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Hilversum
BALTO-SLAVIC LONG VOWELS

In Baltistica 46(1), Miguel Villanueva Svensson presents a defence
of the so-called “traditional” view on the development of long vowels in
Balto-Slavic, in opposition to the views of the “Leiden school” (see Frederik
Kortlandt’s “Long vowels in Balto-Slavic”, Baltistica 21(2)). In Baltistica
47(2), Tijmen Pronk replies to Villanueva Svensson’s points.

I presented my own views on the matter, albeit in a general setting, in the
paper “Syllables, intonations and Auslautgesetze” (see Carrasquer Vidal
2011), and elsewhere. In the following I would like take some of the items
discussed by Villanueva Svensson and Pronk and hold them against my own
interpretation of the facts, which differs both from the Leiden and the “tra-
ditional” views.

A short summary of my basic position, where V stands for a (short) vowel,
V for a long vowel, H for a laryngeal, D for a PIE media, and R for a reso-
nant (one of i/j, u/w, m, n, l or r):

The vowels

Short A\Y

long acute V, VH, VD
long circumflex VV, VHV
The diphthongs

long circumflex VR, VR, VHR
long acute VRH, VRH

This agrees with the “traditional” position in that I expect an acute reflex
of a PIE long vowel in Balto-Slavic. But, in contrast with the traditional
view, I see a long vowel of any origin (V or VH) followed by a tautosyllabic
resonant as giving a Balto-Slavic circumflex syllable (unless followed by a
tautosyllabic laryngeal).

Nom. sg. of nouns ending in a resonant

Lith. nom. sg. akmué “stone”, dukté “daughter”, etc. owe their circumflex
accentuation to the lost final resonant:
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.............................

At least in the proterodynamic forms (-on), this had already happened in
dialectal PIE (Germanic and Balto-Slavic), see Jasanoff 2013, “A note on
the Slavic genitive plural”.

In Slavic, the original circumflex vowel was raised in the Auslaut, giving
-y (kamy) and -i (dvkti). The rarer stems in -/ and -w are represented by Latv.
abuols “apple” and Slav. Zérav “crane”(*h.abol and *gerHou).

A t-stem like Lith. ménué “month, moon” (< *meh;nots) was reshaped
after the more frequent resonant stems in -ué. But perhaps we do find the
expected acute in Slav. noga < *hsnégh“ots “leg, foot”, if that is the nomina-
tive belonging with acc. *hsndgh“utm > nogovte “nail .

I cannot agree with Villanueva Svensson’s “tacit” rejection of well-estab-
lished forms such as o-stem dat. sg. *-o-ei > *-6i, although of course eve-
rybody agrees on the circumflex character of the ending’. The Lith. a-stem
acc. sg. -qg < *-am < *-ah,m, inexplicably unaffected by Saussure’s law in the
traditional view, is naturally circumflex in my scheme of things.

The acc. pl., which is acute in Lithuanian and has long vocalism in Slavic,
and the o-stem ins. pl. are special cases. Apparently, the resonant in the end-
ings -ns and -js did not make a diphthong with the preceding vowel, and the
cluster as a whole caused (acute) lengthening of the preceding vowel, inde-
pendently in (at least) Baltic, Slavic and Indic.

o-stems
acc. pl. *-oj-ms(?) > *-ons > Lith. *-6s > -us

Slav. *-anh > *-an > -y
ins. pl. *-oj-s > Lith. *-ais > -ais

Slav. *-ujh > *-ajh > *-u(h) > -y

' Slav. voda “water” remains a problematic form in more than one respect, cf. Lith.
vanduo, vanduo.

* Note especially the abl. (> gen.) *-oot, which must have still been uncontracted in
PBS (*-6t would have given Lith. f-uo, Slav -y, *-ot Lith. T-i, Slav. -a). This form, in
my opinion, explains all the Balto-Slavic forms beautifully (nominal -oot > Lith. -o, Slav.
-a; pronominal -éot, -6ot > Slav. -ego, -ogo; Lith. -io, -0).
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a-stems
acc. pl. *-ah,>-ms > *-ans > Lith. *-as > -as
Slav. *- anh > *-un > -y

i-stems

acc. pl. *-i-ms > *-ins > Lith. *-ins > *-is > -is
Slav. *-inh > *-iN > -i

u-stems

acc. pl. *-u-ms > *-uns > Lith. *-ans > *-us > -us

Slav. *-anh > *-an > -y

*_ons in PIE, as that would have

Note that the acc. pl. cannot have been
given Lith. f-as.

Note that the ins. pl. cannot have been
given Lith. f-uis.

The diphthong -ai- gives unstressed -ai-, stressed -ie-/-ié- in Lithuani-
an. Stressed -ai- must then come from *-Gi-, as in the nominal nom. pl.
—ai (< *-ah,+ -oj, apparently also proposed independently by Klingen-
schmitt 2008).

Lithuanian nom. sg. fem. ¢

I subscribe to the communis opinio that the Lith. nom. sg. feminine ending
-é < *-ija.

Nouns with long root vowel: root nouns?

Latv. sals “salt”, ziioss “goose”, giiovs “cow” and ndss “nose”.

I agree with Villanueva Svensson that Latv. zuioss, Lith. Zgsis, Slav. goso
“goose” is irrelevant, although for different reasons (in my view, *g"ans- or
*g"ans- would not have made any difference intonationally).

Very relevant, however, is Latv. ndss, Lith. nésis “nose” As Villanueva
Svensson puts it:

*-0js in PIE, as that would have

If we start from *g“ou-, *sal-, *nas-, Kortlandt’s general theory on the long vowels
would account for Latv. guious, sals, but not for nésis. The traditional view accounts
for Lith. ndsis, but not for Latv. giiovs, sals. Similar problems arise if one starts from
*g"ehsu-, *sehsl-, *nehss- without applying the rule *-EH- > *-F-.

In my theory, all three are explained naturally. The final resonant in
*sal(s) and *g“ous yields circumflex intonation (preserved when the words
were transferred to the i-stems), and in *nas(s) we have acute intonation
before the occlusive. There is no problem and everything is explained. The
opposition between sals and ndss was indeed, as I recall, what led me to my
theory in the first place. The Slavic forms, solv and nosw, with a short vowel,
continue the PIE accusatives *salm and *nasm.
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The accentuation of Lith. Zvéris (nom. pl. Zvérys), Latv. zoérs, Slav. zvéro
(ap c) “wild animal” cannot come from the nominative of a root noun *g'wer,
as that would have given circumflex intonation. We must start from the ac-
cusative (*g"weérm) and the oblique (gen. *g"werés). The cognates Lat. ferus,
fera, and Gmc. *beran- “bear” also show oxytone accentuation (with Dybo’s
shortening law). Pronk’s attempt to reconstruct a laryngeal in this word, while
simultaneously keeping it out of the claws of Hirt’s law (trisyllabic ins. sg.
*§"weh;rmi and the dat., loc. and ins. plural) is ingenious, but lacks the cru-
cial support of some other singular form (e.g. the dative) which is what lends
credibility to the partial retention of mobility in the Balto-Slavic reflexes of
the u-stem *suHnils “son”.

For Slav. Zaly “sorrow”, I would expect *g“el'His with circumflex intona-
tion, as in Lith. géla (*g“elHa). However, if Kapovic¢ 2009 is right and the
word was originally in ap a, it may have been a root noun *g“elH(s), *g“elHm,
with generalization of the acute of the nominative.

Slav. récs “word” looks very much like root noun. The original acute into-
nation was eliminated by Meillet’s law.

The acute in Slav. myse “mouse” is probably of laryngeal origin, given
de Vaan’s derivation of TochB mascitse from *mas- < *mwas- < *muhay;s->.
The short vowel in Lat. musculus “muscle” could then come from Dybo-
shortening of pretonic *muHs-ko-. It would be unexpected, however, to find
Dybo-shortening in Ved. muskd- “testicle”

Nouns with long root vowel: vowel stems

Slav. m¢so (Latv. miesa) “meat” is circumflex (*meém-som) and has become
mobile in Slavic. The same goes for other forms with a (long) circumflex in
an open root syllable, such as vdje/jaje (*owjom) “egg” and déti (*d"eh i-ti- =
*deiti-) “children™*.

* Although if we accept the same soundlaw for Greek, uiigc becomes problematical
(one would expect *m(w)as or *m(w)os).

* One anonymous reviewer objects: “but then what about *deh.i-wer- ‘husband’s
brother’, which has acute reflexes in Lithuanian and Latvian?” I subscribe to Rasmus-
sen’s 1989 theory that the “long diphthongs” developed as follows:

1. when stressed: ¢Hi-V, ¢iH-C, éeH-CC/CH#;
2. when unstressed: Hi before voiced, H before unvoiced.

The acute in *daih,-wér- is then regular (except that perhaps zero-grade might have
been expected). In the word *deéi-ti-, the original zero grade must have been replaced by
the (antevocalic) root-shape of the verb *deh i-e- (Latv. déju ‘to suck’).
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Slav. trava “grass” and sldva “glory”

In nouns with a long diphthong followed by a vowel-initial suffix or des-
inence, the intonation of the root depends on whether we are dealing with
a set or anjt root. In Slav. trava, the laryngeal causes the syllabification to be
*trowHa, and the intonation is circumflex. In Slav. sldva, there is no laryn-
geal, and we have acute *klgwa. This rule applies, for instance, to Slav. bélv
(ap b) “white”, Latv. bals ~ bals “pale”, from *b"éFHo- c.q. *b"alHo-, and to
a number of other nouns showing circumflex accentuation (Lith. vélas, véras,
olé, Slav. mélv, Zarv, etc.).

What I said above about sldva is contradicted by Pronk’s remark:

all instances of the root *Kleu- and (probably analogically) most instances of its
extended variant *Eleu-s- (with the exception of Lith. klausyti and paklisti, Latv.
klausit) contain an acute vowel or diphthong in Balto-Slavic. Except if one wishes to
posit a lengthened grade for all forms deriving from the root (i.e. for Slavic *slava,
*slaviti, *sluti, *sluxati, *slusati, *slysati,*slyti), one has to reconstruct a Balto-Slavic
root-final laryngeal.

For slava, slaviti, slysati and slyti, a lengthened grade is indeed in order,
and a laryngeal is excluded (slava) or unnecessary (slysati). As to the forms
with slu-, perhaps Pronk’s next remarks apply(?):

Verbal roots ending in a glide often behave as if they end in a glide plus laryngeal,
irrespective of whether they contained a laryngeal in Indo-European.

Thus, it appears that, apart from *kleu-‘to hear; be known’, *smei- ‘to laugh’ (Latv.
smiét vs. Skt. -smita-, Villanueva Svensson 2011a, 22), *k“ei- ‘to observe’ (if
not from *k“eh;-, Beekes 2010, 1490) and ‘to punish, repent’ (Cr. cgjati ‘to wait’,
kajati se ‘to repent’ if the Slavic acute is not analogical to acute *bajati ‘to tell’, *lajati
‘to bark’, *majati ‘to wave’, tajati ‘to melt’, *gajati, *grajati, *rajati all ‘to caw, croak’),
*pleu-‘to float’ (Lith. pliti, Cr. pliti ‘to swim, sail’ vs. Ru. plot, P1. plet ‘raft’ < *plotv, if
not contaminated with the synonymous *plehs-, cf. Derksen 1996, 116—117; 2008,
403, 405-407; L1V, 485, 487), and perhaps *kou- ‘to strike’ (Lith. kduti ‘to beat, hew,
slay’ vs. Slav. kvzne ‘skill’) and *krou- ‘to pile up, cover’ (Lith. krduti ‘to pile up’, Cr.
kriti ‘to cover’ vs. Gr. x@Umto ‘to cover’, ToB krauptdr ‘to gather’ with an unexplained
labial, cf. Adams 1999, 219f.) obtained a laryngeal in Balto-Slavic. Exceptions are
the roots *ei- ‘to go’and *au- ‘to put on footwear’, which are generally circumflex [...]

Lith. niloma and Latv. nuéma “rent” are convincingly connected by Pronk
to Slav. najemv “rent”, from *no + h;m- “take from”. The acute length may
therefore be of laryngeal origin.

Slav. véra “faith”, Lat. verus, Olr. fir, OHG war “true”, etc. all point to
PIE *wer- or *weh;r-. Villanueva Svensson adduces Anatolian forms like
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Hitt. warri- “helpful” to derive the Western IE words from PIE *werH-o/eh-
(from a root meaning “to favour, give preference”), instead of *weh;-ro-,
from an otherwise unknown root *weh;-. Pronk objects that the connection
with the Anatolian forms is semantically doubtful. For me, the problem is
that *werHeh,-, of the trava-type, would have given Slav. fovéra.

Nouns with an acute diphthong

Slav. befme “burden” must come from the anit root *b"er-, so the acute is a
problem here. Deriving from lengthened grade *b"ér-men- provides no solu-
tion, as VR, in my view, is just as circumflex as VR. I would follow Derksen
2008 in reconstructing *b"erH-men-, with an unclear and admittedly ad hoc
laryngeal.

Lith. varnas, Slav. vornv “raven” versus Lith. vdrna, Slav. vérna “crow”.

Derivation of the “crow” word from vrddhi-ed *worna is pointless, and is
ruled out by Petit’s (2010) observation that lengthened grade *worna would
have given Lith. fouorna > T(v)urna. The only way to derive an acute diph-
thong -dr-/-6r- (-ér-/-ér-) is if the diphthong was followed by a laryngeal
(or a PIE media). Greek nopwvn “crow” suggests that the laryngeal was *hs,
alternating with *w (Lat. corvus “crow”). The Balto-Slavic forms would then
continue *wdrwos ~ *worhsnah,, with secondary transfer of the suffix -no- to
the masculine form.

Latv. siéva “wife”, from the root *kéi-wo- “socially close” (Ved. séva-
“dear”, siva- “friendly”, Lat. civis “citizen”, Gmc. *heiwa “household”), is
derived by Villanueva Svensson from a vrddhi-derivative *kéi-wah,. Again, I
fail to see the point, but I can offer no better solution than a laryngeal *kéiH-
wo-, following Lubotsky 1988, or an inner-Baltic métatonie rude of the type
vilké, zuiké, whatever its origin.

Pronominals

Villanueva Svensson presents Slav. njne, nékvto, nécvto as further exam-
ples of a PIE lengthened grade yielding an acute in Balto-Slavic. The Baltic
parallels are not helpful, but the Slavic words are indeed suggestive.

Dybo (1990, 34-35) reconstructs the oblique forms of the 1/2 pl. per-
sonal pronoun in Slavic as:

GL ndsv, vdsv

D ndmw, vdmwv

I ndmi, vdmi,
all with (old) acute.

If this is correct, that is another set of forms with an acute reflecting the
PIE lengthened grade (cf. also Lith. acute gen. pl. miisy and jisy and related
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forms). These forms must have been originally oxytone (*nosém, *nosst,
*nosmds, *nosmis), and the retraction of the accent, which prevented the loss
of a pretonic acute (see the next section), appears to be analogical after the
a-stems, which have dmw, dxv, -dmi by Hirt’s law.

This would put Meillet’s law and the jdblvko/védro-distribution after the
Slavic merger of @ and o.

The Slavic (sigmatic) aorist

For the sigmatic aorist, with PIE e-grade (likely by Szemerényi’s law in
the 2/3 sg.), we would expect a Balto-Slavic acute. Like Olander (2009),
I explain the loss of the acute as due to it being in pretonic position, where
the acute was eventually lost in Slavic. However, I assume no forward shift
of the accent, merely retention of original suffix-stress in the PIE thematic
s-aorist (1sg. *-$6m, 1pl. *- $émos), and presumably analogical suffix-stress
(after the 1* persons and e.g. the athematic plural) in 2pl. *-sté(s) and *-$ént.
The 2/3 sg. forms were replaced by asigmatic root imperfects (with mobile,
i.e. barytone, accentuation).

The motivation of the metatony is clear: there was apparently (cf. Meillet’s
law) a period in the prosodic history of Slavic where a pretonic acute syl-
lable had to either take the stress (the case of e.g. jablvko or byti), or lose its
acuteness (the case of e.g. védro or of the barytone mobile forms affected by
Meillet’s law). The sigmatic aorist falls in the latter category.

As to the 2/3sg. aorist of verbs ending in a laryngeal, we can see that the
intonation follows that of the past participle in -/-. If that is mobile (byla,
dala, lila, pila’), so is the aorist (by, da, li, pi). If it is barytone and acute (ap
a), as in bila ~ bi, sila ~ $i, ¢iila ~ ¢il, kryla ~ kry, the two likewise agree.

The Baltic e-preterit

The origin of the Baltic preterit(s) is disputed. Despite the é-grade of the
e-preterit, I find a derivation from the sigmatic aorist highly unlikely, in part
because of the circumflex intonation, but mainly because of the lack of -s-.
I agree wholeheartedly with Pronk when he says that “the long circumflex
vowel of béré will have to be explained”, but unfortunately I have no sugges-
tions to offer at the present time®.

* To explain the mobility, I have suggested that Hirt’s law did not work for the se-
quences *ihy; and *uhy;s (cf. the development of these sequences in Tocharian and
Greek). For dala, T accept Kortlandt’s (1975) explanation (zero grade *dhs-Io- remade
after *dohs-).

® Except to note that the parallel with the long vowel in the preterit plural of the
Germanic verbs of the same shape eR-/eC- (strong classes IV and V) looks too exact to
be a mere coincidence.
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The Baltic future

Pronk (after Petit 2002) convincingly argues for an inner Lithuanian
(Aukstaitian) origin for the metatony in forms like dudés “shall give” and
kalbés “shall speak” At the Balto-Slavic stage (if applicable here at all) we
only have to deal with (laryngeal) acutes, on which we all agree.

Narten presents

Slav. sékti, séko (ap c) “cut” < *sékH- undoubtedly points to a non-laryn-
geal acute.

The case of Slav. -résti, *-rét(j)o, aor. -rétv (ap a) “find” is less clear-cut,
but Villanueva Svensson’s derivation from a Narten present *reét- sounds rea-
sonable enough.

Slav. smwvjdti, *sméjo se (ap c), Latv. smiét(iés), smeju(és), pret. sméju(ds)
“laugh” The expected acute of *sme-jo- is seen in Latvian, and is obscured in
Slavic by Meillet’s law. Reflexes of *sme-jo-, with short vowel, are also seen
in both languages, although not in the same places.

ieskoti

Lith. ieskoti, ieSkau (OLith. ieszku) “look for, search”, Latv. iéskat “look
for lice”, Slav. joskdti ~ iskdti (ap b) “look for, search”, connected with Ved.
icchati, YAv. isaiti, Umbr. e-iscurent (< *hgl.S—Sl”;’é/é—), Arm. haycem, OHG eis-
con “ask” (< *haais-ske/o-). On the unexpected acute full grade in Lith. feskau,
Villanueva Svensson, with Jasanoff 2003, concludes that “it is thus reason-
able to assume that Lith. feskau, Gmc. *aiskon etc. reflect a contamination
of inherited *hsis-ské/6- and [the Narten desiderative] *hoeis-s-/*héis-s-"
Pronk’s alternative hypothesis that *Hi- (and *Hu-) became glottalized in
initial position when stressed is unconvincing: the initial of *h,is-ské/6 was
obviously not stressed, and the stressed variant *h.e(:)is(k)- obviously had no
*Hi-. I find the connection with Lat. gnosco, pasco ~ Hitt. ganess-, pahhs-
highly attractive, and I think such a contamination does indeed underlie
the Balto-Slavic forms of the “search” verb. Unfortunately, what it does not
explain is the acute in the East Baltic initial syllable (*h,éis-s- is circumflex).
For that, we should probably turn to Derksen 1996, where an excellent case
is made for métatonie rude in Baltic sta-verbs’.

Intensives / iteratives

The intensives / iteratives under discussion in Villanueva Svensson and
Pronk’s articles were also analyzed in my Copenhagen paper “Slavic verbal
accentuation”:

7 See now my 2013 paper “Verb incorporation in PIE, and other verbal suffixes” for a
possible explanation of the acute, in which the verb ieskéti plays a central role.
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As noticed by Dybo, the distribution of je-verbs with lengthened root vowel is
the following:

ii > 1, uu > u are in a.p. a (sypati, mykati, smykati, tykati, sysati, pryskati, bryzgati,
stigati), while ee > é, aa > a are in a.p. b (skakdti, xapdti, xramdti, makdti, kazdti,
drémdti). The lengthening of the root vowel in these verbs must therefore be rela-
tively ancient, as it follows the PIE distribution, where the only long 7 and o were
acute (from *iH and *uH), while a, ¢ and 6 could be either acute or circumflex. In
particular, the formation of these verbs must predate the development *ei > 7 and
Meillet’s law (which created new 7’s and @’s (§s)).

There is a category of verbs with lengthened root vowel which could be even old-
er than the sypati/stigati/ skakdti/drémdti-group, at least it is claimed to be of already
PIE origin by the makers of LIV. These are causative/iteratives (Slavic i/i-verbs) with
a lengthened root vowel, LIV category 4b (R(6)-je-). If the claim were false, and these
formations were of later, early (Balto-)Slavic age, one would expect these verbs (all
with root vowel a) to fall into a.p. b, like the skakdti-verbs. This is not the case. In-
stead, we find the verbs in question scattered over all three accent paradigms:

gdziti, pdriti and vdditi are a.p. a

daviti, paliti and traviti are a.p. b

saditi and gasiti are a.p. c

I’'m not sure about the a.p. of kaniti, raciti and mariti, but they appear to be a.p. b or
¢ (SCr. kaniti kanim, mdriti, mdarim, Russ. pautimesnvnuiii). Since these verbs are not
uniformly a.p. b, they cannot be lengthened a’s of the skakdti-type (aa > a). But a
lengthened vowel of PIE origin (Dehnstufe) should be reflected in Balto-Slavic as an
acute long vowel (a > d), and the verbs are not uniformly a.p. a either. The pattern is
in fact similar to the one we found above in the tuddti and jé-verbs with syllabic reso-
nant, except that the starting point here was the root-stressed a.p.: roots of the struc-
ture 6C, OR remain a.p. a, while roots of the structure 60RH become a.p. b. We have:

*g(*)og-eje- > *goz-1-; *(s)por-eje- > *por-i-; *wod"hi-eje- > Fwod-i-
as opposed to:

*d"ouH-eje- > dow-i-; *trouH-eje- > trow-i-; *konh-eje- > kon-i -

In the first set, the syllabification is g(*)6.8"eje-, *(s)po.reje-, *wo.d"hieje- with a
long rising vowel in the first syllable, which remains in a.p. I (a). In the second set,
it is *d"6u.Heje-, *trou.Heje-, *kon.h;eje-, with a long falling diphthong in the first
syllable, and therefore a circumflex (cf. the circumflex in *(H)ou-jéom > 6je > vaje/
jaje, or *memsom > m¢so). When the laryngeal fell away, the semivowel/resonant was
pulled to the next syllable, but the circumflex accentuation stayed. The stress was
subsequently advanced by Dybo’s law.

One group of verbs I did not mention at the time are the ones Pronk
discusses at some length in his reply to Villanueva Svensson: iteratives/inten-
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sives with present tense *-ahs-je- (e.g. birdti, birdjo, etc.). The type, like the
type skakdti, skacjo, appears to be a Balto-Slavic innovation, and the original
intonation of the lengthened vowel may have been identical (7, u vs. é, a).
My analysis of these forms is the following: the accentuation in the present
tense must have been -dje-, as if by Hirt’s law from *-ah,-jé-. Subsequently,
the pretonic acute (if any) was lost, as we saw in the case of the s-aorist
(*birrarje- > *birarje-).

je-presents

Villanueva Svensson lists a number of Baltic verbs which derive from a
non-acute root and have a long root vowel or diphthong which is attested
with acute and with circumflex accentuation (Lith. répti, -répia beside -répti,
-répia “take, embrace”, grébti / grébti “snatch, rake”, tréksti / tréksti “crush”,
plésti / plésti “tear” (Latv. plést), 2ébti / 2ébti “chew”, kvépti / kvépti “inhale”
(Latv. koépt), ciaupti / ciadpti “close (mouth, lips)”, siekti / siékti “try to
reach”, pliekti / pliékti “beat”).

Pronk establishes that all examples have a root ending in an occlusive and
have a je-present and an é-preterit. He then suggests that the long vowel of
these verbs originates in the preterit stem, and that the introduction of the
acute can be linked (after Petit 2010, 128) to je-presents built from roots
ending in a resonant plus laryngeal. These show metatony (e.g. drti, aria ‘to
plough’, skélti, skélia ‘to split’ etc.), due to the loss of the final laryngeal be-
fore the suffix *-je/o- (Pinault’s law). The pattern acute e-preterit ~ circumfbx
je-present would have become productive in (East) Baltic, affecting the group
in question, with root in occlusive.

I find this account plausible, given the fact that most of these verbs don’t
have clear Narten-nature elsewhere.

Pinault’s law (Pinault 1982) is however supposed to be of Indo-Europe-
an date, which forces me to rethink the analysis I made of zero-grade verbal
roots in “Slavic verbal accentuation”:

An interesting case are fudati and jé-verbs ending in a syllabic resonant. In theory
we would expect the following distribution:

tudati jé
R -i.Ro -iR.j6
RH -iR.H6 -iRH.jo
leading to:
tudati jé
R -iR4 (b) -iRjo (c)
RH -iRHG6 >1R6 (¢)  -iRHj > -iRjd (b)
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That is to say, tuddti-verbs become a.p. ¢ when they have a sef-root, and remain
a.p. b otherwise, while jé-verbs remain a.p. b when set, but become mobile when
anit. [...].

In practice, we find:

anit set
ap.b a.p.c ap.b ap.c
tudadti jé jé tuddti

jomng jeti (*hiem-) mof(j)p merti (*mer-) dvm(j)¢ doti (*dhmeH-) Zoro Zerti (*g“erhs)
¢ong Ceti (*ken-)  stoi(j)o sterti (*ster-) Zon(j)¢ Z¢ti (*g"jehs-)  nvro nerti (*nerH-)
Zomg Zeti (*gem-) Zor(j)§ zofti (*g“erH-)  poro perti (*spherH-)
tor(j)g tofti (*terh;-) klvng kleti (*klenH-)
pong peti (*(s)penhs-)
tong teti (*temh;-)

If we focus on the sef je-presents, it is clear that if we accept Pinault’s law
for PIE, there should be no difference between set and anit reflexes (which I
believe there is, based on the admittedly small sample of verbs). If we don’t
accept Pinault’s law, however, the sef je-presents should all have been in ap a,
because of Hirt’s law, as I now realize. The mechanism by which Pinault’s law
worked in these Slavic forms must have been something other than simply
dropping the laryngeal. Perhaps we can think of something similar to the
Germanic Verschdrfung? Forms like, say, *dummjo, *ginnjo, *girrjo, *tirrjo
would obviously not have been subject to Hirt’s law, but would also not have
exhibited circumflex intonation (specifically, the resonant might not have
made a diphthong with the preceding vowel, similarly to what we saw above
in connection with the acc. pl.).

BALTU IR SLAVU KALBU ILGIEJI BALSIAI

Santrauka

Miguelis Villanueva Svenssonas (Baltistica 46(1)) gina vadinamajj ,.tradicinj”
pozitrj i balty ir slavy kalby ilgyjy balsiy raida, prieSinama ,,Leideno mokyklos® po-
zitriui (zr. Frederiko Kortlandto straipsnj ,,Long vowels in Balto-Slavic®, Baltistica
21(2)). Tijmenas Pronkas (Baltistica 47(2)) atsako j Villanuevos Svenssono argumentus.

Siame straipsnyje autorius aptaria kai kuriuos Villanuevos Svenssono ir Pronko mi-
nimus faktus, vadovaudamasis savaja interpretacija, besiskiriancia tiek nuo Leideno, tiek
nuo ,tradicinio® pozitrio. Straipsnyje aptariama:
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- sonantu besibaigiantis daiktavardziy nom. sg.;

- lie. -¢;

- daiktavardziai su ilguoju Saknies balsiu: Sakniniai daiktavardziai?;
- daiktavardziai su ilguoju Saknies balsiu: balsiniai kamienai;
- jvardziai;

- slavy (sigmatinis) aoristas;

- balty ¢ preteritas;

- balty futtras;

- Narten prezensai;

- ieSkoti;

- intensyvai / iteratyvai;

- je prezensai.
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