but Skt. virdh, Lith. vyras;

8) Lat. sérésco, Ir. serb, OHG. seraweén, but Skt. ksardh, Gr. kséros ;

9) Osc. bivus (acc.pl.), W. by, Goth. *gius, but Skt. jivdh, Lith.
gyvas ;

10) Lat. *tiamus (in timere), W. twf, Ge.(dial.) diim, but Avestan
tama-, OChSI. tyti;

11) Olr. del, Sw.(dial.) del (masc.), but Latv. déls (gen. déla) ;

12) Ir. lon, Goth. lun (the brevity of the u is established on the
basis of OE. alynnan), but Skt. lindh ;

13) Ir. *len (0 lenomnaib ‘lituris’), Ge.(dial.) len, Sw. len, but Skt.
lindh ; :

14) Celt. *novis (in Ir. néine, nuna, W. newyn, Bret. naoun), Goth.
nawis, but Latv. ndvs, Lith. novis, OPr. nowis, Ru. nav’.

These two peculiarities of the distribution of the material with
a short root variant compel one to look for the causes of the
emergence of this short variant in the phonetic processes of the
Celto-Italic dialectal area, and also in the similar and, probably,
connected phonetic processes in the dialects underlying the Proto-
Germanic language.

The analysis of the Celtic and Italic material from the point of
view of IE accentology shows that long vowels and resonants were
preserved in these languages under the stress only and were shortened
in unstressed position, probably already in the period of Celto-Italic
unity, at a time of close contact with the dialects underlying the
Proto-Germanic language.

The different reflexes of long 7 and 7 can also be explained by the
place of the stress (Celto-Ital. ar, al in unstressed position, Celto-Ital.
rd, la under the Indo-European stress).”

Dybo then presents the material, consisting of 42 items where long
IE vowels and resonants have been shortened in unstressed syllables,
and 44 items where long IE vowels and resonants have been pre-
served under the stress. I refrain from repeating the material here
and refer to the source for full information.
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In addition to the material which is in accordance with the
hypothesis, Dybo adduces 17 items with a long stem vowel in Italic
and Celtic corresponding to a stressed stem vowel in Baltic and
Slavic but to a pretonic long stem vowel in Greek and Sanskrit,
e.g. Lat. fimus, granum, Ir. grdn, ldn, SCr. dim, z¥no, pun, Skt. dhiamdh,
Jjirnah, pirndh. The difference between the Balto-Slavic and the Greek
and Sanskrit accentuation is generally explained by Hirt’s law. On
the basis of the Italic and Celtic material Dybo rejects this law and
assumes that the stress placement in Baltic and Slavic goes back to
the proto-language and that the final accentuation in the oldest IE
evidence is due to an innovation.

The explanation of the difference between a short vowel in Italic
and Celtic and a long vowel elsewhere as resulting from the shortening
of pretonic long vowels in the former languages is supported by the
existence of an alternation between a long and a short vowel in deri-
vatives from the same root in Italic and Celtic, e.g. Welsh biw ‘cattle’,
byw ‘living’, Lat. sas, siiciila, piarus, piitus, carus, Olr. caraim. According
to Dybo, the quantitative opposition in these words reflects an earlier
accentual difference.

The same explanation is put forward for the quantity of the stem
vowel in deverbative nominals in -fo- (participle) and -ru- (supine).
The to-participle has final accentuation in Greek and Sanskrit,
whereas the latter language has generalized both full grade and
barytonesis in the infinitive in -fum. If the preservation or loss of
quantity in the root reflects an earlier accentual opposition in Italic
and Celtic, one has to assume two classes of ¢-formations which
merged in Greek and Sanskrit, e.g. Lat. fitus, [itum, piitare, fitdre,
futarus, Olr. ro-both, bith, W. ffrwst, ffraeth, but Lat. situs, situm,
ridta, stratus, stratum, Olr. ro-bith, brdath, W. prid, blawt. These classes
must be old because the same distribution is found in Baltic and
Slavic, cf. Latv. liét/lit, plaiit, bit, dzit, sprist, sprdgt, §tt, biFt, malt,
Ru. lila, byld, zila, Sila, ryla, prostérla, bila, kryla, molola. On the
basis of the agreement between the Western and the Northern languages
Dybo assumes that the accentuation of the Greek and Sanskrit forms
1s secondary in these categories.

Dybo’s article provoked a reaction by Illic-Svity¢ (1962), who
accepted the thesis that pretonic long vowels were shortened in Italic
and Celtic, but rejected the suggestion that these languages together
with Baltic and Slavic preserved the old stress placement on the stem
in a number of cases where Greek and Sanskrit show final accen-
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tuation. Illi¢-Svity¢’s main objection is that the motivation for the
oxytonesis in the latter languages remains unclear, especially because
the stem is stressed in such words as Skt. irnd, bhrdta, as opposed
to pirndh, mata. Moreover, the Germanic evidence generally supports
the antiquity of the Greek and Sanskrit accentuation rather than the
stress placement conjectured on the basis of Italic and Celtic quantity,
e.g. OHG. muoter < *matér, OF. séod < *siiités, cf. Lat. mater, siitus,
Skt. matd, syitah. ic-Svityé concludes that the Sanskrit, Greek, and
Germanic accentuation goes back to the proto-language and that
the stress was retracted in Italic and Celtic under the same con-
ditions as it was in Baltic and Slavic.

According to Illi¢-Svity¢, the origin of the retraction must be sought
in the intonation of the root vowel. He posits the existence of four
types in the proto-language :

(1) IE barytona with a rising intonation on the root syllable: fixed
stress on the stem and preservation of length in Balto-Slavic and
Celto-Italic, e.g. SCr. briit, Lat. frater, Olr. brdthir, Skt. bhrata, Gr.
phratér, OHG. bruodar.

(2) IE oxytona with a rising intonation on the root syllable:
retraction of the stress and preservation of length in Balto-Slavic
and Celto-lItalic, e.g. Lith. pilnas, Latv. pilns, SCr. piin, Ir. ldn,
Skt. pirndh.

(3) IE oxytona with a ‘broken’ intonation on the root syllable:
mobile stress in Balto-Slavic and shortening of pretonic length in
Celto-Italic, e.g. SCr. trag, Ir. trog.

(4) IE barytona with a ‘broken’ intonation on the root syllable:
mobile stress in Balto-Slavic and preservation of length under the
stress in Celto-Italic, e.g. Lith. plénas, Latv. pldns, Lat. planus.

Thus, the opposition between preservation and loss of quantity
in Italic and Celtic reflects an earlier intonational difference, which
is independent of the IE stress placement. The ro-participle was
stressed on the ending but could have different intonations in the root.

Leaving the Germanic evidence aside, 1 think that Illi¢-Svity¢ is
right for two reasons when he sticks to the view that Sanskrit and
Greek have preserved the IE stress placement better than Italo-Celtic
and Balto-Slavic. First, the original accentuation cannot be esta-
blished without taking the apophonic evidence into account. When
apophony and accentuation in Greek and Sanskrit coincide, there
can hardly be any doubt. The combination of final stress and zero
grade of the root vowel in the fo-participle suggests that this is the
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original situation. In the ru-formation we may expect proterodynamic
mobility (cf. Kuiper 1942:35). Second, the preservation of the neuter
gender in SCr. zino and similar words cannot be explained if we start
from original barytonesis. The merger of barytone necuters and
masculines in the singular must have preceded the retraction of the
stress in these words (cf. section 5.3 above). There is no way to avoid
Hirt’s law in Baltic and Slavic.

On the other hand, 1 do not agree with Illi¢-Svity¢ that a similar
retraction must have operated in Italic and Celtic. The preservation
of pretonic long vowels in these languages can be explained more
easily if we base ourselves on the principle of relative chronology,
i.e. if we assume that the pretonic long vowels which have been
preserved had not yet arisen at the time when the shortening operated.
It is remarkable that all of the items with preservation of pretonic
length adduced by Dybo have a ‘long sonant’ in the root with the
single exception of the word Lat. mdter, Olr. mdthir, Skt. mata. In this
very word Greek has preserved a stem-stressed nominative métér,
Dor. matér, which must be the remnant of an old type of mobility.
It is probable that the long vowel in Italic and Celtic, which was
regularly preserved under the stress in the nominative, was analo-
gically introduced in the other case forms. Alternatively, one could
suggest that these languages, in contradistinction to Sanskrit and
Slavic, generalized the barytonesis of the nom.sg. form throughout
the paradigm.

If this view is correct, the loss of the laryngeals after a vocalic
resonant is posterior to the shortening of pretonic long vowels in
Italic and Celtic. The specific development of the vocalic liquids,
which is posterior to the common shortening of pretonic long vowels,
which is in turn posterior to the development of &, 4, 6 from short
vowel plus laryngeal, supports the hypothesis of Italo-Celtic linguistic
unity.

Illi¢-Svity&’s conjecture about the presence of different intonations
in the root must be reconsidered in this connection. It should be
clear that his solution is no explanation : it merely shifts the problem.
Even if the observed differences reflect an earlier pitch opposition,
the latter must still be explained in terms of the root structure.
Moreover, the quadripartition into stem-stressed and end-stressed
nouns with rising and ‘broken’ intonation is not so straightforward
as T1lic-Svity¢ suggests. Not all of his comparisons are equally accep-
table. In particular, his third type is a heterogeneous class and his
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fourth type is a fallacy. The broken intonation of Latv. pldns is the
regular reflex of an old acute in neuter nouns, cf. Lat. planum, and
the mobility in Lith. plénas is secondary, while Latv. pldns points to
original barytonesis. The other items belonging to the same class are
also objectionable. This reduces the problem to establishing the diffe-
rence between the second and third type, i.e. to determining the
conditions of Hirt’s law and its Italo-Celtic analogue.

In his monograph on Baltic and Slavic accentuation (1963), Illi¢-
Svity¢ abandons Kurylowicz’s idea that the place of the ictus in
Baltic and Slavic is independent of the place of the ictus in Indo-
European and proves that Balto-Slavic mobility is the reflex of IE
oxytonesis, and that fixed stress in Baltic and Slavic continues IE root
stress, with the exception of a few definable classes. One of these
classes owes its existence to Hirt’s law, which I adopted in this book
in Illi¢-Svity¢’s formulation : the ictus was retracted if the vowel
of the preceding syllable was immediately followed by a laryngeal.
As a result of this retraction, we find fixed stress on the stem in
Baltic and Slavic corresponding to final accentuation in Sanskrit
and Greek. (Another exceptional class, where we find Slavic mobility
corresponding to IE barytonesis, originated from what I have called
[1ic-Svity¢’s law, cf. section 3.4 above.)

If this formulation of Hirt’s law is correct (as 1 think it is), we
can identify the above ‘rising intonation’ as the presence of a vowel
or syllabic resonant which is immediately followed by a laryngeal,
and the ‘broken intonation’ as the absence of this situation. In the
latter case there are at least four possibilities. Either there was no
laryngeal and the long vowel goes back to lengthened grade, which
is a possible solution for SCr. trdg, Ir. trog. Or the root contained
vowel plus laryngeal but the accentual mobility was preserved, as in
Lith. sanus, SCr. sin (cf. Ebeling 1967:582). Or the laryngeal followed
the second component of a diphthong, as in Latv. #iévs, Gr. tanads.
Or the laryngeal preceded a vocalic resonant. The latter solution was
put forward in section 1.3 above as an explanation of the final accen-
tuation in Ru. pild, lild, Zild, byla. 1 think that this suggestion is now
corroborated by the Italo-Celtic evidence. It can also be advanced
for SCr. Zir, Skt. jirdh, cf. Lat. virére.

Thus, I assume that the shortening of a pretonic ‘long sonant’
in Italic and Celtic points to the presence of a laryngeal preceding the
syllabic resonant. This conjecture is supported by other IE evidence
in a number of cases, cf. Latv. /&u, Hitt. pahhur, perhaps Gr. phiiton,



82 SHORTENING OF PRETONIC LONG VOWELS

bios. The case of Lat. vir is slightly different. The retraction in Lith.
vyras, Latv. virs, as compared with Skt. virdh, points to *viHroés,
which would yield a long vowel in Italo-Celtic. The expected quantity
is indeed attested in Umbr. veir-. The short vowel in Latin must be
explained by a merger with the cognate of Skt. jirdh, where the
Balto-Slavic evidence points to a root *g¢Hi-, cf. Lat. virére. The
original length was preserved in vis.

As Dybo pointed out, the shortening of pretonic long vowels
yielded a quantitative alternation in such cases as Welsh biw
(< *g¥Hivos, Gr. bios), byw (< *g¢Hivés, Skt. jivdh), Lat. pirus,
pittus, cdrus, Olr. caraim. The alternation was analogically extended
by shortening of the root vowel in certain morphological categories
to stems which originally had a vocalic resonant followed by a laryn-
geal, e.g. in Lat. sicitla, W. hwceh, cf. Lat. sis < *suH-. It is not
necessary to assume the complicated mechanism which Illic-Svity¢
suggests in this connection (1962:71f). The agreement of Italic
and Celtic at this stage is another argument in favour of the Italo-
Celtic hypothesis. A final solution to the problem requires a detailed
chronological analysis of the material, which remains a task for the
future.



APPENDIX D

SHORTENING OF PRETONIC
LONG VOWELS IN GERMANIC

In his article about the shortening of pretonic length discussed in the
preceding appendix (1961a) Dybo points to the same phenomenon
in the Germanic languages, where it took place under different con-
ditions. He adduces a list of 16 items where a pretonic long vowel
before an intervocalic resonant was shortened, e.g. Goth. wair, ON.
verr, OHG. wer, Skt. virdh. It follows from this example that the
shortening was posterior to the loss of the laryngeals, cf. also
Goth. gius, sunus, Skt. jivdh, sanih. Besides, Dybo adduces 17 items
with a long vowel before an intervocalic resonant corresponding to
barytona in other IE languages, ¢.g. ON. surr, OHG. sir, Latv.
stirs, SCr. sir. In oxytona the long vowel was preserved before an
obstruent, e.g. OHG. fluot, Gr. plotés.

Dybo also draws attention to traces of barytonesis in the fo-parti-
ciple, e.g. OHG. kund. The same indication is found in the preterit
kunda. Dybo’s attempt to connect the accentuation of these forms
with the Italo-Celtic and Balto-Slavic phenomena is not convincing
(cf. THi¢-Svity¢ 1962:68f.). It would seem more appropriate to assume
a generalization of barytonesis in the old perfect, cf. the recessive
stress in Ru. mogu, moZes’. Thus, 1 do not think that the Germanic
evidence helps clarify the accentual opposition suggested for the
to-participle by the material from other IE languages.



APPENDIX E

THE ORIGIN
OF IE LENGTHENED GRADE

In 1894 Streitberg formulated the following rule: “Findet in einem
Wort ein Morenverlust statt, so wird eine der Verluststelle unmittelbar
vorausgehnde betonte kurze Silbe gedehnt, dagegen eine unmittelbar
vorausgehnde betonte lange Silbe mit gestossnem Akzent geschleift”
(1894:313). Two years later Wackernagel (who incidentally omitted
the word “betonte” in his quotation of Streitberg’s rule) pointed
out that “Fir die ig. Dehnstufe passt diese Erkldrung nicht, da es
in den wenigsten Fillen moglich ist, fiir die Dehnform eine um eine
More reichere Grundform wahrscheinlich zu machen” (1896:68).
Nevertheless Streitberg’s theory became almost generally accepted
in the following decades. Hirt simply disregards Wackernagel’s
objections (1921:37f. and 1931:65). Yet I think that Streitberg’s rule
is both theoretically weak and materially inadequate.

From the theoretical point of view it is weak because it offers
no explanation but merely shifts the problem to determining the
conditions under which the “Morenverlust” and the subsequent
analogical levelling took place. These problems are far from trivial.
Van Wijk carries the principle through ad absurdum when he suggests
that Gr. k&r, méthu go back to IE *kérede, *médheue (1907:340). This
is mere speculation and does not further our understanding of the
apophonic relationships in any respect.

Besides, Streitberg’s theory is factually untenable, as Wackernagel
demonstrated in his short discussion of the matter. Streitberg assumes
that the lengthened grade in the active s-aorist goes back to the loss
of a schwa in the next syllable. On the one hand, he does not explain
why the alleged vowel was not lost elsewhere under the same con-
ditions. On the other, he does not explain the absence of lengthened
grade in the subjunctive and in the medial s-aorist, e.g. dstosi. The
same objection can be made in the case of the other relevant categories.

At the same time, the essentially correct solution to the problem
is put forward precisely by Wackernagel himself (1896:66ff.). He
distinguishes three categories with seven subdivisions :
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(a) Derivative nouns. Wackernagel accepts Streitberg’s suggestion
(1894:380) that lengthened grade in this category stems from the
vrddhi in monosyllabic word forms. The existence of vak ‘speech’ next
to vdcah ‘word’ led to the creation of a collective asvdm ‘herd of
horses’ next to dsvah ‘horse’.

(b) Roots in monosyllabic nouns, before primary suffixes, in the
singular of athematic presents, and in the active s-aorist, e.g. -hard-,
hardi, marsti, ajaisam. The long vowel of these words goes back to
phonetic lengthening in monosyllabic word forms, e.g. *hard, *jais.

(c) The final syllable of noun stems in the nom.sg. and loc.sg.
forms, e.g. sdkha, agnid. In the nominative Wackernagel assumes
lengthening of the vowel before r in IE *paters with subsequent
spread to other resonant stems, and in the locative he posits an original
ending *-es-i, *-ey-u.

1 agree with Wackernagel that the origin of the long vowel in the
first and second category is the phonetic fengthening in monosyllabic
word forms, but I do not think that the endings which he suggests
for the third category are correct. I wonder if the matter was clear
in his own mind, because in one and the same paragraph he mentions
both “uralte Ersatzdehnung” and lengthening “‘gemaiss der allge-
meinen Neigung fiir Dehnung eines Vokals vor r-Konsonant” for this
category. I think that the latter suggestion is correct and that we have
to assume phonetic lengthening before word-final resonant. Even if
we ignore the fact that there is no indication whatever for the assump-
tion of a sigmatic nominative in the case of pitd and sdkha, the
hypothesis of compensatory lengthening does not explain the short
vowel in participles like addn < *edonts.

Wackernagel’s theory does not account for the alleged lengthened
grade in such instances as Gr. 6/éné, SCr. pameét. These are the cases
where I assume an alternation involving laryngeals.

While the first part of Streitberg’s rule quoted in the first paragraph
of this appendix refers to the origin of the lengthened grade, the
second part is a statement of IE metatony. Since it is clear by now
that evidence from all daughter languages (perhaps with the exception
of Germanic) points to the preservation of the IE laryngeals up to
a period posterior to the linguistic dissolution, the statement cannot
be correct as it stands. Yet there is one kind of metatony in Balto-
Slavic which may be very old indeed, viz. the one in Lith. duéds, SCr.
da, cf. especially Latv. sals, guovs. These instances show that the
laryngeal was lost after a long vowel in monosyllables. The assumption
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of late metatony in Lith. duds would leave the other forms unexplained.
Moreover, it is difficult to account for the difference between Lith.
lis and rasys unless we assume that the latter form received its
circumflex before the acute vowel in the former was shortened in
accordance with Leskien’s law. Thus, the metatony in duds, which is
required as a model for the one in rasPs, cannot be identical with
the one in #i¢, which is probably posterior to Leskien’s law because
it did not reach the Zemaitian dialects.

If this conjecture is correct, the loss of a laryngeal after a long
vowel must be very old indeed. It follows from Lith. diosiu, SCr. dih
that it preceded the generalization of the long vowel in the polysyllabic
forms of the s-aorist. Since the latter development was shared by
Sanskrit, I wonder if there are any traces of the former in this language.

The accentuation of Skt. gdva, gdve, gdvi suggests that this noun
belongs to the proterodynamic paradigm (cf. Kuiper 1942:32). The
nominative gduh is monosyllabic in the Veda, contrary to what one
would expect on the basis of the reconstruction nom.sg. *g#dHus.
The simplest solution is to assume that the laryngeal was lost in the
nominative after the introduction of lengthened grade, resulting in
a form *g4ous or *gaus. If this is correct, Skt. gduh is identical to
Latv. guovs. It cannot be decided whether Greek shared the loss
of *H after a long vowel.
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GLOSSARY

The numbers refer to the sections of the book The material cited in the appendices
has not been ncluded

RUSSIAN  begat beZat’ to run 3 2, bog god 2 3 3 6, bolee more 4 3, bosoy barefooted 1 4
472, brar to take 14, byt’ to be 13 14 16 34, vezti to convey 14, vesti to lead 3 2,
vit’ to twist 1 3, voda water 1 6 3 4, volk wolf 3 4, volos hair 2 3, voldixa volcica she-wolf
33, volja will 2 4, voron raven 3 2, vorona crow 32, vorot collar 3 2, vorotit’ vorocat’
to turn 3 2, vosem’ eight 2 4, gar’ burning 3 2, gniloy rotten 1 4, gnit’ to rot 1 3, govorit’
to speak 3 4, golovka little head 2 3, gololed 1ce-crusted ground 3 7, goly; naked 4 2,
gorod town 43, gost® guest 2 3, griva mane 12, giyzt’ to gnaw 11 14 32, daroval’
to grant 37, dar’ to give 13 15, dvor comtyard 3 4, detr chuldren 2 3, dobry;7 kind 4 2,
dorogoy dear 4 3, dusa soul 17, dym smoke 12, est’ to eat 11 14 32, Zar heat 32,
Zena wife 17 22 34, zZir’ to live 13 14, zavorot bend 32, zvat’ to call 14, zoloto
gold 4 3, zub tooth 17 55, koZa skin 24, kon’ horse 14 23 36, kopat’ to dig 42,
korol’ king 3 6, koster bonfire 3 6, lazit lezt’ to chimb 11, le¢” to lie down 32, Iir’
to pour 13, lomut’ to break 34, [ud: people 2 3, mel chalk 32, molodoy young 43,
mod® to be able 11 24, nesti to carry 11 14 1522 34, novyy new 42, noga foot
54, nosu’ to carry 11 17 22 24 34, ogorod kitchen-garden 4 3, okno window 2 4,
oko eye 17, ostry; sharp 2 4, pet’ to simng 14, ped to bake 14, pit’ to drink 12 13
141632, plyt’ toswim 1 3, povod rem 3 4, povorot turn 3 2, poziloy elderly 1 4, pozolota
gilding 4 3, postydit’sja to be ashamed 4 2, pribegnut’ to have recourse 3 2, pivest: to
bring 3 4, piodatr’ to sell 1 6 3 4, prjast’ to spin 3 2, pytat’ to torture 4 2, re¢” speech 3 2,
rodit’ to give birth 11 13, rodit’sja to be born 4 2, rucka little hand 2 3, sest’ to sit
down 3 2, sec” to flog 3 2, s/lyr’ to have a reputation 1 3, sobrat’ to collect 15, straZa
guard 2 4, st11d” to cut 32, sudja judge 37, tvar’ creature 32, te’ to flow 32, trava
grass 2 2 3 4, ustalyy tiwed 1 4, usibit’ to hit 3 2, avalit’ to praise 22 3 4

UKRAINIAN dobiy; good 4 2, kopaty to dig 4 2, pytaty to ask 4 2
BULGARIAN  kopaja to dig 4 2, pitam to ask 4 2

SERBO-CROAT bawit1 se to stay 35, bio white 41, biti to be 23, bog god 23 36,
bogat tich 3 5, brada beard 2 3 3 5, brazda furrow 35, deljad household 3 5, éist clean
41, dan day 23 36, dati to give 23 32 52, dim smoke 17 34, dovest: to bring 32,
drag dear 4 3, dusa soul 36 37, gar soot 32, glas voice 34, glava head 17 35, go
naked 4 1, golovrat with a naked neck 3 2, golub pigeon 3 5, gora mountain 37 5557,
goveda cattle 3 2, grad town 2 3, gristi to bite 3 2, griva mane 1 7 3 2, yablan poplar 3 5,
Jastreb hawk 35, jesenas this autumn 4 2, jesti to eat 3 2, jezik tongue 23 36, jutros
this morning 4 2, kamen stone 3 5, klada log 3 5, kleti to curse 3 2, koljeno knee 2 3, kony
horse 2 3 3 6, kopati to dig 4 2, kosac mower 2 3, kost bone 2 3 3 6, kovati to forge 13,
koza skin 2 4, kral king 3 6, krv blood 5 2, kupovati to buy 1 5, labud swan 3 5, lakat
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elbow 3 5 Jeci to lie down 3 2, lonuti to break 1 52 2, lopata spade 2 3, Jjetos this summer
42, malna raspberry 3 5, myesec month 35, mlad young 4 3, mladost youth 36 43,
moct to be able 24, nabrati to collect 15, narod people 35, nebo sky 23 52, nest
to carry 53, nocas this might 42, nositr to carry 1522 24 35 36 nov new 41,
oblast region 3 5, apiatt to wash 14, orac fathet 2 3, oirca sheep 2 3, palti to burn 1 3,
pas dog 23 36, pauk spidet 35 pekar baker 3 S, penezi money 35, pisati to write
1315 prrati to ask 42, pobrati to collect 14 15, polje field 2 3 52, povrat return 3 2,
prase sucking-pig 3 6, pratr to wash 1 4, prefomuti to break 15, prestr to spin 3 2, prozor
window 2 3, rak crawfish 2 3, razdio division 3 4, jibar fisherman 3 5, 11bnjak pond 3 5,
tijeé word 3 2, iobiti to enslave 3 5, roditr to give birth 13 15 16, rodiay birth 3 5,
ruka hand 3 5 36 54, sadin to plant 3 2, selo village 5 2, sestra sister 23, s son 17,
sjecno blade 3 5, sject to cut 3 2, sjedati to sit down 3 2, sjeditr to sit 3 2, sjesti to sit
down 32, skovati to forge 13, srdit angry 35, star old 4 1, sto table 2 2, straZa guard
24 37, strict to shear 32, suh diy 13 43, svetac samt 23, Shatr to flog 32,
tecr to flow 32, tvar matter 3 2, visok high 4 3, vias hawr 55, volja will 24, viacan
to return 3 2, vian raven 3 2, vrana crow 3 2, viat neck 3 2, vratiti to return 3 2, zaklet:
to swear 3 2, zenrat return 3 2, zimus this winter 4 2, zub tooth 3 4, zvari to call 1 4, zvomits
to ring 1 7, Zar heat 3 2, Zelud acorn 3 5, Zeletr to wish 2 3, Zena woman 2 3 Zemiti to
marry 13

SLOVENE bog god 23 35 36, brada beard 3 5, brat brother 25, bran to read 15,
brazda furrow 3 5, dan day 23 35 36, dati to give 15, delo work 2 5, drva firewood
35, dusasoul 15173637, gladek smooth 4 1, go/ naked 4 2, gora mountain 23 24
3537525556 57, gostir to treat 17, gotoviti to prepare 24, grad castle 25,
guba crease 52, hoditi to go 17, hvaliti to praise 15, ime name 3 6, jun young 41,
klada log 3 5, honcati to end 15, kony horse 14 2122 232425353657, kost
bone 2335365257, kovani to forge 13 14, koZa skin 24, kri blood 52, kupovati
to buy 15, lahek hght 42, leto year 35 36 57, lipa ime-tree 3 5, lonec pot 2 3, mehek
soft 41 meso meat 3 6, mlad young 4 1, mladost youth 3 6, mocéi to be able 2 4, moZ
man 23 3552 55 56, nesti to carry 1S, mu thread 54 57, noga foot 35, nositi
to carry 1724 25 34, oko eye 17, osnova base 1724 34 35, ovea sheep 2 3, pes
dog 2 3 36, pocesati to comb 1 5, rak crawfish 23 35 57, roka hand 3 6, steber column
35, tele calf 52, tezak heavy 4 1, volja will 2 4, zastopati to replace 15, Zelet: to wish
17, 2ena woman 173457

CzecH  baviti to amuse 2 5, brada chin 3 5, brazda furrow 3 5, buditi to wake 25,
cirkev church 52, Celed’ tribe 3 5, dilo work 3 6, hlavka cabbage-head 2 3, holub pigeon
35, hiie worse 4 3, jabloii apple-tree 3 5, jazyk tongue 23, jestrab hawk 35, klada
log 35, krava cow 25 36 54, kiize skin 2 4, labur’ swan 35, loket elbow 35, mené
less 4 3 mésic month 3 5, mladost youth 3 6, moct to be able 24 25 37, muz man 2 3,
nosui to carry 24 2 5, oblast region 3 5, palivo fuel 3 5, pavouk spider 3 5, pekar baker
35, pemz com 3 5, radlo plough 3 5, robitr to do 335, role field 3 5, roucka little hand
2 3, ruka hand 3 6, rybaf fisherman 3 5, rybmk pond 3 5, fezati to cut 2 5, sedéti to sit
32, vile will 24 37, Zalud acorn 3 5

SLOVAK brada chin 3 5, brazda furrow 3 5, klada log 3 5, koZa skin 2 4, laker’ elbow
35, mber’ to be able 24 25 37, mest’ to carry 2 5, nosit’ to carry 2 4, robit’ to do 35,
vélawill 2437

UPPER SORBIAN broda beard 3 5, brozda furrow 3 5, kloda prison 3 5, wrot turn 3 2,
zawrot return 3 2
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PoLisH bioda beard 3 35, bruzda furrow 3 5, gardio throat 51, glowka hittle head 2 3,
jablon apple-tree 3 5, jesc to cat 14, jezyk tongue 2 3, kloda log 3 5, kopac to dig 42,
moc to be able 2 4, niesc to carry 3 5, nosic to carry 24 35, pytac to ask 42, 1qczka
little hand 2 3, reka hand 3 5 3 6, stroz guard 2 4 3 7, trgba trumpet 3 5, watroba hver 3 5,
wilk wolf 5 1, wola will 2 4

SLOVINCIAN bjeg Lauf 37, boub Bohne 37, bfeg Ufer 37, buogéé(ka) Reiche 37,
casnuota Enge 3 7, cemjau Schatten 3 7, daruovac schenken 3 7, doplata Zuzahlung 3 7,
duoxoud Emkommen 3 7, duonjesc hintragen 3 7, dvor Hof 37, fxoud Eingang 37,
goluoloud Glatteis 37, xluop Mann 37, xoud Gang 37, jrezoro See 37, karémor
karémérka Gastwirt(in) 3 7, kobilka junge Stute 3 7, koluodzer Stellmacher 3 7, komorka
Kammerchen 3 7, komuora Kammer 3 7, kuobala Stute 3 7, kuolano Knie 3 7, kuopato
Huf 3 7, kuovel Schmied 3 7, kuorolka Frau des Schrmieds 3 7, lasaca weiblicher Fuchs 3 7,
myili lieb 3 7, muotaka Hacke 3 7, napjisac aufschreiben 3 7, nogaicka klemer Strumpf 3 7,
nouz Messer 3 7, nuogaica Strumpf 3 7, pjisac schreiben 3 7, pfanjesc bringen 3 7, puomoc
helfen 3 7, raba Fisch S 7, rgka Hand 3 7, sarot(k)a Waise 3 7, vjiguo Joch 3 7, voul Ochse
37, voytruoba Leber 37, zadic anfangen 37, zabava Unterhaltung 37, zbeg Zu-
sammentreffen 3 7

OLD CHURCH SLAVIC borati to collect 52 vesti to lead 3 2, vivks wolf 52 53 5455
56 57, védén to know 52, dati to give 34, dvors courtyard 53, Zena woman 34,
zemlja earth 3 4, znati to know 3 4, 1go yoke 3452 53, kamy stone 143435525354
55 56, konjo horse 14 34, koste bone 52 54 55 56 57, lyati to pour 13, l&to
yeal 5 7, mati mother 1 4 3 4, nest1 to carry 1 4, noSte mght 5 3, pote way 52 5457, roka
hand 52 53 545556 57, svekry mother-in-law 53 54 56, slovo woid 5 3, syns son
525354555657, sésti to sit down 5 3, jast: to eat 32

LITHUANIAN akis eye 52 55, akmuo stone 142332343552 53 54, alga salary
3 2, anas that 3 3, antinas drake 3 3, asis axis 52 5 4, aukstas mgh 3 3, auk§us height 3 3,
avis sheep 52 53 54 5556 57, begtr to run 3 2, butas house 55, dievas god 52 57,
dukte daughter 13 14 16 17 32 52, duoti to give 32 34 52, dwigjau(s) two 54,
edalas edesis food 3 3, eit1 to go 3 2, esena eating 3 3, est: to eat 3 2, gaidys cock 5 5, galva
head 14 1732525657, geras good 33 42 52, gernau(s) better 54, gurklys craw
51, imt to take 3 2, jura sea 3 4, kqst to bite 3 3, katinas tom cat 1 6, katras which 3 3,
kauti to beat 1 4, kelmas stump 5 2, kesti to suffer 3 3, kiekas how much 1 6 3 3, kultiira
culture 3 6, labar very 55, langas window 3 3, literatira iterature 3 6, menkas petty
16 33, mote woman 14 32 34, naktis mght 53 55, namie at home 55, nestt to carry
14 53, patr wife 52 54, penki five 3 3, premuo shepherd 3 2, privesti to bring 16,
pusiau half 54, ranka hand 14 17 3233 525354555657, rekt1 to cry 32,
sakyti to say 1 6 3 3, sausas dry 1 3, sedet: to sit 3 2, sesti to sit down 3 2, setr to sow
3 3, smegas snow 3 3, sodinti to seat 3 2, sukti to twist 52, sunus son 16 17525354
5556 57, saltas cold 14 53 57, suo dog 53, tas that 52, taukmas greasy 33,
turgus market 5 5, ugnis fire 5 5 wolektis ell 3 2, uosti to smell 3 2, valanda hour 1 6, vest: to
lead 16 33, vilkas wolf 14323451525354555657, vilke she-wolf 3 3, feme
earth 5 2, Ziema winter 52

LATVIAN but to be 1 3, guovs cow 32, et to go 52, kauls bone 13, het to pour 13,
luogs window 3 3, preci five 3 3, sét to sow 3 3, steva wife 5 6, sniedze snow-bunting 3 3,
sniegs snow 3 3, frevs thin 1 3

OLD PRUSSIAN algas Lohn 54, gssaran See 53, dems Gott 54 56, genno Weib 5 6,
suwis Zunge 52 i1ancko Hand 5 3, warx Knecht 5 6
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SANSKRIT «vih sheep 5 3, asma stone 3 2, asvd mare 5 3, asmdkam our 5 4, gauh 0x 3 2,
grevg neck 12 32, janati to give birth 17, jantuh creature 17, tanih body 52, tasu
to carve 3 2, dvaiam aperture 5 3, dhumah smoke 1 2, pat foot 3 2 54, payayati to cause
to drink 1 3, pitih drinking 1 3, pra- to fill 3 2, bharan bearing 3 2, manah mund 3 2, mata
mother 32, marstt to wipe 32, yugam yoke 53, yusmakam your 54, rar king 32,
rdsa to be king 3 2, vanat to win 17, vak speech 32, vikah wolf 52 53 54 55,
suskah dry 1 3, sakha friend 3 2, sumandh well-disposed 3 2, sanuh son 5 3, stauti to praise
32, spat spy 32

AVESTAN tdsti to carve 3 2, staoit: to praise 3 2, zasto hand 5 4

GREEK akmén anvil 23 32 35, alphé gamn 32 auos dry 13, bous ox 32, gomphos
bolt 3 4, hedos seat 32, edo to eat 3 2, eumenes well-disposed 3 2, zugon yoke 53,
&kho echo 3 2, thugatér daughter 13 16, kaulos stem 1 3, kleos rumour 17, lukos wolf
52, menos spirtt 3 2, méter mother 3 2, 026 to smell 3 2, ops voice 3 2, poimén shepherd
32, pous foot 32 54, tanaos tall 13, hudor water 32, pheré to carry 52, phusis
nature 1 3, olené elbow 3 2

LATIN futurus future 13, lupus wolf 52, pes foot 32, rex king 3 2, sedare to calm
32, sedere to sit 3 2, yehere to carry 3 2, vox voice 32

IrRISH del nipple 1 3, sid peace 3 2
GoTHIC blinds blind 5 2, giba gift 53, wulfs wolf 5253
HITTITE da- to take 3 2, (w)ar(4)- to burn 32

VIETNAMESE ma rice seedling 3 3
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