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INDO-EUROPEAN LONG VOWELS IN BALTO-SLAVIC

1. There are currently two main positions concerning the development of
Proto-Indo-European (PIE) long vowels in Balto-Slavic:

i) According to the “traditional” theory, PIE long vowels are continued as
long vowels with acute intonation. Circumflex long vowels reflect post-PIE
contractions or new long vowels that arose within Balto-Slavic.'

ii) According to Kortlandt (1975, 21ff.; 1985) PIE long vowels yield
long vowels with circumflex intonation. Acute long vowels go back exclu-
sively to sequences involving a laryngeal or a “voiced” stop (Winter’s law).?

In this article I will present a defence of the traditional view. I will first dis-
cuss Kortlandt’s theory (background: PIE lengthened grade and Balto-Slavic
accentology, §§ 2-3; evidence, §§ 4-5), as well as Rasmussen’s proposal of a
circumflex metatony in monosyllables (§ 6). I will then present evidence in
favor of the traditional theory (§ 7).

2. Building on an earlier suggestion by Wackernagel (1896, 66ff.), Kort-
landt has proposed that the PIE lengthened grade originated in the following
two environments (Kortlandt 1975, 84ff.; 1985, 112; Beekes 1990):

i) Lengthening in monosyllabic word forms, accounting for the nom. sg.
of root nouns (*péd—s “foot”, *kérd “heart”, *h3ré§—s “ruler, king”, etc.) and
for the sigmatic aorist (3 sg. *ueg'-s-t).

ii) Lengthening in word-final position before resonants, accounting for the
nom. and loc. sg. of stems ending in a resonant (nom. sg. *ph,-ter “father”,
nom.-acc. sg. n. *ued-or “water (coll.)”; i- and u-stem loc. sg. *-eéi, *-eu).

! E.g. Rasmussen 1992, 186; Jasanoff 2004, 176; Hock 2006, 25f., among oth-
ers. With the label “traditional theory” I am loosely referring to a modern version of it,
one accepting achievements like the laryngeal theory, Winter’s law, or the “new look™ of
Balto-Slavic accentology.

* Kortlandt’s theory has become doctrina recepta among Leiden scholars. In recent
years it has also been accepted by a number of scholars not working within the Leiden
framework, e.g. Kim 2002, 115f.; Petit 2004, 180; Matasovic¢ 2005, 152; Ringe
2006, 75; Kapovic¢ 2006, 163ff.



Other instances of traditionally reconstructed lengthened grade would re-
flect post-PIE secondary developments.

While recognizing that it would be desirable to know why PIE long vowels
had a much narrower distribution than short vowels, there are several reasons
to doubt the correctness of this particular theory:

2.1. First, the theory predicts lengthened grade in forms in which it is not
found: i) root nouns like Ved. tvdc- “skin”, vis- “settlement”, Av. spas- “spy”,
Gk. phéy “vein”, etc., ii) t-stem *nok“-t- / *nék“-t- “evening; night”; iii)
monosyllables like *ne, *so, *toi, *tue, etc.; iv) case endings like dat. sg. *-ei,
nom. pl. *-oi, voc. sg. *-ei, *-eu, etc.; v) u- and n-stem loc. sg. *-eu (YAv. -0),
*-en (Ved. -an) beside *-éu (Ved. -au), *-én (Av. -gm/n); vi) athematic root
aorist (contrasting with lengthened grade in the sigmatic aorist).” The list
could easily be extended. Beekes’ solutions (1990), involving possible restric-
tions to the law, relative chronology, or different types of analogy, need not
be discussed here. The fact remains that the theory requires a large number
of auxiliary hypotheses in order to account for part of the data.

2.2. Second, there are alternative explanations for some of the forms that
the theory actually explains. Thus, Szemerényi’s law (*~-ERH/s > *-ER) ex-
plains nom. sg. *phater (< **ph,-tér-s) or nom.-acc. n. *uédor (< **yéd-or-h.).
The morphological advantages of this approach are self-evident.' In some
cases it has more explanatory power. As per Beekes 1990, 45f., Kortlandt’s
theory accounts for 3 pl. perf. *-er (Lat. -ére < *-er-i, Hitt. -er) beside *-r
(Ved. -ur, Av. -ar3), but this leaves Indo-Iranian *-r§ unexplained (Ved.
-ur, GAv. -ara3). Jasanoff’s account via Szemerényi’s law (full-grade **-ers

> *-er beside zero-grade *-rs, *-r being a compromise between *-er and

*Kortlandt (2004, 9) gives three cases of lengthening in the root aorist: Gk. ¥5fn
“went out” (< *sg“es-t), Olr. 'midair “judged” (< *med-t), Lat. ueni, Go. 1 pl. gemum,
TB sem “came” (< *g“ém-t). Gk. €o6pn, however, can be trivially explained as an n-aorist
of-n-, whereas Olr. ‘midair simply needs not continue an aorist. The potential equation
Lat. uéni = TB Sem remains striking, but see Kim 2001 for an attractive solution via
Szemerényi’s law (2/3 sg. *g“en < *g“em-s, *g"em-d).

“Beekes (1985, 151f.) offers two arguments against this approach: i) case endings
like gen. sg. *-ei-s, *-en-s provide direct counterevidence against Szemerényi’s law, ii)
the a-stem nom. sg. *~(e)h, proves the existence of animate nouns with asigmatic nomi-
native singular. Analogical remodeling, however, would be most trivial in gen. sg. *-ei-s,
*-en-s. Lack of *-s in the nom. sg. of feminine a-stems is readily explained by the col-
lective origin of this formation (note also nom.-acc. du. *-eh-ih;).
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*-rs; Jasanoff 2003, 32f.) accounts for this ending as well. Similarly, Ko-
rtlandt’s lengthening accounts for loc. sg. *-eéi, *-éu, *-en, but not for full-
grade *-eu, *-en. Schmidt’s principle (“the endingless locative had one ablaut
grade higher than the weak stem”, Schmidt 1885, 308) has the advantage
of directly generating these and other variants (e.g. GAv. dgm < *dém beside
YAv. duuara < *d"uér).

2.3. Third, long vowels are by no means restricted to the environments
that Kortlandt’s theory predicts. Most scholars now accept the existence of
an archaic layer of PIE formations characterized by apophonic or invariant
lengthened grade: Narten presents (*steu-ti / *stéu-nti > Ved. stduti / stuvdnti
“praise”) and causatives (*suép-eie-ti > Lat. sopio, -ire “put to sleep”, ON séfa
“kill™), heteroclits (*seh,-ur / *séh,-un-s > Hitt. sehur / $éhunas “urine”),’
s-stem nouns (*gerh-(e)s- > Gk. yfjoag “old age”, yéoag “(token of) hon-
or”), vrddhi-derivatives (*suékuré- > OHG swagur “brother-in-law”), the-
matic nouns (*h,éd-o- > ON dt, OHG az “food”), a-stem nouns (*kom-eh,-
> Gk. noun “village; district™), etc.

Reconstructions like these are systematically rejected by Leiden scholars.
Kortlandt (2004, 9), for instance, derives Narten presents from reduplicated
presents: Ved. tasti / taksati “fashion” < *te-th- (cf. Gk. Téntov “carpenter”,
tinto “give birth™), dasti “worships” < *de-dk-, whence analogical marsti
“wipes” < *me(m)rg-, stauti “praises” < *ste(st)u-, etc. It is unclear to me how
Kortlandt arrives at tasti / tdksati from his reconstruction of the reduplicated
present (strong stem *ui-uek“-, weak stem *ui-uk”-, 3 pl. *ué-uk“-nti). The
analogy he posits in order to explain marsti, stduti (an unproductive type that,
pace Kortlandt, is not restricted to Indo-Iranian) is in any case far from obvi-
ous.’ To give another example, the noun for “liver” is usually reconstructed
as *Hiek"-r / *Hiék"-n-s on the basis of Gk. fnag, YAv. yakara beside Ved.
ydkrt, Lat. iecur, Lith. dial. jéknos.” YAv. yakara is ambiguous (cf. de Vaan
2003, 68f.), but the idea that Gk. fjiag has borrowed its vocalism from fjtog,

*SeeLe Feuvre 2007 on Gk. edgaoeig “humid” (ultimately going back to *séh,-ur-o-)
and other derivatives of *séhg—y[ / *sého-un-s.

% The idea that Ved. tdsti / tdksati goes back to a reduplicated present is due to Rix
(apud Hardarson 1993, 29'%). The crucial step would be 3 pl. *té-th-nti > *te’ie})gti by
regular sound change. This produced an irregular paradigm that was regularized through
the replacement of the strong stem *té-to/ek- by *tékp-. Note that this analogy requires
the model of an already existing class of Narten presents.

7 Lat. iocineris probably does not continue an old o-grade, cf. de Vaan 2008, 296.



xfjo “heart” (Beekes 1985, 3) is ad hoc and can only be seriously enter-
tained if one has already decided on other grounds that *Hiek“-r is a very
problematic reconstruction.

3. Balto-Slavic accentology. The cornerstone of Kortlandt’s conception
of Balto-Slavic accentology is the identification of the traditional acute tone
with a segmental glottal stop of two possible origins: the PIE laryngeals and
the PIE “voiced” stops (Winter’s law), which in Kortlandt’s version of the
glottalic theory were pre-glottalized stops.” The glottal stop was still pre-
served as a segmental phoneme in the individual prehistory of the Baltic and
Slavic languages. The broken tone of Latvian and Zemaitian, for instance, is
regarded as a direct continuant of the Balto-Slavic glottal stop. The develop-
ment of vocalic quantity in Slavic is taken to be directly dependent on its
gradual disappearance.

We can now understand the importance that the intonation of inherited
long vowels has in Kortlandt’s system, in spite of the reduced number of se-
cure examples. The identification of the Balto-Slavic acute with some type of
glottal feature is now a widespread idea, but there is an important difference
between seeing glottalization as a vocalic feature and its identification with
a glottal stop. If acuteness is linked exclusively to the previous presence of
a glottal stop (e.g. Lith. galva “head”, bégmi “I run” < *gol?ud?, *berg-mi,
with no length even in East Baltic), it would be difficult to imagine how long
vowels could develop in the same manner. This would imply that a form like
nom. sg. *g'uer (the traditional antecedent of Lith. Zvéris AP 3, Latv. zo¢rs)
somehow managed to end up as Balto-Slavic *Zuerris or *Zuerris.

Kortlandt’s views on Balto-Slavic accentology cannot be adequately dis-
cussed within the limits of this article. For present purposes it is enough to
stress the following points: i) the notion that PIE long vowels received cir-
cumflex intonation in Balto-Slavic is demanded by the internal logic of his
accentological system, which in part rests on problematic assumptions (e.g.
the glottalic theory); ii) Kortlandt’s treatment of the evidence is conditioned
by a theory on the origin of the PIE lengthened grade that is equally dubi-
ous.

4. Having these considerations in mind, we can now examine the evidence
that Kortlandt (1985, 112ff.; 1997, 26) has adduced in favor of his theory:

8 E.g. Kortlandt 1977, 322ff.; 1985, 122f. The idea that the Balto-Slavic acute is to
be identified with glottalization of laryngeal origin goes back to Vaillant 1936, 111ff.



1. Long vowels in word-final position before resonants:

Nom. sg. of stems ending in a resonant: Lith. akmué “stone”, dukté “daugh-
ter”, Latv. abuéls “apple”, SCr. Zérav “crane” < *-on, *-er, *-ol, *-ou.

Long vowels in monosyllabic word forms:

2. Four formations are derived from the sigmatic aorist, which in Kort-
landt’s view had lengthened grade in the 2" and 3™ singular, full grade else-
where:

2.a) Slavic sigmatic aorist: SCr. 1 sg. donijeh “brought”, umrijeh “died”,
zakleh “swore”, rijeh “said”.

2.b) Baltic long vowel preterit Lith. béré “strewed”, léké “ran, flew”, etc.
(the e-preterit has replaced an earlier s-aorist).

2.¢) Slavic sigmatic aorist to roots ending in a laryngeal: SCr. 1 sg. dah
“gave”, lih “poured” vs. 3 sg. da, Ii < 1 sg. doHs-, *leHis- vs. 2/3 sg.*dos-,
*leis- (< *doHs-, *leHis- through a Balto-Slavic rule *-EH- > *-E-).

2.d) Lithuanian future (going back to the injunctive of the sigmatic aorist)
1 sg. diosiu “1 will give”, liesiu “I will pour” vs. 3" person dués, liés (cf. SCr.
3 sg. da, Ii).

3. Original root nouns (continued as o-, a-, or i-stems in Balto-Slavic):

3.a) SCr. rije¢ “word”; Lith. géla, Slvn. Zala “pain” (OHG quala); Lith.
Zolé “grass”; Lith. mésa, SCr. méso “meat” (Ved. mamsdm, mas); SCr. jaje
“egg” (Lat. ouum). Kortlandt recognizes that inherited root nouns are diffi-
cult to identify. Further candidates include OCS mélb, -» “chalk”, Lith. smélis
“sand”; SCr. val “wave”, Lith. vélas “roller”; SCr. sam “alone”, etc.

3.b.) In root nouns containing a laryngeal the rule *-FH- > *-E- applies:
Latv. sals “salt”, zuioss “goose”, guovs “cow” < *sals, *zZans, *g“ous (< nom.
sg. *sehsls, *g"ehons, *g“ehsus).

3.c) The same rule explains Lith. nom. sg. -é < *-eh;, generalized from
root noun -dé < nom. sg. *d"éh,(-s) (: Ved. -dha, Lat. -dés).

5. Part of this evidence can be discarded from the outset, as it is either
too insecure to be used or depends on personal views of Kortlandt that other
scholars simply need not accept. Thus, there is no compelling reason to as-
sume that Baltic e-preterits like béré or the Baltic future must derive from the
sigmatic aorist. The notion that the root aorist *déhs-t / *dhs-ént “gave” was
replaced by *doH-s- in Balto-Slavic (not only with secondary s-suffix, but
also with adoption of the original ablaut of the sigmatic aorist) is equally dif-
ficult to maintain. The same holds for the alleged derivation of OCS mré(tv),
SCr. umrijeh “died” from *mer-s-t rather than from *mer-t (Hitt. merzi, Ved.



amrta). The majority of original root nouns listed in Kortlandt 1975, 73f.;
1985, 118 are suspect of being fairly recent creations (e.g. nomina postver-
balia to iteratives and factitives, the solution generally favored by Vaillant
1974, 34ff.). The evidence thus reduces to Lith. akmué, dukté (§ 5.1), Slavic
sigmatic aorists like OCS vésv “I led” (§ 5.2), and some nominals (§ 5.3).
Kortlandt’s rule *-EH- > *-FE- will be discussed separately (§ 5.4).

5.1. The case of Lith. nom. sg. akmud, dukté is practically probative, as
it is difficult to imagine how the circumflex could be secondary.” Kortlandt
derives akmud, dukté directly from *-on, *-er, with regular loss of -n, -r after
long vowels, whereas I prefer to start from Bl.-Sl. nom. sg. *-0, *-e. The issue
(which cannot be pursued at greater length here) is important for the devel-
opment of long diphthongs in auslaut.'

Lith. thematic dat. sg. -ui (< *-0i < *-o-ei), inst. pl. -ais (< *-ois), gen.
pl. -g (< *-om < *-0-om?) point to circumflex intonation. To be sure, hiatal
*-oei, *-oeis, *~0om (vel sim.) or even *-oHei etc. (cf. Beekes 1990, 38) can-
not be categorically excluded, though I find this unlikely for the dat. sg. and
the inst. pl. Lith. a-stem acc. sg. viétg < *-am (< *-ah;-m, Stang’s law) points
in the same direction, but root accentuation could simply be analogical to the
acc. sg. of the other stems.

Support for acute intonation, on the other hand, comes from acc. pl. gerus
(geruosius), geras (gergsias), akis, turgus, which have been variously derived
from *-o0s, * *

-as, *-is, *-is or from *-ons, *-ans, *-ins, *-uns (vel sim.)."!

? There are two alternatives to simply taking Lith. -ud, -€ as lautgesetzlich from *-6(n),
*-¢(r): 1) the circumflex was adopted from monosyllabic $ué “dog”, Zmué “man”, ii) it
was extended from nom. sg. *-o-Ho(n) (weak stem *-o-Hn-), with Hoffmann’s suffix.
Both scenarios offer too slender a basis for the analogy to be credible. Note that through
this article I am tacitly disregarding the traditional view that PIE had contrastive intona-
tions in word-final position.

"1 leave out of consideration Latv. dbuéls and SCr. Zerav. Latv. dbudls may be regular
from nom. sg. *hoabol (vel sim). I am not certain, however, that this implies *-6l(-) rather
than *-0l(-), cf. Endzelin 1923, 28. Sl. *Zeravy “crane” is unreliable (like bird names
in general; note that Lith. gérvé, Lat. grus, Gk. yéoavog, OHG kranuh hardly allow for a
neat PIE reconstruction). In Slavic there is evidence for AP a (SCr. Zerav, Slvn. Zerjav),
b (Cz. Zerdv, Ru. Zurdol’) and ¢ (SCr. Zérav), cf. Kapovié 2006, 166.

" In this connection it is interesting to observe that Klingenschmitt (2008, 181,
and other publications) has argued that short diphthongs in word-final position regu-
larly received acute intonation in Balto-Slavic: i) Lith. nom. pl. geri, gerieji < *-oi (vs.
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With due caution in the case of the accusative plural (the exact prehistory
of which remains problematic) the evidence supports Kortlandt’s theory in
auslaut. It remains to be seen whether it can be maintained in inlaut as well.

5.2. As already observed, the evidence from the sigmatic aorist in reality
reduces to SCr. 1 sg. do-nijeh “I brought” (inf. do-nijeti) and rijeh “I said”
(inf. rijet in Dalmatian dialects, otherwise expected reci), both continuing an
old sigmatic aorist, cf. OCS nésw, réxs. The vocalism of inf. do-nijeti, rijet can
only have been borrowed from the aorist.’* The preserved long vowel -ije- <
*-¢- unambiguously points to circumflex intonation and thus provides fairly
strong support for Kortlandt’s theory.

The question that now arises is whether the circumflex of do-nijeh, rijeh
can be explained in some other way. A possible phonological solution will be
examined below (§ 6.3). An analogical solution has been essayed by Olan-
der (2009, 138), who suggests that the Slavic sigmatic aorist acquired fi-
nal accentuation in analogy with the infinitive (Sl. *nesti): *'néssu — PSL.
*neéslsu > CSI. *nésy (Olander’s notation), which would also lead to SCr.
do-nijeh. I don’t know whether Kortlandt (2006, 365) is right in claiming
that such an analogy is extremely unlikely."” I wonder whether one could not
suppose analogy of aorists like 1 sg. *merxb, 2/3 sg. *mér(tv) once the 2/3
sg. *né had been replaced by imperfect *nese, both formations involving en-
clinomena in the 2"/3" singular.

5.3. Root nouns. Before discussing a representative sample of Kortlandt’s
evidence some general observations will be in order:

i) Kortlandt’s derivation of a large number of length-grade o-, a-, and i-
stems from root nouns is conditioned by his views on the PIE long vowels
(§ 2). Here I will also consider other possible sources.

vilkai < coll. *-ah»-i), ii) 2 sg. vedi, vediesi < *-ei (Balto-Slavic innovation), ii) adv. anksti
“early” < loc. sg. *-e/oi (vs. namié “at home” < disyllabic *-o-i). This rule offers an at-
tractive account of the contrast between adj. geri and subst. vilkai, but Klingenschmitt’s
explanation of the contrast between anksti and namié is ad hoc, whereas the 2 sg. ending
remains too problematic to be used (the Baltic acute could be analogical to 1 sg. vedu,
vediiosi < *-oh3). Klingenschmitt’s rule is in any case directly contradicted by case end-
ings like i- and u-stem Lith. gen. sg. -efs, -ais, voc. sg. -ei, -ail.

"> See Vaillant 1966, 60 for the history of these two aorists in Serbo-Croatian.

" As Olander observes (2009, 138'") his scenario is not invalidated by the fact that

influence of the aorist on the infinitive is also attested.
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ii) Root nouns are normally continued as i-stems in Balto-Slavic, cf.
Larsson 2001; 2002. Unless supported by firm evidence, derivation of o- or
a-stem nouns from earlier root nouns must be regarded as problematic.

iii) Root nouns from TEUH- and TERH-roots probably generalized zero
grade already in PIE, c¢f. Nussbaum 1986, 66>, Accordingly, the recon-
struction of length-grade root nouns to roots of these structures is also prob-
lematic.

iv) Slavic nouns belonging to AP ¢ are ambiguous as a result of Meillet’s
law. Nouns like Sl. *réce “speech” (SCr. rijec), *méso “meat” (SCr. méso) or
*jaje “egg” (SCr. jaje) are thus to be deleted from the evidence.

v) Kapovic¢ (2009) has shown that mobility spread among Slavic i-stems.
Accordingly, even scanty evidence for AP a/b indicates original immobility,
whereas AP c is basically ambiguous.

vi) Derivatives like Lith. Zolé, géla are productive in Baltic and thus of little
probative value. As per Larsson 2004, the type probably arose in nouns like
Lith. géris 2 “goodness”™ < *ger-lio-, with length and métatonie douce due to
retraction of the ictus from *-iio-, *-lia-, *-liu-.

5.3.1. SI. *m¢so AP c and OPr. mensa “meat” are ambiguous. East Baltic
faces us with a notoriously problematic picture: Aukst. mésa AP 4, without
-n-, beside Zem. mensa (méisa, mésa, masa), Latv. miesa (< *mensa), with
-n-. Because of the lack of -n- Aukst. mésa is usually considered a Slavic bor-
rowing (e.g. Fraenkel LEW, 442)."* Zemaitian and Latvian present circum-
flex intonation, but it is uncertain whether they continue a form with long
vowel. Vedic presents only lengthened grade in manisd- n., acc. sg. mds (2x).
Arm. mis, Go. mimz are ambiguous, but TB misa must continue a form with
short *e and thus points to acrostatic ablaut *mems- / *méms-, cf. Ringe
1996, 70f. It follows that there is no particular reason to favor *mems-6/éh-
over *mems-6/¢éh,- for Balto-Slavic.

'* The traditional view has been challenged by Derksen (1998, 134f.). Derksen
starts from a root noun *mens- and assumes that in Proto-East-Baltic -n- was lost through
dissimilation in monosyllabic forms (nom.-acc. sg. n. *mens > *mes), but not in polysyllab-
ic forms (coll. *mensaH). Zemaitian and Latvian would continue *meénsaH. In AukStaitian
*meés would have been preserved long enough to trigger an analogical loss if -n- in the
plural / collective *mensaH — *mesaH. The preservation of a neuter (!) root noun at such
a recent stage, however, is unparalleled. Both the recourse to dissimilation in only some
word forms and the subsequent analogy leading to Aukst. mésa are simply ad hoc.
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5.3.2. Sl. *Zdlv “sorrow” > SCr. Zao (secondarily mobile, cf. nazao, ni zao),
Slvn. zal, zali (younger zal) originally belonged to AP a, cf. Kapovic¢ 2009,
239. If *zdlv is old (: OHG quala, OS quala “pain, torture™?), it turns out to
be a counterexample against Kortlandt’s theory. Lith. géla AP 4 “pain” is just
a regular inner-Baltic derivative from gelti “ache, sting”, cf. Larsson 2002,
1027

5.3.3. Sl. *¢arv, *&ara “sorcery, magic” is clearly related to Lith. keréti
“practice witchcraft”, kerai AP 4 “witchcraft, spell”. The evidence points to
AP ¢ (SCr. ¢ar) and AP b (SCr. ¢ara, Cz. car, Ukr. cara), which is prob-
ably older, cf. Kapovic¢ 2006, 167. This Balto-Slavic family is traditionally
derived from *k“er- “cut” (Ved. krnéti “makes” etc.; e.g. Fraenkel LEW,
241f.), SI. *¢arv/a being usually equated with YAv. ¢ara- “Mittel, Hilfsmit-
tel” E. 19. If this equation is accepted (Av. ¢ara- is qualified as “unsicher” by
Bartholomae 1904, 584), the derivational status of Sl. *¢ars/a remains
uncertain. From a root noun *k“er- one would expect an i-stem in Balto-
Slavic. If one starts from a collective *k“er-eh,- (cf. Lith. kerai), it is unclear
why Slavic adopted the vocalism of the nom. sg. Schaffner (2001, 399f.)
derives Sl. *¢ara, Av. cara- from a PIE type *k“er-eh- (Go. tewa “order”,
ON gdfa, MHG gabe “gift”, etc.), but evidence for such a type is otherwise
restricted to the northern languages and is thus likely to be a (not necessarily
common) innovation. A reasonable alternative to this approach is provided
by Vaillant (1974, 178), who considers Sl. *¢arv / *¢ara nomen postverbale
to a lengthened grade iterative, cf. SCr. &drati, ¢aram (the primary verb is
preserved in Lith. keréti).

5.3.4. SL. *bélv AP b “white” (SCr. bijel, Ru. bélyj) may have a pendant
in ON bdl, OE bl n. “flame” (< *b"élH-0-?). In Latvian we have bals / bdls
“pale” (balums, balgans), as if from *b"alH-o-. The derivational background
of SI. *bélv is unclear and should thus be used with caution.

5.3.5. Sl. *mélo / *mélv AP ¢ “fine sand” (SCr. meélj, Slvn. mélj, Ru. mel’,
mel, etc.) is ambiguous. If related, SI. *mélvks AP a “small” (Ru. mélkij etc.)
points to an original acute long vowel. The circumflex of Lith. smélis AP 2,
smélys AP 4 “sand”, Latv. smelis “fine sand” need not be old. It may stem
from *smeéliio-, see above § 5.3.vi. The etymology of these words is uncertain
(they are traditionally derived from *melh,- “grind”, but s-mobile variants
of this root are otherwise unknown). Little clarity can be gained from North
Germanic material like ON melr “sand-bank”, Sw. dial. mjdg “sand-hill”.
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5.3.6. Doubts become maximal in the case of nouns that are still transpar-
ent derivatives in Baltic and Slavic. Some examples:

Lith. vélas AP 2/4 “roller”, volé AP 4 “wooden tag, plug”, Latv. vale
“sledge, hay-swath” (: Lith. vélti “beat, full”, Latv. velt “roll over™). SL. *valv
AP ¢ “wave” (SCr. val, Ru. val), probably nomen postverbale to valiti “roll”.

Lith. dial. véras AP 2 “boiling water” (: virti “boil”, varus AP 4 “easily
boiling”). SI. *vdare AP ¢ “heat” (SCr. var, Ru. var), cf. caus. variti “boil (tr.)”
(: veréti “boil (intr.)”).

Lith. 20lé AP 4, Latv. zdle (with secondary acute from zelt), OPr. salin
(Ench.) “grass” (: Lith. 2élti “grow green”, Zdlias “green”, Latv. zelt, zal$).

S1. *Zarv AP b/c “heat, glow” (SCr. zZar, pozar, Ru. zar, etc.), *garv (SCr.
gar “soot”, tigar “black steam”, Ru. gar “act of burning”, etc.), nomina postver-
balia to caus. zariti, impf. -garati (: goréti “burn”), cf. Vaillant 1974, 69.

In brief, the probative value of most examples presented by Kortlandt is
extremely low. Clear-cut evidence for original root nouns is limited to isolat-
ed i-stems like Latv. sals, gliovs. These will be examined in the next section.

5.4. Part of Kortlandt’s evidence involves a long circumflex vowel in roots
ending in a laryngeal. In order to explain this fact he has posited a rule
*-EH- > *-E-.

As already observed (§ 5), the morphological background of Kortlandt’s
account of SCr. aor. 2/3 sg. da (vs. 1 sg. dah) and Lith. fut. 3™ person duds
(vs. 1 sg. dilosiu) is too problematic for these formations to be used as evi-
dence (a different solution will be discussed below §§ 6.2, 6.4).

5.4.1. Kortlandt derives Lith. nom. sg. -é from a root noun -dé (< *-d"é <
*—dhéhz) found in arklidé “stable”, avidé “sheepfold”, aludé “beerhouse”,
peliidé “chaff store”, ZvaigZdé “star”. Even if this account of arklidé etc. is ac-
cepted, I doubt such a marginal type could impose its nominative singular on
the whole class. Kortlandt (1985, 119) presents two objections to the tradi-
tional derivation of -é from *-iia (e.g. Stang 1966, 204): i) the development
*-iia > -¢é is “phonetically improbable”, ii) this doesn’t explain the restriction
of the metatony to the nominative singular (against a@-stem Lith. -a < *-q).

The second objection is not valid. It is clear that the Baltic é-stems follow
the model of the a-stems, but there is no reason to assume that the analogy
had to embrace all case endings. Preservation of lautgesetzlich nom. sg. *-¢
(< *-iia) is not particularly surprising. As for the first objection, derivation
of the e-stem feminines from *-iia- (e.g. adj. didelis, -é “big” < *-iio-, *-iia-)
finds an obvious parallel in the derivation of the e-preterit from *-iia- (a
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*_j- extracted

composite suffix obtained by adding the a-preterit to a stem
from je/o-presents, cf. Villanueva Svensson 2005). Through Larsson’s
rule one may explain both the circumflex length of deverbatives and deadjec-
tives like Lith. géris (< *geriio-) and that of e-preterits like léké (< *lekiia), cf.
Larsson 2004. Note in addition that both é-nouns and e-preterits lack clear
comparanda outside of Baltic."” The advantages of explaining all these facts in
a single way are so obvious that in my view they almost prove a Baltic sound
law *-iia > *-é.

5.4.2. The case of Latv. sals “salt”, zlioss “goose”, gliovs “cow” depends on
the way one reconstructs their PIE paradigm and root shape. Kortlandt’s re-
construction of a type nom. sg. *seh,-Is, acc. *sh,-el-m, gen. *sh-I-os (with, I
assume, secondary nom. sg. *seh,-Is) is dictated by his refusal to accept a PIE
phoneme *a. The noun for “cow” is reconstructed as nom. sg. *g“ehsus, acc.
*g“ehsum, gen. *g“hsous. According to a more widespread view these nouns
are reconstructed as acrostatic *sal- / *sdl-, *g“6u- / *g“éu-. 1 cannot here
argue at length for my acceptance of the second option.

Latv. zuoss, Lith. zZgsis AP 4, Sl. *gésv AP ¢ “goose” is irrelevant. There is
no reason to start from *g"ans- rather than from *g"ans- (or *g"hsens-). The
length of Latv. gliovs must depend on nom. sg. *g“ous and / or acc. sg. *g“om.
Latv. sals “salt” also seems to demand nom. sg. *sal-s or strong stem *sal-.
Sl. *solb AP ¢ derives from *sal-, with short *a.'® The words for “cow” and
“salt” cannot be separated from the word for “nose”: Latv. ndss, Lith. ndsis
AP 1. Slavic, once again, has a short vowel in *nos» AP ¢ (o-stem!), note
further Lith. nasrai AP 4 “jaws, mouth”, SCr. nozdra, Ru. nozdrja “nostril”
(< *nas-reh:-). Kortlandt suggests that the acute of ndss / ndsis was taken
from the dual.

If we start from *g“ou-, *sal-, *nas-, Kortlandt’s general theory on the
long vowels would account for Latv. giwovs, sals, but not for ndsis. The tra-
ditional view accounts for Lith. nésis, but not for Latv. giiovs, sals. Similar

"> T cannot here discuss the idea that the Baltic é&-stem nouns and the Ttalic 5™ declen-
sion go back to a class of PIE eh;-stems. See Schrijver 1991, 366—390 for a defence
of this view.

' The often cited Lith. sélymas “brine” does not provide evidence for acute intona-
tion in the word for “salt” It is only attested in some Zemaitian and Northern Aukstaitian
dialects and is strongly suspect of being a borrowing from Latv. salims, cf. Bliga 1959,
418, 584.
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problems arise if one starts from *g“ehsu-, *sehsl-, *nehss- without applying
the rule *-FH- > *-F-. The words for “cow” and “salt” thus seem to support
Kortlandt’s proposal, but one must immediately add that this is the only good
evidence and that it depends on an idiosyncratic reconstruction of the PIE
paradigms. We will return to these words below (§ 6.6).

5.4.3. It would clearly be desirable to find independent evidence for or
against the rule *-FH- > *-E-. One such case is Lith. jéga AP 4 “strength”,
Latv. jéga “sense” (: Gk. 1fn “youth”). As argued by Nikolaev (2004,
213ff.), Aeol. afa (Alc. 101), Dor. &fat (Theoc. 5,109), and adj. afedg
“graceful” (< *Hiag"-ro- < *Hieh,g"-ro-, “Wetter-Regel”) point to Narten
ablaut *Hiehg"-eh>-. Lithuanian and Latvian curiously do not match each
other. Since Latvian usually preserves the original accentual paradigm bet-
ter, we can reconstruct a Proto-Baltic immobile noun with acute intonation.
Another example may be Lith. spéti, -ju “be in time”, Latv. spét “be able”,
SI. *spéti, -jo AP a “be successful” (: Gmc. *spojan “prosper”, Ved. sphayate
“grows fat”, Hitt. ispai-** “become sated”), if Jasanoff (2003, 108f.) is right
in reconstructing a h,e-conjugation i-present *spéh,-i- / *spéh-i-."

5.5. To sum up, the notion that PIE long vowels regularly received cir-
cumflex intonation in Balto-Slavic seems correct for auslaut (the evidence
of Lith. nom. sg. -ud, -é, dat. sg. -ui, inst. pl. -ais can hardly be eliminated
without forcing the data). In internal position it is only supported by SCr.
do-nijeh, rijeh. The rest of the evidence is extremely dubious. Latv. guiovs,
sals may support the theory, but they depend on a problematic rule *-EH- >
*-E- for which counterevidence is available. The intonation of giiouvs, sals, on
the other hand, can hardly be analogical. Before presenting evidence in favor
of the traditional theory in inlaut (§ 7), I will discuss an alternative phono-
logical solution for Latv. guiovs, sals and SCr. do-nijeh, rijeh.

6. Rasmussen (1992, 187ff.; 2007) has proposed that monosyllables
regularly underwent “circumflex metatony” in Balto-Slavic. He builds his
case on the following evidence:

i) Personal pronouns: Lith. 1 pl. nom. jas; SCr. 2 sg. #1, 1 pl. mi, 2 pl. ol.

ii) Demonstrative pronoun *to-: Lith. masc. inst. sg. tué, nom. pl. tié, acc.
pl. tués; Cz. fem. nom. sg. fa, masc. nom. pl. t, acc. pl. ty.

iii) S1. *kry “blood” (Slvn. kri) < root noun *kruh,- (Olr. crit, Av. xru-).

'” These examples imply acceptance of Eichner’s law, a sound law that is generally
denied by Leiden scholars. The issue cannot be discussed in detail here.
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iv) Original root nouns, e.g. Lith. tvora AP 4, Latv. tvare “fence”, Sl.
*tvare AP ¢ “creation” (< *tudr-s < *tudr-s < *tudra-s < *tuéra-s).

v) Preposition Lith. nué “from” (vs. preverb nilo-, nu-).

vi) Slavic aorist SCr. 2/3 sg. bf “was”, da “gave”, I “poured”, etc.

vii) Slavic s-aorist SCr. 1 sg. do-nijeh, with circumflex from 2/3 sg.
*uegh-s-.

viii) Lith. fut. 3 person duds “will give”.

I will not discuss Rasmussen’s list of original root nouns (1992, 188ff.). In
my view they are all dubious for broadly the same reasons as those of Kort-
landt’s list (§ 5.3). SI. *kry AP ¢ “blood” is irrelevant (but see Rasmussen
2007, 33).

6.1. Once the type tvora / tvare is dismissed the Baltic evidence comes
exclusively from Lithuanian, which in addition is contradicted by the rest of
Baltic: Lith. jis vs. Latv. jis, OPr. ioas; Lith tié, tuds vs. Latv. tié, tuds; cf. also
OPr. tou (vs. Lith. tu, Latv. fu, with short vowel).

Forms like Lith. jus, tié, duds are usually explained through an exclu-
sively Lithuanian métatonie douce in monosyllables (e.g. Stang 1966, 398).
Petit (2002, 256ff.) offers two arguments against this view: i) Lith. du “two”
(< *dud), ii) the distribution of metatony and shortening in the 3" singular
of the Lithuanian future. Pace Petit, I find the notion that Lith. du (for Tdud)
reflects the influence of nom.-acc. du. -it (< *-6 < *-0-h;) entirely unremark-
able. As for the future, Petit is certainly right in stressing that the traditional
theory (metatony in monosyllables, shortening through Leskien’s law in pol-
ysyllables) does not account for the data (e.g. bus “will be”, with no polysyl-
labic f-iiti to serve as a model). In denying the existence of monosyllabic
metatony, however, Petit (2002, 2771.) is forced to explain Lith. jis, tud,
tié, tuos through rather complicated analogy. A phonological account would
certainly be preferable, be it at the Lithuanian or at the Balto-Slavic level.
The last option depends on whether the intonation of Latvian and Prussian
can be explained as secondary.

Old Prussian is less unambiguous than it might seem at first sight. As
pointed out by Rinkevicius (2009, 83), in the Enchiridion there are no
instances of diphthongized OPr. ou < *u with the macron in the first ele-
ment, cf. also OPr. dousin ~ Lith. dusig (a Slavic borrowing, to be sure, and
thus hardly probative). As for Latvian, I agree with Rasmussen (2007, 31)
that pronominal nom. pl. tié, acc. pl. tués may easily have adopted the acute
from the adjective and nominal endings (the same holds for Lith. dial. tio,
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tie, tios / tus). Less satisfactory is Rasmussen’s account of Latv. jis (and Lith.
dial. jiis) as due to leveling (gen. Lith. jisy, Latv. jisu), or as arising when
pronounced as part of a longer unit. On the other hand, Latv. niio agrees with
Lith. nué “from” and thus seems to support his theory.

6.2. The picture of Slavic is equally inconclusive. Personal pronouns are
mobile in Slavic (cf. Kapovi¢ 2006, passim). I give the nominative and ac-

cusative as reconstructed by Kapovi¢: nom. *jd / *jazv, *ty, *my, *vy, *

ve,
*vy; acc. *mé, *t¢, *ny, *vy, *na, *vd. Accordingly, Sl. *ty, *my, *vy can
simply be due to Meillet’s law (so also Dybo 1981, 37). Kapovi¢ (2008,
64ff.) reconstructs two variants for the 1% sg. nominative: *jd@ and *jaze (<
*jazv), going back to *(hi)eg and *(h;)egh.om, respectively (for Balto-Slavic
we should reckon with a third variant *(h;)ek > Latv. es, Lith. a§, dial. ). If
this is correct, *jd@ provides evidence against Rasmussen’s rule, but it could
also reflect an analogical reintroduction of the acute in *(H)éZz — *(H)éz after
*(H)éZ'om (note that no Slavic language has the acute and the neo-acute side
by side). The case of the demonstrative pronoun *t», for which Dybo (1981,
35ff.) reconstructs a mobile paradigm, is equally ambiguous. As Rasmus-
sen (2007, 31) recognizes, in Serbo-Croation and Slovenian *#» inflects as
the definitive adjective and obviously has been influenced by the latter.

Slavic aorists like 2/3 sg. *bi, *da, *Ii, *pi (inf. *byti “be”, *ddti “give”,
*liti “pour”, *piti “drink”) belong to verbs with AP ¢ and can thus reflect
Meillet’s law. They contrast with aor. 2/3 sg. *bi, *$i, *¢ii, *kry (inf. *biti
“beat”, *siti “sew”, *¢iiti “hear”, *kryti “hide”), belonging to AP a. The latter
group could, once again, provide counterevidence against Rasmussen’s rule,
but one can also assume an early intonational leveling in immobile verbs.

Rasmussen’s evidence thus turns out to be of an extremely labile nature.
Positive evidence is practically restricted to Latv. jiis vs. nuio. The rest is
either ambiguous or susceptible of different explanations. It remains to be
seen whether Rasmussen’s rule can account in a reasonable way for part of
Kortlandt’s evidence in inlaut, most of it involving paradigms with pivotal
monosyllabic word forms.

6.3. Sigmatic aorist. Rasmussen (1992, 192) suggests that the circum-
flex of the sigmatic aorist SCr. 1 sg. do-nijeh, rijeh originated in monosyllabic
2 sg. *hnék-s-s, 3 sg. *hnék-s-t > Sl. *né, whence 1 sg. *nésv — *nésv. We
do not know when the 2/3 sg. *né was replaced by imperfect nese, but there
is no particular reason to think that this was a very old development.
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6.4. Baltic future. As correctly emphasized by Kortlandt (1985, 115)
and Petit (2002, 259f.), the traditional view does not account for the distri-
bution of metatony and shortening in the 3™ person of the Lithuanian future
(see above § 6.1)." From this Kortlandt deduces that the metatony of duds,
kalbés must be older than that of ti¢, tués (which in fact need not be recent ei-
ther), whereas Petit prefers to see it as a recent phenomenon. As stated above,
I find the phonology behind Petit’s account dubious. His formula (shortening
in long vowels, metatony in diphthongs), in any case, accounts for the facts
only at the cost of extensive analogy (the same criticism, to be sure, applies
to all theories on Lith. dués, bus, etc.). The origin of the Baltic future cannot
be discussed here (my views are presented in Villanueva Svensson 2010,
219ff.). T agree with Kortlandt and Rasmussen (2007, 29f.) in starting from
Balto-Slavic 3 sg. *CéeH-s-t, although for different reasons. If one accepts
Rasmussen’s rule, 3 sg. *do-s(-t) would give *do-s(-t) beside *do-s- in the
rest of the paradigm, later extended to polysyllabic stems. As for the shorten-
ing in bus, gis (and dial. sakis, if old), it can reflect an early leveling of the
acute in stems in °ii-, °i-.

6.5. Lith. dévi. Kortlandt (1989, 111) equates Lith. stovéti, stévi “stand”,
dévéti, dévi “wear (clothes)” with Vedic 1/3 sg. perfect tasthdu, dadhdu. The
acute of stovi can easily have been borrowed from stoti(’s) “stand up”, whereas
the circumflex of dévi is unexpected and thus probably old. Kortlandt recon-
structs the PIE perfect to roots ultimae laryngalis as 3 sg. *sthyeu, with *-eu
taken from the loc. sg. of a deverbal u-stem. It would certainly be preferable
to derive the type Ved. tasthdu from a canonical perfect *ste-stoh,-e, no mat-
ter how one arrives at the apparent *ste-stoh,-u. In Villanueva Sven-
sson 2008, 193* I have suggested the following development: PIE 3 sg.
*d"e-d"6h;-u (vel sim.) > B1.-Sl. *d"e-d"éu (with vocalism from aor. *d"é-t) —
*d"éu (dereduplication) > *d"éu (Rasmussen’s rule), which served as the basis
for rebuilding the paradigm. Needless to say, the uncertainties surrounding
the origin of the perfect type Ved. tasthdu render this proposal very inse-
cure.

6.6. Latv. sals, guoovs. Finally, Rasmussen’s rule may account for Latv. sals,
glovs, with circumflex long vowel extended from nom. sg. *sal-s, *g“ou-s >
*sal-s, *g“ou-s. As Kortlandt (2007, 233) observes, however, it is unclear

¥ See Petit 2002, 247-256 for a complete survey of the Lithuanian 3™ person future
to verbs containing an acute long vowel or diphthong.
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why the metatony affected some nouns, but not others (e.g. Latv. zoérs “wild
beast”, Sl. *myse AP a “mouse”). Rasmussen (2007, 30) suggests that
when the law applied some nouns had already been fully transferred to the
i-stems, whereas others had not. This is ad hoc. A more systematic answer
to Kortlandt’s objection may come from closer inspection of the original
paradigms. Since the accusative served as the Scharnierform for the transfer
of root nouns into i-stems, it is reasonable to suppose that the root vocalism
usually followed that of the accusative as well."

If this is correct, Latv. zoérs, Sl. *mys$e would stem directly from acc. sg.
*#verin, *miisin. The word for “cow”, on the other hand, inherited an irregu-
lar accusative *g“om that actually proved quite resistant (Ved. gam, Dor. Bav).
Balto-Slavic could still have acc. sg. *g“om > *g“6m when Rasmussen’s rule
applied. As for Latv. sals, this word, like ziioss (Lith. Zgsis AP 4), differs from
nass (Lith. ndsis AP 1) and zvérs (originally immobile, see below § 7.5.1) in
one important respect. Whereas lengthened grade is very well-attested in the
words for “nose” and “wild animal”, there is very little comparative evidence
for lengthened grade in “goose” and “salt” (only Lat. sal, salis). This sug-
gests that Balto-Slavic inherited two different paradigms: i) acrostatic *nas- /
*nds-, *g'uer- / *g"uér-, ii) nom. sg. *g"ans, *sal-s beside acc. sg. *g"dns-m,
*sal-m. As expected, Latv. ziioss, Lith. Zgsis, Sl. *gésv derive from *§'dns-m
and Sl. *sdlb from *sdl-m. Latv. sals, then, must have generalized its vocalism
from nom. sg. *sal-s > *sal-s, though it remains unclear why the nominative
was favored in this particular word.

In brief, although Rasmussen’s rule of monosyllabic metatony cannot at
present be regarded as proven, I believe it offers an attractive solution for a
number of problematic forms (see further below § 7.8). Its appeal naturally
depends on one’s previous acceptance of the view that PIE long vowels are,
under normal conditions, continued as long vowels with acute intonation in
Balto-Slavic.

7. In this section I will present evidence in favor of the traditional theory.
Before proceeding further, it will be convenient to specify what I consider a
reasonable instance of inherited lengthened grade. I believe it should fulfill
the following requirements: i) we are dealing with an isolated word, ii) the

1 So e.g. Larsson 2001, 54. Latwv. sals, ndss beside Sl. *sdlb, *nosv shows this to
be too simplistic, at least at the Balto-Slavic level, but Baltic generally conforms to this
pattern.
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root etymology is not in doubt, iii) Baltic and Slavic do not contradict each
other, iv) the lengthened grade is justified in an Indo-European perspective.

Ideally one should add a fifth requirement: the lengthened grade is sup-
ported by firm evidence outside Balto-Slavic. This is rarely the case, but the
lack of direct cognates can be compensated by a recent finding of compara-
tive grammar. In what follows I will make extensive use of the concept of the
“Narten derivational system”?’ According to this notion a number of forma-
tions with unexpected lengthened grade are derivationally dependent on an
original Narten present, e.g. pres. *sed-ti / *séd-nti (Ved. sadad- “sitting” <
ptcp. *sed-nt-) beside caus. *sod-éie-ti (Olr. sdidid “sets, fixes”) and s-stem
*se‘fd—(e)s— “seat” (Lat. sedes, Olr. sid). In practice this notion allows us to go a
step beyond the limits of the comparative method. If the “Narten character”
of a given root is reasonably well established, this provides a rationale for
the appearance of an isolated lengthened grade — even if direct cognates are
missing.

The evidence is broadly classified according to its PIE source. For obvi-
ous reasons I have excluded from consideration items that can be explained
through Winter’s law, as well as uncertain material of one or another sort.”!

7.1. Narten presents.

7.1.1. S1. *sédi, *seckp AP ¢ “cut” (OCS sésti, sékg, SCr. sjeci, sijecem, Ru.
se¢, sekil) has often been derived from a Narten present *sekH-ti / *sékH-nti
(e.g. LIV, 524). In Baltic the verb is only attested in OLith. j-sekti “cut in”,
iS-sekti “carve” (Bretktinas). An acute long vowel is made virtually certain by
its derivative pa-sékelis AP 1 “big axe” The possibility that the vocalism of
both Baltic and Slavic is analogical (as suggested by Kortlandt 1997, 28) is
vanishingly small. Outside Balto-Slavic Hitt. Sakk- / Sekk-""" “know” implies
a molo-present *s6kH-e(i) / *sékH-rs. Lat. seco, -are “cut” can continue the

' See Villanueva Svensson fthe. a § 5, with references, for a brief presentation
of this concept. Evidence for “Narten behavior”, to be sure, is usually quite sparse. This
may be taken to indicate that the whole notion is a mirage (this is basically Leiden’s po-
sition), but the argument can easily be reversed. Sparse attestation can be attributed to
the fact that we are dealing with archaic morphology and derivational patterns that had
become obsolete already within the parent language.

21'See Petit 2010, 121ff. for an overtly skeptical discussion of items like Latv. duore
“ein von Natur hohler Waldbaum, in welchen Bienen hausen konnen, ein Loch, eine
Hohlung, Vertiefung”, Lith. juékas AP 4, Latv. juéks “joke”, Lith. kuélas “pole”, or Lith.
stiolas, Latv. sudls “bench”
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weak stem of both presents alike. “Narten behavior” of *sekH- is support-
ed by Lat. secula “sickle, scythe” (cf. regula “rod, rule”, to the Narten root
*hsreg-), and perhaps by Hitt. Seknu- “cloak”, Sekan- “span”, cf. Eichner
1979, 421 *.

7.1.2. SL. *smwjdti, *sméjp se AP ¢ “laugh” (OCS smijati, sméjo s¢, SCr.
smijati, smijem se, Ru. smejat’sja, smejus’) and Latv. smiét(iés), smeju(ds), pret.
sméju(és) “id.” have been derived from a Narten present *smei-ti / *sméi-nti
by Rasmussen (1989, 161, followed by LIV, 568). Ved. smayate, TB ptcp.
smimane “smile” are compatible with such a reconstruction. The root *smei-
did not contain a laryngeal (cf. Ved. vi-smita-).

Latvian and Slavic agree in having a lengthened grade in their paradigm
(Slavic is ambiguous as to the intonation), but curiously in different places.
For Balto-Slavic we can posit a paradigm pres. *smej-e/o-, inf. *smi-téi-, aor.
*sm(i)i-a-,”* directly continued in Slavic with expected generalization of the
second stem in *-@-. In Baltic the vocalism of the present was generalized
through the whole paradigm, leading to *smeéi-ti, *smeéj-a, *smeéj-a. Later the
present *smej-a was replaced by *smej-a on analogy with all other verbs of
this class (Latv. pres. leju, skreju, sleju etc., in contrast with a long-vowel in-
finitive / preterit stem).*

7.1.3. Sl. *&djati, *¢djo AP a “expect, wait” (OCS cajati, ¢ajo, SCr. cajati,
Ru. &djat’) has a direct comparandum in Ved. cayati “perceives” (thematized
from pres. *k“éi-ti / *k“éi-nti). The root *k“ei- did not contain a laryngeal
(Ved. cita-, ni-cird-, cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 1, 531). Sl. *kdjati, *kdjp AP
a “repent” (SCr. kajati, Ru. kdjat'sja) may continue a “Narten-causative”
*k*6i-(e)ie/o- (cf. LIV, 378®, with reference to Koch).

**See Villanueva Svensson 2011, 318ff. for a justification of this type of para-
digm.

** An alternative account of Sl. *smujdti se, Latv. smiét(iés) has been recently proposed
by Petit (2010, 129f.; fthc.). Petit starts from a thematic present *sméi-e/o-. In Slavic
*smojati, *smejo would have been replaced by *smuvjati, *sméjo on analogy with *Ivjati,
*léjo “pour” and *zvjati, *zéjo “gape”. In Latvian *smiet, *smeju, *smeju would have been
replaced by smiét, smeju, sméju on analogy with liét, leju, Iéju “pour”. The motivation
would have been the desire to avoid homonymy between present and preterit in the
1* and 2™ singular. This, however, is tolerated in Latvian, and the expected preterit to
*smiet, *smeju was in any case *smeju. It is curious that the analogy affected only smiét,
but not skriet, skreju / skrienu, skréeju “run” or sliet, sleju / slienu, sleju “lean (tr.)” (I doubt
iét / iét “go” provides an adequate parallel). I am grateful to Daniel Petit for sending me
a copy of his forthcoming article.
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7.1.4. SL. *—résti, *-r¢Stp / *-rétg, aor. *-rétv AP a “find” (OCS ob-, sv-résti,
-restg, SCr. sresti, sretem, obresti, obretém, Slvn. srésti, obrésti, Ru. obresti,
obretit). The best etymology of Sl. -résti remains that of Vaillant (1966,
1841.): from the root *ret- “run” of Olr. rethid “runs”, Lith. rdtas, Lat. rota
“wheel”, etc. The semantic development “go, run” > “find” is unremark-
able (cf. Lat. in-venire, oc-currere, Ru. na-jti, ORu. ob-iti, Lith. dial. su-eiti,
su-bégti, etc.). Vaillant derives the Slavic vocalism from a lengthened grade
perfect *rét-, but such a type is unknown in Slavic (*sésti “sit down” reflects
Winter’s law). In Villanueva Svensson fthe. a, § 6.3 I have proposed de-
riving Sl. *-résti from a Narten present *rét- / *rét-, with lengthened grade
extended through all the paradigm and strong remodeling of the present
stem. More evidence for “Narten behavior” of the root *ret- will be given
below (§ 7.6.2).

7.1.5. In Lithuanian we have a number of ia-presents with acute long
vowel of non-laryngeal origin, usually with circumflex variants, e.g. Lith.
ap-répti, -répia beside -répti, -répia “take, embrace”. Other examples: grébti /
grébti “snatch, rake”, tréksti / tréksti “crush”, plésti / plésti “tear” (Latv. plést),
2ébti / zébti “chew”, kvépti / kvépti “inhale” (Latv. kvépt), Sidupti / Ciafipti
“close (mouth, lips)”, siekti / siékti “try to reach”, pliekti / pliékti “beat”.

Variation of this sort is also found among verbs with acute intonation
due to a laryngeal (e.g. rézti / rézti “cut”, PIE *ureh;g- [LIV, 698]; jiosti
/ juésti “gird”, Latv. juozt, PIE *iehss- [LIV, 311]), or to Winter’s law (e.g.
skiesti / skiésti “dilute”, Latv. $kiést, PIE *skeid- [LIV, 5471.]; spésti / spésti
“set traps”, PIE *(s)pend- [LIV, 578]). Roots with circumflex intonation, on
the other hand, do not show any tendency to acquire acute variants. As per
Klingenschmitt 2008, 201ff., variants like jiiosti / judsti point to an origi-
nal paradigm with both intonations: an etymological acute, and a secondary
circumflex that arose through retraction of the ictus.

It follows that the acute of -répti / -répti etc. must be taken seriously (pace
Kortlandt 1988, 393, who takes -répti as the older form; —répti would be
analogical to grébti). The LIV sets up a PIE Narten present for -répti, siekti,
tréksti, Cidupti. Of these only -répti (: Gk. éoéntopar “devour, snatch away”,
Alb. rjep “tear off, rob”, Lat. rapio, -ere “seize, take away”; LIV, 501) and
siekti (: Gk. Tnow, ixdvo “reach”, TB pres. siknam “steps”; LIV, 522) have a
usable etymology. I am not aware of any evidence supporting the reconstruc-
tion of a Narten present for siekti. The antiquity of -répti is mildly supported
by Alb. aor. ropa, if it continues a displaced imperfect *(h;)rép-t (as in pres.
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mb-ledh “gather, collect” < *Iég-e-ti : aor. mb-lodha < *leg-t [: Lat. legi, TA
impf. lyak “saw”], cf. Jasanoff 1998, 306f.).

The case of grébti / grébti “snatch, rake” (: Ved. grbhnati, aor. dgrabhit
“seize”) is particularly involved.** The root is reconstructed as *g"rebh,- (e.g.
LIV, 201), in which case grébti is due to Winter’s law, and as *g"reb"h,- (e.g.
Jasanoff 2003, 81), in which case it must continue a Narten present. Since
*b was rare in PIE, one would in principle favor *g"reb"h,-. The abundance
of lengthened grade forms in Balto-Slavic (e.g. Sl. *grdbiti “seize”, Lith.
grobti “seize”, griiobstas “armful”, etc.) favors *g’rebh,-, but there is no rea-
son to deny the possibility that Balto-Slavic generalized the length of pres.
*g"reb"h-ti, caus. *g"rob"h,-éie-ti in this particular word-family. If they do not
reflect neo-ablaut or secondary contamination with *g"reb"- “dig”, full-grade
forms like Lith. greboti, graboti “rake”, grabstyti “snatch, rake; steal”, grabus
“skilful” may support this view.”

7.2. “Narten causatives”*

It is difficult to identify potentially old cases of this type in Balto-Slavic,
as iteratives with root vocalism Sl. a, Lith. uo (0) have clearly enjoyed a mild
productivity in both branches. In Slavic they typically derive causatives from
primary verbs with o-grade (e.g. *paliti AP b “burn, singe” to poléti “flame”).

** Hitt. karp(iya)-™ “take (away), lift” almost certainly does not belong, cf. Kloek-
horst 2008, 453. I am also skeptic about a connection with Hitt. karap- / karip-"*" “de-
vour, fressen” (favored by Jasanoff 2003, 81 and Kloekhorst 2008, 442f.).

»® Derksen (2008, 185), following Kortlandt (1988, 393), relates Sl. *grdbiti,
Lith. grébti, Latv. grabt “seize” to ON grdpa “pilfer” (root *g"reb-), whereas Lith. grébti
“snatch, rake”, Ved. grbhnati “seize” are related to Latv. grebt “scrape, excavate”, OCS
greti, grebo “dig”, Go. graban “dig” (root *g"reb"-). Both roots were mixed in Balto-Slav-
ic, the acute of Lith. grébti being taken from grobti. There are several reasons to doubt
this reordering of the data. First, the Germanic evidence is too unclear to support the
reconstruction of a “northern” root *ghreb— “seize” Seebold (1970, 2371.), for instance,
places ON grdpa, OFE grdapian “grope, touch” under *greipan “seize”. Second, it is unat-
tractive to separate Lith. grébti, Sl. *grdbiti from Lith. grébti, which in turn can hardly
be separated from Ved. grbhnati. Latv. grebt, OCS *greti, Go. graban, on the other hand,
present a different meaning “dig” and a different morphological profile (molo-present
*g"rob"- / *g'réb"- against aor. *g"rebh -t pared with pres. *¢"rb™-né-h,-ti and eventu-
ally *ghréb”’)hg—ti).

** The existence of a causative type *sudp-ie-ti “put to sleep” (Lat. sopire “cause to
sleep”, ON séfa “kill”) was established by Klingenschmitt (1978). This type was
probably regularized as *suop-eie-ti already within the parent language, cf. Vine fthc.,
4771f.
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This type never has acute intonation (cf. *variti AP b/c “boil, cook”, *daviti
AP b “suffocate”, etc.). In Baltic ia-presents like Lith. ¢iuézti, -ia “skate” are
common in the u-series of ablaut (: ¢iatizti, -ia “slide”). T will limit myself to
some potentially interesting cases.

7.2.1. Sl. *kdjati, *kdjo AP a “repent” and Sl. *grdbiti AP a “seize, grab”
(SCr. grabiti, Ru. grabit'), Lith. grébti, Latv. grabt “seize” (with secondary
ablaut) have already been discussed (§§ 7.1.3, 7.1.5).

7.2.2. Sl. *vdditi AP a (OCS wvaditi “accuse”, Ru. vddit' “lure, slander,
deceive”, Slvn. vdditi “repport, quarrel”). If *vdditi is derived from the root
*ued"- of Ved. aor. dvadhit “beat” etc. (so Vaillant 1966, 429f.), it can be
directly equated with Gk. ®0éw “push” < *uod"-éie/o-. The Narten charac-
ter of *ued'- is well known, cf. pres. *ued'-ti / *uéd"-nti (Gk. €Dwv “smit-
ing, wasting”, Hitt. wezzai “strikes”), iterative *ued"-ahsie/o- (GAv. vadaiioit
“might break through”, CLuv. wida(i)- “strike”). A connection of Sl. *vdditi
with Ved. vadati “speaks”, Gk. avdn] “voice” (*huedH-, LIV, 286), however,
can hardly be discarded.

7.2.3. Lith. plauti, plauja/-na “wash, rinse”, Sl. *pldviti AP a “float” (SCr.
plaviti, Ru. plavit’). The Narten affinities of *pleu- are well-known, cf. TB
subj. plyewam “will float” (< *pleu-), Gk. thdw “swim”, OE flowan “flow”
(< *plou-). As per Jasanoff 2003, 224, it is gratuitous to reconstruct a la-
ryngeal variant in order to explain forms like Gk. tAww. The possibility that
Lith. plauti continues a causative *plou-éje-ti is supported by its meaning and
transitivity, contrast OCS pluti, plovg “swim, sail”, Ved. pldvate “swim, float”,
etc. As for Slavic, Vaillant (1966, 424) considers *pldviti an inner-Slavic
causative to *plynoti “flow, stream” (Pol. ptyngc, Cz. plynouti), secondary
*plyti (SCr. pliti, plijem, Ru. plyt’, plyvu; cf. Vaillant 1966, 233), with a root
vocalism that is itself difficult to explain.

7.2.4. A similar case is Sl. *slaviti AP a “glorify” (SCr. slaviti, Ru. slavit’)
beside *slynoti “become known” (Pol. styngé, Cz. slynouti), *slyti (Ru. slyt’,
slyotr), which Vaillant explains in the same way (loc. cit.). There is no evi-
dence for Narten behavior of *kleu-.*” Reconstruction of a variant with laryn-
geal (e.g. Derksen 2008, 453) would in any case be ad hoc.”

> Pace Widmer 1998. Widmer’s derivation of GAv. srauuahiieitt “seeks glory” from
*Fkléy-es-ie/o- is dubious, cf. de Vaan 2003, 63f.

*8 S1. *sldviti cannot be separated from the noun *sldva AP a (SCr. slava, Ru. sldva),
Lith. $l6vé AP 1, $lové AP 3/4 “glory, fame”. The idea that Sl. *sldva, Lith. §lévé go back
to a uvrddhi-derivative is unlikely, cf. Darms 1978, 354f. Derksen’s assumption of an
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7.2.5. Lith. ptiosti, -ia / puésti, -ia “adorn”, Latv. pudst, -su / puost, -Su
“prepare, adorn”. Klingenschmitt (2008, 202) relates puosti to the Ger-
manic family of ON fdga, OFr. fegia, MDu. vagen “clean” (< *fegojan), OS
vegon “id.”, MHG vegen “sweep” (< *fegojan). LIV, 467 prefers a connection
with OE -feon “rejoice” (< *fehan), Go. fulla-fahjan “satisty” (< *fahjan), and
ON fégja “clean” (< *fogijan), which is directly compared to pilosti. Under
either etymology the root is limited to Germanic and Baltic, which leaves
Lith. ptosti without much probative value.

7.2.6. Klingenschmitt (2008, 194ff.) derives Lith. tudkti, -ia “marry”
from *tok“-ie/o- (*tok“~éie/o- is also possible), a Narten-causative to the root
*tek®~ “run, flow” of Lith. tekéti, OCS testi, Olr. techid, etc. (see Jasanoff
2003, 135" for the possible Narten character of this root). If this is correct,
the consistent circumflex intonation of tuékti could be taken as an argument
in favor of Kortlandt’s theory. As argued above (§ 7.1.5), however, tuékti is
best seen as secondary to an unattested *tiokti (cf. ruézti “scratch” beside
rioZtas “stripe”, implying a lost *rioZti beside rézti “cut”, with inherited
acute).

7.3. Narten desideratives.

Lith. ieskoti, ieSkau (OLith. ieszku) “look for, search”, Latv. iéskat “look
for lice”, Sl. *juskdti AP b “look for, search” (OCS iskati, iskg / istop, SCr.
iskati, iStem, iskati, iStem, Ru. iskat’, is¢i). The s/%e/o—present is clearly in-
herited, but the languages present a surprising variation in root vocalism:
Ved. icchati, YAv. isaiti, Um. e-iscurent (< *hgis—sieé/o'—), Arm. hayc‘em, OHG
denom. eiscon “ask” (< *hais-ske/o-). The acute of ieSkau has no possible
analogical source within Baltic. The disagreement in root vocalism between
Baltic and Slavic can be explained by positing a Balto-Slavic paradigm pres.
*eisko/e- :inf./aor. *iska-, cf. Villanueva Svensson 2008, 183ff.

As per Jasanoff 2003, 192, the case of *heis- is best compared to that
of the ske/o-present of *gnehs- “recognize, know”: *gnéhs-ske/o- (Alb.
njoh), *gnehs-ske/o- (OPers. x$nasa-, Lat. (g)nésco), *gnhs-ske/o- (Arm.

original root noun with lengthened grade and secondary laryngeal (2008, 453) is equally
doubtful. Note that if Sl. *sldva, Lith. slévé continue an ancient lengthened grade the
Lithuanian vocalism poses an obvious problem. I am thus inclined to consider Sl. *sldva
a back formation from the causative *sldviti. Lith. §l6vé would then be a Slavic borrow-
ing, with $- taken from inherited $lavé AP 2/4, cf. Latv. slava, slave, OCS slovo, -ese (so
e.g. Smoczynski 2007, 646).
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¢anac‘em). The curious variation in root vocalism would reflect crossing of a
ske/o-present *gnhs-ské/6- and a Narten-desiderative *gnéhs-s- / *gnéhs-s-
(Hitt. ganess-" “recognize, find”, Arm. aor. caneay, cf. Jasanoff 2003, 133).
A parallel is furnished by Lat. pasco, -ere “pasture”, seemingly a cross of
*péhr-s- (Hitt. pabhs-, OCS pasti, pasp) and *phr-ské/6- (TB paskentri).
In Villanueva Svensson fthc. b I have likewise explained Lat. cresco,
~ere “grow” as a cross of desid. *kréhs-s-ti / *kréhs-s-nti and ske/o-present
*krhs-ske/o- (HLuv. zarza- “grow”). It is thus reasonable to assume that Lith.
ieSkau, Gmc. *aiskon etc. reflect a contamination of inherited *h,is-ské/6-
and *h,éis-s- / *héis-s-.%

7.4. Lengthened grade iteratives.

Deverbative iteratives with suffix *-ahsie/o- are attested in a variety of
languages, e.g. Lat. occupare “seize” (: capere “take”), Gk. voudn “handle”
(: véuw “distribute”), Go. luarbon “walk about” (: lvairban “walk”), etc. No-
where are they as productive as in the northern area. Slavic imperfectives
in -ati, -ajo regularly present lengthened grade of the root. The almost un-
bounded productivity of this formation renders its testimony unreliable, but
there is abundant evidence for acute intonation (SCr. umirati, Ru. vordcat’,
etc.). Lithuanian iteratives in -oti, -o(ja) normally display lengthened zero
grade *-u-, *-1- and acute intonation: kyboti “hang (intr.)” (: kibti “stick to”),
kliipoti “be kneeling” (: klipti “kneel down™), etc. Of particular interest are a
small group of Latvian iteratives with e-grade: ngsat, -daju (: nest “carry”), tékat
(: tecét “flow™), I¢kat (: lekt “jump”), métdt (: mest “throw™), cf. Lith. métyti,
méto, obviously regularized from *métoti, -oja.

There are two reasons for taking the type nésat seriously. First, the curi-
ous type of é-grade ahsie/o-iteratives is well-represented all over the family
(e.g. Gk. mnddw “leap, spring”, Lat. uenari “hunt”, celare “conceal”, CLuv.
kisa(i)- “comb”, Gme. *fegojan), including some potential word-equations:
GAv. vadaiisit = CLuv. wida(i)- (< *uéd"-ahsie/0-), Gk. Mxdv - 10 mQog GOV

k

* Other accounts of Lith. feskau are ad hoc. Klingenschmitt (1982, 67°), for in-
stance, explains its vocalism as due to univerbation with a preverb (*ehz—hgis—sfeé/é—) or,
alternatively, as taken from the sigmatic aorist *heis-s-t (cf. GAv. ais). Derksen (1996,
294, 337; 2008, 214) suggests that the full grade of ieskau is of denominative origin and
that the acute intonation implies that the suffix *-ske/o- was substituted by *-Hske/o-.
The last point depends on a problematic derivation of the Baltic sta-presents from PIE
ske/o-presents. Criticism in Villanueva Svensson 2010, 214ff.
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ooyetoBar Hsch. = Latv. Igkdt (< *lek-ahsie/o0-), Argolic émipeunvaxavtt
“they have been content to wait” = Arm. mnam “remain” (< *meén-ahsie/o-),
Latv. nésdt, -dju = Arm. ansam “put up with” (< *h;nék-ahsie/o-, cf. Klin-
genschmitt 1982, 91ff.), OCS -métati = Latv. métat (restricted to Balto-
Slavic and thus of little weight). Second, the characteristic lengthened zero
grade of OCS -zyvati, -mirati, Lith. kliipoti, kyboti must rest on a common
Balto-Slavic innovation. It most probably arose through a proportional anal-
ogy *-e-: ¥
with é-grade to serve as a model.”” With due caution the type Latv. nésat can
thus be added to the list of examples in favor of the traditional theory.

7.5. Root nouns.

Latv. sals, giiovs, ndss have already been discussed (§§ 5.4.2, 6.6).

7.5.1. Lith. zvéris AP 3, Latv. zoérs, Sl. *208r0 AP ¢ (SCr. zvijér, Slvn. zvér,
etc.) “beast” has traditionally figured among the clearest examples against
Kortlandt’s theory (if the root contained a laryngeal Hirt’s law would have
yielded an immobile paradigm). Kapovi¢ (2009, 240) has recently argued
that this word originally belonged to AP a in Slavic, cf. SCr. dial. zver, zvjere,
denom. zvjérati “look around”. The spread of mobility in *zvére AP a —
*zvérv AP ¢ is well-paralleled among Slavic i-stems. It is curious that no trac-
es of mobility are attested in Baltic, but S1. *zvére is lectio difficilior and must
probably be projected back into Balto-Slavic. If this is correct, there is no
way to decide between *g'uer- / *g"uér- and *g"ueh;r-(/*g"uh;r-). Gk. 6o,
-6¢ can continue both *g"uéer- and *g"ueh,r-. Lat. ferus “wild”, fera “wild ani-
mal”, and Gmc. *beran- “bear” (OE bera, OHG bero; cf. Ringe 2006, 106)
can derive both from *§"uér- and from *g"uer- / *g"ueh;r- via Dybo’s law (cf.
Schrijver 1991, 337).

7.5.2. Sl. *mySe AP a “mouse” (SCr. mis, Slvn. mis) is equally uncertain.
Cognates like Ved. miis-, Gk. udg, Lat. mis, OHG miis present only -i- and
could thus derive from *muHs-, a reconstruction that would be practically prov-
en if TB mascitse “mouse” belongs here and goes back to *mas- < *m(u)as- <
*muHs- (cf. de Vaan 2008, 396). On the other hand, derivatives like Lat.
misculus “muscle; mussel”, In.-Ir. *mus-kd- (Ved. muskd- “testicle”, etc.)

-e- 1= *-u-:X, X = *--, which requires an already existing type

* Tteratives with @i-vocalism are also attested in Germanic, e.g. ON skiifa “shove”
(: Go. af-skiuban “reject”). Due to the monophthongization PIE *ei > Gmec. *7 it is im-
possible to know whether Germanic also had iteratives with 7-vocalism. It remains a task
for the future to see whether this type was an innovation of “Northern Indo-European”
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have often been taken to imply a derivational base *miis-, in which case the
length of the root noun must have been generalized from nom. sg. *mus (e.g.
Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 370). The noun for “mouse” has been related to the
root *meusH- of Ved. musnati “steals”, but this is merely a possibility.

7.5.3. Sl. *véra AP a “faith, belief” (OCS wvéra, SCr. vjéra, Ru. véra) is
clearly related to Lat. uerus “true”, Celtic *uiro- “id.” (Olr. fir, MW. gwir),
Gmec. *uera- “id.”” (OHG war, ON varr), *uero- (OHG vara “truth”, ON
vdrar pl. “oaths™). Gk. fjpoa (acc. sg. or acc. n. pl.) in Hom. (¢ml) oo @égewv
“please” is usually included here as well. As shown by Garcia Ramédn
(2006, with references) a further cognate is found in the Anatolian family
of Hitt. warri- “helpful; help”, warrissa-""" *
“help”, HLuv. wariya- “help” Accordingly, Sl. *véra, Lat. uérus, etc. are to be
analyzed as é-grade derivatives from *uerH- “favor, give preference”, not as
*ueh;-ro- (ro-adjective to an otherwise unknown root *ueh;-). The rationale
behind the lengthened grade of *uérH-o-, *uerH-ah,- is unclear. It could
perhaps be based on an acrostatic root noun *uerH- / *uérH-.

7.6. “Narten nouns’.

7.6.1. A well-known case is Sl. *bérme AP a “load, burden” (OCS brémeg,
SCr. bréme, Ru. berémja), Ved. loc. sg. bharman “bei der Darbringung” RV
8.2.8, pointing to an acrostatic men-stem *b"ér-men-. The Narten character of
*bler- “carry” is well-known: TA impf. parat < *b"er-(a)to (« impf. *b"er-t),
OIr. birit “sow” (< ptcp. *ber-nt-ih>), YAv. basar- “rider” (< *b"er-ter-, but
see de Vaan 2003, 54f.), OHG bara “bier” (< *b"ér-), etc., cf. Jasanoff
1998, 305. Derksen (2008, 37) reconstructs *b"erH-men-, but sef-variants
of *b'er- are extremely dubious (Ved. bhdriman- “maintenance” RV 2x is al-
most certainly secondary, cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 249).”!

7.6.2. Vine (1998) has established a small class of eh,-stem collectives
with 6-grade of the root, some of them clearly built to Narten roots: *kom-eh-
(Gk. xdun “village; district™), *Iog-eh,- (Gk. Adym - vaddun, xol cuvoyoy
oltov Hsch.), etc. In Villanueva Svensson fthc. a I have argued that
iteratives like Gk. voudw continue old denominatives to nouns of this type.
In Balto-Slavic it is represented by two clear examples.

come to help”, CLuv. warrahit-

*! Further evidence for Narten character of *b"er- in Balto-Slavic is very dubious. SI.
*bérdjv AP a “pregnant” (OCS brézda, SCr. bred, Ru. berézaja) could continue something
like *b"er-diah»- (e.g. Derksen 2008, 36). See below (§7.7) on the acute of Lith. bérnas
AP 3 “lad”
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Lith. niioma AP 1, Latv. nuéma “lease, rent” (< *ném(h;)-eh-). In Slavic
we have ORu. namv “interest” (Novgorod), probably back formed to coll.
*noma. The antiquity of *nom(h;)-eh,- is almost guaranteed by its original
denominative Gk. voudo “handle” (synchronically iterative to vépw “distrib-
ute”). The Narten character of *nem(h;)- is supported by nominals like Gmc.
*nema- n. (Go. andanem “receiving”, ON ndm “learning”), TB riemek “har-
vest” (< *nem(h;)oko-). The thematic present *ném(h;)-e-ti (Gk. véuow, Go.
niman, Latv. nemu / nemu) is probably an inner-PIE replacement of a Narten
present *ném(h;)- / *ném(h;)-, cf. Villanueva Svensson 2011, 321; fthc.
a, § 6.2, building on Jasanoff 1998, 305ff.%

As argued above (§ 7.1.4), SI. *-résti “find” is best derived from a Narten
present *reét- / *rét- “turn, run”. Supporting evidence comes from Latv. rué-
ta “adornment; toy” (< *rot-eh,-) and its original denominative ruétdt, -dju
“turn, hop” (< *roteh,-ie/o-). Mild support outside Balto-Slavic comes from
Olr. pret. rdith (< perf. *(re-)rot-e?), fut. ress- (< desid. *ret-s-?), to re-
thid “run”, cf. Jasanoff 2003, 31, 1358, Note also Olr. rdithe “quarter (of
year)”, sam-rad “summer(time)”, gaim-red “winter(time)”, MW gaeafrawd
“id.” < PCelt. *rato- < PIE *rot-o-.

7.7. Vrddhi derivatives.

As Kortlandt (1985, 121) observes, the majority of traditional cases of
vrddhi in Balto-Slavic are highly dubious or must be explained in some other
way. The best example remains Lith. varnas AP 4, S1. *vérne AP ¢ (SCr. vran,
Ru. véron) “raven” beside Lith. vdrna AP 1, Sl. *vérna AP a (SCr. vrana, Ru.
voréna) “crow”, traditionally interpreted as *uor-no- : *uér-na-.”

In Baltic the metatony of Lith. vafnas : vdrna cannot be separated from
that of vilkas “wolf " : vilké “she-wolf ”, zuikis “hare” : ziiiké “she-hare”, Sefnas
“wild boar” : Serné “wild sow”, as well as from the slightly more common

#Kortlandt (1988, 392f.) separates Lith. nioma, Gk. vopudo, Olr. ndmae “enemy”
from the root *nem-. He seems to reconstruct a parallel root *nemh;- (cf. Gk. vépeoig
“retribution”), but I fail to see how this would account for Lith. niioma within Kortlandt’s
system (unless he is assuming *neHm-).

3 As an argument against the traditional account of vdrna / *vdrna Petit (2004,
182) observes that *uorna would have given Lith. Touorna > F(v)urna. I am not certain
that this is correct (cf. Lith. inst. pl. -als < *-ois). Cases like Lith. pulti “fall” (< *puolti <
*polti) or asturitas “eighth” (< *aStuontas < *astontas) do not prove that long diphthongs
were kept intact into (pre-)Lithuanian. Their long vowel can easily have been restored
from pres. *pola (Lith. pilola) and cardinal *asto(ni) (Lith. aStuoni).
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métatonie douce of afitinas “drake” : dntis “duck”, gefvinas : gérvé “crane” etc.
(see Petit 2004, 174ff. for a clear presentation of the data). Kortlandt
(1977, 324f.) and Derksen (1996, 210f.) assume that the acute of vilké
is due to retraction of the stress from *uilkiHaH. Retraction of the stress,
however, is usually associated to métatonie douce (see above § 5.4.1). Petit
(2004, 188ff.) suggests that metatony spread from varnas : vdrna, the only
case that is inherited with certainty. I doubt an isolated case like this could
trigger such a widespread analogy.

As for vdrna / *vérna, Kortlandt (1985, 121) compares varnas : vdrna
to Gk. ®6paf : nopwvn, Lat. coruus : cornix and starts from BIL.-Sl. *uor-uo- :
*uor-Hn-aH, with replacement of the root *kor- by *uor-. Petit (2004, 187f.;
2010, 121) starts from two independent derivatives of *uerH- “burn” (Lith.
virti): adj. *uorH-u- “burned, black”, subst. *uorH-neh, “black animal” —
BL.-SI. *var-u- : *var-na- — *var-va- : *uar-na-. Both scholars assume that
varnas secondarily adopted the suffix of vdrna. There is no need to empha-
size the ad hoc nature of these scenarios. Derksen (2008, 528) observes that
this is a unique case and that, accordingly, the possibility cannot be discarded
that it reflects a unique and complex prehistory.

One may ask whether the metatony of vdrna / *vérna is really so unique.
Cases like Lith. vilkas : vilké, aftinas : dntis are clear inner-Baltic creations,
but the ultimate origin of this pattern may well be older. Vrddhi in femi-
nines is well attested in Indo-Iranian (Ved. ndr- “man” : nari- “woman”) and
may easily have developed out of the genitival value of vrddhi-derivatives in
Balto-Slavic as well. There are at least some candidates for Balto-Slavic an-
tiquity of this type (cf. Vaillant 1974, 21f.): Lith. Sdrka AP 1, Sl. *s(v)érka
AP a (SCr. svraka, Ru. soroka) “magpie” (probably related to Gk. ®6pa&, Lat.
coruus), Lith. kdrvé AP 1, Sl. *kérva AP a (SCr. krava, Ru. koréva) “cow”
(cf. Lat. ceruos “stag” etc. < */;er—yo—),” Lith. stirna AP 1, Latv. stifna, Sl.
*svrna (Ru. sérna, but SCr. sfna) “roe” (cf. Lat. cornii “horn”, etc.). As shown
by Nussbaum (1986, 2ff.), terms for horned animals with suffix *-n(o0)-,
*-u(0)- always demand an anit-variant *ker- of the root for “head and horn”

Accordingly, it is ad hoc to reconstruct a laryngeal for the words for “cow”
and “roe” (so e.g. Derksen 2008, 236, 485).

** The Gutturalwechsel of kdrvé / *kérva poses an obvious problem, but perhaps not
a fatal one. If this word is a borrowing, the acute could still reflect a specifically Balto-
Slavic vrddhi.
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Evidence for “feminine vrddhi” is not restricted to terms for animals. A
particularly clear case is Latv. siéva “wife”, which can hardly be interpreted
otherwise than as a vrddhi-derivative of *kéi-uo- “socially close” (: Ved. séva-
“dear”, sivd- “friendly”, Lat. ciuis “citizen”, Gmc. *heiwa “household”).”
Lith. svdinis / svainis “brother-in-law”, svdiné / svainé “sister-in-law” can per-
haps be explained starting from svainis : svdiné, if they go back to *suoi-no- :
*suoi-na- (cf. Fraenkel LEW, 947f.; otherwise Smoczynski 2007, 617).
Petit (2004, 177f.), with reference to Mikuléniené, mentions the same pos-
sibility for Lith. bérnas “lad” / Latv. berns “child” (< *befnas : *bérna?) and
Lith. vergas / vérgas : vergé / vergé “slave” (< *vergas : *vérgé?).

Although the issue clearly deserves further study, I conclude that there are
good reasons to assume that cases like vdrna / *vérna, karvé / *kérva, Latv.
siéva reflect a Balto-Slavic “feminine vrddhi” that was preserved and further
elaborated in Baltic.

7.8. We can finally mention two cases of monosyllabic lengthening, both
taken from Kapovic¢ 2006, 171.

S1. *nyné “now” (OCS nyné, Ru. nyne, OCz. nynie; also *nvné > CS nwvné),
Lith. nanat, nundi, nun “now, today” (< BL.-Sl. *nunoi) beside Lith. ni, na,
nujati, Latv. ni, “now, today”, Sl. *nv» “but” (OCS nw, Ru. no etc.). The
comparative evidence (Ved. nu, nit, nindm, Gk. v0, vOv, viv, Lat. num, nunc,
niuper, etc.) suggests that all variants attested in Balto-Slavic are inherited:
*nu, *ni, *ni-m,” as well as several extensions with other particles or adver-
bial endings.

SI. *nékwto, *nécvto “nobody, nothing” (OCS nékvto, SCr. njétko, njesto,
MBulg. nékto, nésto), Lith. dial. nékas “id.” beside Lith. ne, né, Sl. *ne “not”
(also Sl. *nekwto, *nikvto, Lith. niékas). As in the case of *nii, both *ne and
*ne are probably inherited (cf. Lat. ne-que, né, etc.) and both entered into
longer units.

There is evidence for both acute and circumflex intonation of the variants
with long vowel. This is probably best explained through Rasmussen’s rule

* So also Neri apud Vine 2006, 139'. A laryngeal is precluded by Ved. sivd-. Lu-
botsky (1988, 94f.) separates Ved. $éva- from sivd-, but the argument is entirely apri-
oristic (pace Lubotsky, Latv. siéva does not prove a laryngeal). See Vine 2006, 147{f. for
the PIE background of *kéiuo-

* See Dunkel 2004, 293f. for a survey of the various strategies to reconcile the
-n- of Ved. nundm, OCS nyné, Lith. ninai with PIE *nii-m (demanded by Lat. num and
better justified from a morphological point of view).

32



of monosyllabic metatony (see above § 6): *nii beside *nii-, *né beside *ne-.
Contamination of both variants (clearly seen in the replacement of *nii-,
*ne- by *nii- *né- in Lithuanian) was only to be expected. If one starts from
BL-SL. *nii(-), *né(-) alone, Sl. *nyné, *nékvto are left unexplained. If from
B1.-S1. *nii(-), *né(-), at least Lith. ninai, niindi, nin would be difficult to
account for.

8. Conclusion. Examples like SI. *sé¢i / Lith. pa-sékelis, S1. *-résti / Latv.
ruotdt, Sl. *bérme, *nyné, Lith. niloma or Latv. siéva (to mention only some
particularly strong cases) clearly support the traditional theory: PIE long vow-
els received acute intonation in Balto-Slavic. The number of examples may
not seem large, but this is predicted by the very nature of the evidence: PIE
long vowels were in any case not common, and Baltic and Slavic are recently
attested branches that have undergone massive lexical renewal. In addition,
large portions of the evidence automatically qualify as ambiguous (roots end-
ing in a voiced stop, Slavic mobile nouns, etc.). Circumflex intonation in
original long vowels is restricted to two specific environments: i) word-fi-
nal position (Lith. akmud, dukté, inst. pl. -ais), ii) monosyllables (Latv. sals,
guovs, Lith. dués, nué, perhaps SCr. do-nijeh).

INDOEUROPIECIU ILGIEJI BALSIAI BALTU
IR SLAVU KALBOSE

Santrauka

Siuo metu vyrauja dvi pagrindinés teorijos apie ide. ilgyjy balsiy raida balty ir slavy
kalbose: i) pagal ,tradicine® teorija ilgyjy balsiy refleksai turi akutine priegaide, ii) pagal
Kortlandto teorija — cirkumfleksine priegaide. Straipsnyje ginama tradiciné teorija. Kor-
tlandto teorija, ko gero, yra teisinga odZio galo pozicijoje (plg. lie. akmud, dukté, vns.
naud. -uf, dgs. jnag. -ais). Zod%io viduryje Kortlandto teorija remia tik slavy sigmatinis
aoristas s.-kr. do-nijeh, rijeh ir turbit la. sals, gliovs (Siuo atveju veikiant gan problemis-
kam désniui *-EH- > *-E-). Kiti faktai, remiantys Kortlandto teorija, yra abejotini dél
vienos ar kitos priezasties. Dalis Kortlandto medziagos yra vienskiemenés paradigmos
formos (pvz., lie. duds, jus, tuo, la. gliovs, s.-kr. da, Ii). Jas galima paaiSkinti Rasmus-
seno teorija, pagal kurig bl.-sl. vienskiemeniai patyré cirkumfleksing metatonija. Kita
vertus, tradicing teorija remia tokie pavyzdziai kaip sl. *séci / lie. pa-sékelis, sl. *-résti /
la. ruétat, sl. *bérme (:s. i. bharman), *nyné (:s. i. nindm), lie. niioma (: gr. voudo), la.
siéva Salia kity atvejy. Taigi galima iSvada, kad ide. ilgieji balsiai désningai gavo akutine
priegaide balty ir slavy kalbose. Cirkumfleksiné priegaidé apsiriboja dviem specifinémis
pozicijomis: i) zodzio galas, ii) vienskiemenés zodziy formos.
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