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ON SHORTENING, LENGTHENING, AND ACCENT
SHIFTS IN SLAVIC

The paper deals with several problems of Slavic historical accentology —
pretonic length in the accentual paradigm ¢ (and b) in South and West Slav-
ic, the neo-circumflex phenomenon (including the accent in the genitive plu-
ral), the kokot ‘rooster’ type lengthening in Cakavian, the ograda ‘fence’
type accent in Slavic, the reflex of Proto-Slavic *0 in Czech monosyllables
(kiin ‘horse’ type words), as well as certain accent shifts (like the one in acce-
ntual paradigm b). The author criticizes the often untenable positions of
Frederik Kortlandt on these issues, together with certain problematic aspects
of his accentological modus operandi.

Frederik Kortlandt (2016: 478-479)! has recently briefly discussed my
monograph on historical Slavic accentology (Kapovi¢ 2015).2 Unfortunately,
his critique is rather unsubstantiated and unnecessarily combative, which may
lead potential readers astray. In this paper, I will try to respond to his criticism,’

' All his quotes (unless otherwise mentioned) are from this source (mostly from p. 479).

2 T would like to thank Tijmen Pronk for his help with certain aspects of the Leiden accen-
tological school doctrine.

> However, it is not easy to reply to everything since Kortlandt is often rather vague. For in-
stance, he patronizingly suggests that I have supposedly adopted his earlier views on posttonic
vowel length, but references his article that does not relate to that topic, not stating clearly what
he means by that (since “posttonic length” is a rather diverse topic, cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 502-550).
In any case, my analysis of posttonic length in Slavic has nothing to do with adopting Kortlandt’s
“earlier views”, but with a careful treatment of all the relevant data (for those interested, my
early takes on this question, which I later revized and updated, can be found in Kapovi¢ 2003
and Kapovi¢ 2005a).

381



Mate Kapovié: On Shortening, Lenghtening, and Accent Shifts in Slavic
Rasprave 43/2 (2017.), str. 381-402

explain some of my views which he either completely misunderstood or pre-
sented incorrectly, correct some of his factual errors, and use the opportunity to
further discuss some problems in Slavic historical accentuation.

Kortlandt says my ‘“account still largely reflects the outdated views from
the period before the revolutionary studies of Stang (1957) and Dybo (1962)”.
This is a strange claim since many of my views are new and in many ways con-
cerning the reconstruction of Proto-Slavic (and Proto-Indo-European), I clearly
acknowledge that I follow, though critically and sometimes only partially, the
Moscow Accentological School, of which the very same Dybo is the main pro-
tagonist. In addition, as I will show in this paper, it is Kortlandt — not me — who
has failed to read Stang carefully, whose work was indeed revolutionary (cf.
Vermeer 1998), though now dated in certain aspects.

1. Pretonic length in accentual paradigm ¢ (and b)

Kortlandt claims that I lack “chronological perspective” and do “not dis-
tinguish between accent paradigms (a), (b) and (c)” in my treatment of preton-
iclong vowels (Kapovi¢ 2015:416-501). These claims are hardly true, for the acce
nt paradigms are always taken into account. What I do lack, though, is acce-
ptance of Kortlandt’s theories, which I discuss, but simply do not find satis-
factory, while often discussing the advantages and disadvantages of both po-
sitions (which is something Kortlandt never does). He says I have “to assume
massive analogical shortening in accent paradigm (c) where pretonic length is
found nowhere except in Serbian and Croatian disyllabic word forms where it
can easily have been restored, and massive analogical lengthening in accent
paradigm (b), where pretonic length is regular both in flexion and in deriva-
tion”. There are two factual problems within this claim. First of all, it is not
true that pretonic length in a. p. ¢ is found only in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajka-
vian — it can also be seen, at least in some forms, in Slovene and West Slavic
(Czech/Slovak/Polish). And second, it is not true that length could have easily
been restored in disyllabic forms in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian (and even
if it could have, that does not account for the Slovene and West Slavic cases).
The first case is especially problematic — it is one thing to try to explain the a.
p. ¢ forms with length as secondary, but it is quite another to claim that some-
thing does not exist if that is clearly not the case.

But let us start at the beginning. Of course, I do indeed acknowledge that
one has to assume a rather consistent analogical leveling of shortening in West
Slavic in a. p. ¢ @-stems, cf. Czech hlava ~ (archaic) Stokavian/Cakavian/Kaj-
kavian glava ‘head’. That is an old problem. However, as I point out in my book
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(Kapovi¢ 2015: 429), there are only four a. p. ¢ a@-stem forms where one could
expect length (such as noms¢ *golva), while there are seventeen of them (such
as acc*® *gdlvo or dat” *golvams) where that would not be the case. Thus, a
generalization of short vowels does not appear that difficult after all. It may just
well be that Illich-Svitych (Mnmuga-Ceutbra 1963: 90'/1lich-Svitych 1979: 161)
was right when he proposed that what one is dealing with here is actually the
early generalization of *~ in all forms, i.e. innovative *gblva, *g6lvamms, etc.
There are similar typological examples of this in some Stokavian‘/Cakavian®/
Kajkavian® dialects (cf. Wnmu4-Cutsr ibid., Kapovic¢ 2015: 439-440), where
consistent innovative paradigms such as gldva — acc®¢ glavu appear. We even
have a possible indication of such a process in Slovincian ‘broda ‘beard’, 'glo-
va ‘head’, etc. (cf. Stankiewicz 1993: 293, 295, Kapovi¢ 2015: 440). Thus, my
having assumed a “massive analogical shortening” is not quite as problematic
as Kortlandt makes it seem.

In any case, there are good reasons to consider such a generalization in
a-stems in West Slavic, since there are indeed very good examples of preser-
vation of pretonic length in a. p. ¢ not only in West Slavic but also in Slovene,
despite Kortlandt misleadingly and falsely claming that such a thing is “found
nowhere”. Slovene does point to original short vowels in forms like péta ‘heel’

* Such analogical accentuation (like noga ‘leg’, ritka ‘arm’) is, for instance, frequent in
Montenegrin Old Stokavian dialects (Peco 1978: 62, Brozovié; Ivi¢ 1988: 63, Meuh 2001: 210,
cf. also Resetar 1900: 85-86). Thus, in Piperi (CteBanosuh 1940: 119-120) the old end stress
in a. p. B in epcma ‘kind’, ¢fiaoa ‘government’, wésad ‘lark’, eyja ‘snake’, cecmpa ‘sister’, giind
“fairy’, kiyna ‘bench’, mpdaea ‘grass’, ciyed ‘servant’, opyed ‘lady-friend’, ciana ‘hoar’, cpua
‘doe’, cnaea ‘strength’, ceiira ‘swine’, poca ‘dew’, ocewd ‘wish’ (the last four are secondary in
this a. p., cf. Kapovi¢ 2011a: 168), but the analogical stem stress in nom of the old a. p. C in
3emma ‘land’, 80oa ‘water’, 20pa ‘mountain’, 30pa ‘dawn’, fo3a ‘vine’, oeya ‘sheep’, Hoea ‘leg’,
epdna ‘branch’, efidea ‘head’, gojcka ‘army’, pyka ‘arm’, cmpana ‘side’, néma ‘heel’ (here the
forms orcéna ‘woman’, by analogy to the frequent voc®, and the unexpected fyxa ‘port’, péca
‘tuft’ also belong — cf. Kapovi¢ 2011a: 160). The dialect of Piperi exhibits numerous analogi-
cal levelings in paradigms with accent alternations (a. p. B and C), which is probably what one
would expect in West Slavic prior to the complete disappearance of free stress and distinctive
tone.

5 Cf. for instance in Pagubice (Vrani¢ 2013: 531) muoka “flour’, zvizda ‘star’, Zend ‘woman’
(a. p. B) but gluéva ‘head’, ritka ‘arm’, néya ‘leg’, voda ‘water’ (from old a. p. C).

6 Cf. for instance in Semnica Gornja (Orai¢ Rabusié¢ 2009: 258, 261-264, 267268, 270,
277) in a. p. B Zgja ‘thirst’, sestra ‘sister’, trava ‘grass’, xérja ‘rust’, vérba ‘willow’, sviéca ‘can-
dle’, but for the old a. p. C noga ‘leg’, voda ‘water’, sngxa ‘daughter-in-law’, déska ‘board’,
z¢mla ‘ground’, m¢kla ‘broomstick’, ¢¢la ‘bee’ (cf. a. p. C in Bednja), m¢ja ‘uncultivated land’
(mé¢ja with facultative/sporadic retraction), glava ‘head’, disa ‘soul’, ritka ‘arm’ (also riika), and
with secondary short vowel (by analogy to the short stems, cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 732, note 2728)
céna ‘price’, zvézda ‘star’, svina ‘swine’ (cf. Jedvaj 1956: 302 for a. p. C for the last two). The
sole exception to this generalization of initial stress in the old a. p. C is zima ‘winter’.
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and réka ‘hand’. However, it takes a simple analogy with the acc® petg, roko
to explain this. And we do find verbal forms with reflexes of pretonic length
in Slovene (Kapovi¢ 2015: 428) — cf. infinitives like tresti ‘to shake’, present
forms like treses, and [-participle forms like pocéla ‘she began’ (though the lat-
ter is supported by pocélo, etc. as well). Even in a. p. ¢ a-stems with *¢ in the
stem, one finds the forms céna ‘price’, sténa ‘stone’, and the variant deca “chil-
dren’” (Kapovi¢ 2015: 427-428).

In West Slavic, length in the old a. p. ¢ is well attested in infinitive forms of
e-presents, like the Slavic *trésti ‘to shake’ (Stokavian trésti) > Czech tidsti,
Slovak, triast, Polish trzgs¢ or *orsti ‘to grow”’ (Stokavian rdsti) > Czech riisti,
Slovak rast, Polish rosé, ete. (see more examples in Kapovi¢ 2015: 431 and,
earlier, Stang 1957: 153). Let us also remember that infinitives are originally
locative singular forms of *-tb i-stems — thus, loc®® *pekti ‘in the oven’ from
*pekt’s ‘oven’ is identical to the infinitive *pekti ‘to cook/bake’. The only dif-
ference is that the infinitive forms were relatively isolated (i.e. they were not
part of a paradigm) and they were able to preserve the original length (inspite of
the generalized short root in present forms like 2%¢ Czech treses, Slovak trasies,
Polish trzesiesz, etc. — see below), while in i-stems the original forms like locse
*volsti were replaced by analogical *volsti (or brevity) from other cases (thus
Czech loc* viasti ‘country’). The length in the Czech t7asti is supported by the
length in the [-participle t7as/, but Czech forms like kliti ‘to swear’ and mriti
‘to die’ are especially impressive since they contrast with shortened C-forms
in the Czech [-participles klel (Slovak klial is analogical to the infinitive kliat)
and mrel (Kapovi¢ 2015: 432). Of course, this does not impress Kortlandt. He
just pretends that these forms do not exist because they do not fit with his hy-
pothesis.®

One more case in which Kortlandt openly disregards the forms that do not
correspond to his hypothesis on the general shortening of pretonic long vow-
els in a. p. ¢ is the archaic genitive singular of the numerals ‘nine’ and ‘ten’ (cf.
Travnicek 1935: 252, Stang 1957: 41, Carlton 1991: 209, Kapovi¢ 2015: 432—

7 Cf. also Slovene sr¢da ‘middle’ but sréda ‘Wednesday’ (with the accent from forms like
v srédo ‘on Wednesday’). It is interesting that one finds in Czech stiida ‘crumb’ but stieda
‘Wednesday’ (cf. e.g. Snoj’s dictionary for the parallel), but it is questionable if it would be pos-
sible to reconstruct a. p. ¢ for ‘Wednesday’ and a. p. b for ‘middle’ (cf. Stokavian srijéda — accs
srijédu in both meanings and a. p. C in Old Russian — 3amu3nsk 2010: 138).

8 Kortlandt (2011: 264) does mention Czech trdsti — (present) tiese- but offers no plausible
explanation, except mentioning “the alternation between desinential and mobile stress”, which
means nothing since infinitives are, as already said, the same as the loc*¢ of nominal i-stems and
the infinitive *-ti is just a simple dominant ending in a. p. c, just like *-a in *golva (and so the dif-
ference in Czech hlava and trasti has to be explained). Thus, a. p. c infinitives are also part of the
mobile paradigm (cf. the initial accent in supines like *trésts).
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433). There one finds the Czech gen® deviti, desiti,’ Slovak gens¢ deviati, desia-
ti with preserved length from the Slavic gen® *devéti ‘nine’, *deséti ‘ten’ (for
the archaic end-stress cf. Russian gen® degamui, decsimut), which contrasts with
the short second vowel in nom/acc®¢ in Czech devét, deset, Slovak devdt, desat’ '
(cf. Stokavian dévét, dését' and Russian 0éssmb, 0écsimp). Czech gent devi-
ti etc. is an archaism in the same way as the end-stress in Russian (and Slavic)
gen®t degsmu is an archaism (which corresponds to the Lithuanian -iés, while
nominal i-stems have a secondary initial accent in forms like gen®® *kokosi
‘hen’, cf. Stang 1957: 87-88).

With the same lack of interest in details and existing material, Kortlandt is
quick to pronounce that the pretonic length in a. p. ¢ could have easily been
restored in disyllabic forms in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian. However, that
is not the case — what Kortlandt considers easy is actually mission impossible
(Kapovi¢ 2015: 436437, cf. also Kapovi¢ 2005b: 36-37). Kortlandt assumes
that the length in the Neo-Stokavian rizka (older ritkd) is analogical to forms like
acc*t ritku. However, that kind of analogy is far from simple. The supposed origi-
nal **riikka < **riika (or analogical **riiku) is nowhere to be found in Stokavian/
Cakavian/Kajkavian (see above for the Slovene rdka). The same goes for all a.
p. C end-stress forms — like the Neo-Stokavian loc' gldvi ‘head’, loc grdidu
‘city’, loc® vidsti ‘government’, nom/acc? (older) peciva ‘buns’, tiéi ‘to fight/
beat’, 2:¢ sijéces ‘you cut’, older 1P lovimo ‘we hunt’, dila ‘she gave’, etc. There
are no cases of short vowels attested anywhere — and by that I mean literally no-
where, in contrast to Kortlandt’s “nowhere”, which completely disregards the
Slovene tresti, pocela, céna or Czech trasti, gen® deviti. It is interesting that
what Kortlandt finds impossible in West Slavic (“massive analogical shortening
in accent paradigm ¢”) is supposedly easy in South Slavic (where the length in
a. p. C “can easily have been restored”). How is it impossible in one case (the
generalization of brevity in West Slavic), but easy in another (the generalization
of length in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian)? And how is it plausible that in the
first case (which is supposed to be impossible) one finds remnants of pretonic
length in a. p. ¢ in Slovene and West Slavic (see above), while in the other case
(where the length is supposedly “easily restored”) one finds absolutely no trace
of what Kortlandt considers regular phonetic developments?

 The Czech variant desiti is obviously secondary (with the short vowel in analogy to the nom/
acc®® deset), which is clear from its vocalism — Old Czech desieti (Gebauer 1896: 351) regularly yields
Czech desiti (Old Czech ie > Modern Czech 7) and the brevity has to be secondary (desiti < desiti).

10" Posttonic length is always shortened in a. p. ¢ in West Slavic — cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 508-511.

' The frequent Stokavian variants dévet, dését without length are either allegro-forms (nu-
merals are frequently used and often in rapid speech) or analogy to the short vowel in sédam ‘sev-
en’, osam ‘eight’ that precede them.
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To make matters even worse for Kortlandt and his strange double stand-
ards regarding generalizations in West Slavic and South Slavic, there is an ad-
ditional problem in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian. In Czech, words like ruka
one finds the short ruk- in all cases (gen®® ruky, dat®® ruce, acc® ruku, voc'®
ruko, etc.). Now, if one was similarly to only find the long ritk- in all cases in
Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian, Kortlandt’s hypothesis could perhaps be plau-
sible. However, that is not at all what one finds. What we find in Stokavian is
an intricate alternation of brevity and length in the root:

nom®* ruka, gen® ruké, dat¢ riici, acc®® ritku, voc'® riiko!, loc®® ruci, instr'¢
rikom
nom/acc/vocP ritke, gen® rukii, dat/loc/instr? rikama

In Cakavian and Kajkavian (rarely in Stokavian — cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 499—
500), one also often finds the short root in the gen®t riiké, instr¢ ritkom (though
this is not always necessarily old). In West Slavic, the generalization of the
shortened root is indeed very consistent, but is at least found in all cases in the
declension, and the generalization can somehow be understandable. However,
in the case of Western South Slavic, Kortlandt would have us believe that the
length in cases like ritka, loc® riici was restored everywhere without a single
exception, while for some reason the original short vowel is left untouched in
gen®! riukil, dat” ritkdm, loc ritkdh, instr® rikami. Now, even this could be dis-

tinctly plausible if there were not another problem with Kortlandt’s “easy res-
toration” of pretonic length.

In e-presents with the original long root (i.e. in verbs like Stokavian #ésti),
Kortlandt’s “easy restoration” of pretonic length is downright impossible (cf.
Kapovi¢ 2015: 436—437). In the case of Czech (Kapovic¢ 2015: 431), the brevity
in the root found in the present tense t7'esu — treses — ti'ese — treseme — ti'esete —
tresou is easy to understand, since one expects it in most forms (1%¢ *tr§sg — the
West Slavic shortening of the long circumflex, 1?! *treseme, 2P *trgsete — the
shortening of the propenultimate syllable,'? 37! *tresoth > *tresQts — the short-
ening before the long neo-acute') it is easy to see that the 2:¢ t7eses, 3¢ tiese
can be analogical (in Slovak, where one finds -ies, -ie from the long *-&8, *-¢,
even this analogy is not necessary). However, in the Stokavian/Cakavian/Ka-
jkavian e-present paradigm, this is not so. According to Kortlandt’s hypothe-
sis, all persons from the 2%¢ to 37 should have the expected short vowel, while
the old length is only preserved in the 1%¢ *trésu, where the old ending -« has al-

12 Cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 463.
13 Cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 498-501.
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most been eliminated today.'* How plausible is it that the length spread to oth-
er persons from the early disappearing 1* person -u form only (and perhaps /-
participle trésal)? How plausible is it that, supposedly expected, forms like
**réses > **trése$ are not found anywhere? How plausible is it that again in
Cakavian one finds patterns like 2:¢ trésés — 3¢ trésé but 17 trésemd — 29 tréseté
(similar to the nom® rizkd, locs® rict but dat” rikdma)? What is it about Kort-
landt’s “easy restoration” of length that leads it to occur only in some forms?
Why would *trésu (unattested as such anywhere!) influence trésés — trésé but
not trésemo — treseté — tresu? Kortlandt does not explain this. However, what is
clearly seen is that his hypothesis (of the general shortening of pretonic length
in a. p. ¢ in Slavic) is not really necessary to explain the Czech treses — trese
(and other West Slavic forms), while it cannot convincingly explain what we
see in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian.

As concerns the accentual paradigm b, Kortlandt assumes that the length of
the root (later pretonic length) was preserved in all cases. This indeed may ap-
pear to be the case, due to the later generalization of length e.g. in infinitives
such as *moltiti ‘to beat’ by analogy with present forms like 2°' *mdltite (cf.
Stang 1957: 4142, J1s160 2000: 90, Kapovi¢ 2015: 473-474) — thus the Neo-
Stokavian mlatiti has length by analogy with mldtite (< older/dialectal mldtite).
However, Kortlandt’s theory is clearly disputed by the Slovincian and old West
Slavic data. In Old Polish, one finds a. p. b verbs with short vowel reflexes in
infinitives like sedzi¢ ‘to suppose’ (present szgdisz, analogical sgdzi¢ in Modern
Polish), przystepic¢ ‘to begin’ (present przystgpisz, analogical stgpi¢ in Modern
Polish, now archaic), Zzeda¢ ‘to demand’ (analogical Zzgdac¢ in Modern Polish)
(Stang 1957: 42, Kapovi¢ 2015: 474). The short vowel in an a. p. b infinitive
seems to be preserved in the Modern Polish chroni¢ (not **chronic) ‘to protect’
as well (dp160 2000: 88, generalized in the present chronisz as well). Kortlandt
(2011: 264) did try to explain these two examples, but it is difficult to take his
far-fetched explanations, which are more than ad hoc, seriously. He tries to ex-
plain the Old Polish sedzi¢ from a completely imaginary **sqdpjiti (!), which
is not attested anywhere, and tries to posit an a. p. ¢ for *stopiti, which is also
completely concocted and has no basis in the reflexes (cf. Kapovi¢ 2005b: 39).
In any case, this is not a question of two supposedly aberrant verbs, because the
root is generally short in the a. p. b infinitives not only in Old Polish but in Old
Czech as well (1160 2000: 91). But even if Kortlandt could find a plausible
solution for Old Polish (which he cannot), the problem of Slovincian remains,

4" The process of the spreading of the new -m in 1* began as early as in the fourteenth cen-

tury (HG: 630).

387



Mate Kapovié: On Shortening, Lenghtening, and Accent Shifts in Slavic
Rasprave 43/2 (2017.), str. 381-402

which, unlike other modern Slavic languages that display length or traces of
it, has regular short vowels in a. p. b infinitives (Stang 1957: 42, 160 2000:
91-92), cf. Slovincian stgpjic — present 2:¢ stoypjis. Kortlandt’s “solution” for
Slovincian infinitives is to ignore them. To make things even more proble-
matic for his hypothesis, the Moscow accentological school ([{p160, 3amsiTuHa
& Hukomnaer 1993: 9, /Isi60 2000: 92-93) points to the fact that Slovincian,
and originally the whole of West Slavic, has short vowels only in a. p. b infini-
tives and not in a. p. b [-participles (cf. Slovincian stéypjél), which the Mosco-
vites explain through their concepts of the difference of recessive (in /-partici-
ple) and dominant (in infinitives) acutes (cf. *nositi (b) ‘to carry’/*loviti (¢) ‘to
hunt’ but *nosils (b) ‘carried’/*10vils (¢) ‘hunted’) and the gradient advance-
ment of accent in a. p. b'* (JIp160, 3amsiTura & Hukomaes 1993: 18-21). There
is no way that Kortlandt can convincingly explain such data in terms of his dec-
ades old hypothesis.'® So his “solution” once again is to ignore the facts that he
does not like, just as he ignores almost all the post-1993 Moscow accentologi-
cal school works.'” As Hendriks (2001: 107) puts it in his paper on Stang’s Law
(which the Moscovites have rightly rejected, while Kortlandt still stubbornly
clings to it): “the silence from the Netherlands was striking”.

2. The neo-circumflex and the genitive plural

While I cannot be certain this issue does not relate to language comprehension
problems, Kortlandt claims the following: “The lack of chronological perspective

15 Typologically, this gradient tendency to shift the accent to the right in a. p. b is best com-
pared to the (partial) progressive shift of the old circumflex on the Slovene-Kajkavian border (cf.
Kapovié 2015: 251-272) and Stokavian retractions in Old Stokavian dialects (cf. Kapovié 2015:
710-718). Like the shift in a. p. b (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 103—134), in these cases there are also ex-
ceptions, not everything is clear, and the conditions of the shifts are often highly complex. The
classical “Dybo’s Law” (i.e. the accent always unconditionally shifting to the right in a. p. b)
could be typologically compared to the progressive shift of the old circumflex in most Slovene
dialects, but this just does not explain the data convincingly.

16" The shortening is also seen in numerous derivatives from a. p. b forms in West Slavic, cf.
Czech trouba ‘trumpet’ — trubice ‘tube’ ~ Stok. tritba (acc®® tritbu) — trithica ‘little trumpet’ (cf.
Kapovi¢ 2015: 466467 for examples).

17" The list of people whose work he makes reference to in the main body of his paper (2016)
is very interesting in light of Kortlandt’s modus operandi. Besides references to his own work
(10), most of them go to his fellow countrymen, all of them present or former members of his
University of Leiden — 13 to Tijmen Pronk, 2 to Arno Verweij, and one per person to Rick Derk-
sen, Robert Beekes, Michiel de Vaan, and Janneke Kalsbeek. Compared to these twenty-nine Lei-
den references, only four are made to non-Leiden academics. Moreover, while the references to
the Leiden academics are all recent (post-1994, though some in reprints), the references to the
rare non-Leiden academics are mostly from the 1950’s and 1960’s.
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is also the basis of other typical features of Kapovi¢’s account, such as the assump-
tion of a Proto-Slavic neo-circumflex.” I do not understand the point of this false
dismissal, since it is clear from my book (e.g. Kapovi¢ 2015: 272-273) that I con-
sider the neo-circumflex to be a dialectal and later innovation, as stated explicitly a
number of times.'® In any case, the observation that the neo-circumflex is a dialec-
tal innovation in Slavic is obvious and hardly a very unique or revolutionary claim.
However, it is strange that Kortlandt, instead of taking on another aspect of this phe-
nomenon (my account of the neo-circumflex is probably the longest and most de-
tailed ever in Slavic accentology, cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 272-363), insists on trying to
make a point of something trivial and not even asserted in the monograph."

As concerns the neo-circumflex in the genitive plural, which Kortlandt men-
tions, it must be noted that his account of the accent in the gen® in general is
hardly satisfactory. As concerns the lengthenings in the gen®, Kortlandt (e.g.
2011: 46, 54) thinks that only the type (Old Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian) gor
‘mountains’ in a. p. ¢ is phonetically regular (due to accent retraction), while
the type zén ‘women’ in a. p. b is analogical, as well as the type krdv ‘cows’ in
a. p. a (though the latter analogy in a. p. @ hardly makes any sense). It is much
simpler to accept the solution (cf. Ip160 2000: 21, Kapovi¢ 2015: 276, 365—
366) that compensatory lengthening in a. p. a, b and ¢ took place in some Slav-
ic dialects due to the special long *-% (cf. Lithuanian -{}) < Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean *-om (cf. e.g. Kapovi¢ 2017: 70, 107).2° This explains phonetically not
only *krav < *kérvk (a) but also *z&n < *zénb (b) and *vod < *vodt (c¢), not to

18 E. g. “Sam naziv obi¢no pokriva vise razli¢itih fenomena koji su se dogodili u nekim
opceslavenskim dijalektima ili u povijesti zasebnih jezika/dijalekata.” (Kapovic¢ 2015: 272).

19 T should add here that Kortlandt himself makes some mistakes in his attempts at explain-
ing the neo-circumflex. One important omission is that he (Kortlandt 2011: 51-58, 2013: 118)
does not even mention the important neo-circumflex type nositi ‘to carry’ (cf. Rigler 1978: 371,
2001: 342, Toporisic 2004: 375, Kapovi¢ 2015: 308-309). To be fair, Dybo (2000: 26-31) also
misses it. Kortlandt (2011: 58) also incorrectly interprets Cakavian (Cres) kamik ‘stone’ and
kdvran ‘raven’ as examples of the neo-circumflex (which does not occur in these positions in the
Cakavian North), while these are obvious instances of secondary lengthening in stressed sylla-
bles, typical for many Cakavian dialects (cf. Kapovié 2015: 618-619 for Cres).

20 The gen? *-§ is the only reflex of an original *-6m from Proto-Indo-European — forms
like *do(m) ‘home’ or *d'eg"d(m) ‘earth’ (cf. e.g. Kapovi¢ 2017: 77) are not reflected as such in
Slavic. While the gen® *-6m has no acute (cf. Lithuanian gen® -§), the secondary *-oh,-m > Slav-
ic -¢ in 1% present does (cf. Lithuanian 1%¢ -z, -tiosi without the secondary *-m), and yields the
same result as the feminine a-stems acc® *-eh,m > Slavic -9 (which is, however, non-acute since
it loses its laryngeal early according to Stang’s Law — Stang 1966: 199, Kapovi¢ 2017: 70). PIE
*-0(n) in n-stems nom* is not reflected directly in Slavic and the ending -y is to be derived from
secondary formed *-ons (cf. Kapovi¢ 2017: 76). The gen® *-6m was probably already some kind
of *-im at the time of the secondary addition of *-m to the 1°¢ present *-6, which then coalesced
with the acc®¢ *-am to Slavic -¢. In any case, there seems to be no major problem in interpreting
the gen” *-% as the only reflex of the PIE *-om.
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mention the Old Stokavian (Posavina) gen® -4 and Slovene -d (Kapovié 2015:
537-540, cf. also Brozovi¢ & Ivi¢ 1988: 24, Matasovi¢ 2008: 185—186 for *-5).
The yer origin of the Stokavian - is indicated by Montenegrin dialects, cf. e.g.
Piperi (CreBanoBuh 1940: 7, 12) 0s°n ‘day’, gen® 0idns® ‘palms’ or Pastrovici
(Josanoruh 2005: 93-98), as well as by the writing of the gen” ending as -»6 in
Old Serbian Cyrillic texts in the fourteenth century (Brozovi¢ & Ivi¢ 1988: 24).
Though the details are complex, the answer is obvious — and there is no need for
Kortlandt’s massive and strange analogies.

Additionally, Kortlandt claims that the difference between the Kajkavian
osnova ‘base’ (< *osnova) and nom/acc? reséta ‘sieves’ (< *reséta) are easi-
ly explained via the earlier *0snova but *reSeta. However, the question of the
rise of the Kajkavian/Slovene lengthened short neo-acute (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015:
377-388) and of the tendency to replace it with a secondary neo-circumflex by
analogy (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 338-339, 396-399) is much more complex and the
secondary spread of the neo-circumflex in many categories is not in question.
In any case, the neo-circumflex is expected in words like ograda ‘fence’ (<
*ogorda — see below for this type of derivative) and a generalization of the neo-
circumflex in these types of words is hardly unimaginable. Furthermore, Kort-
landt’s simplistic and outdated model of “Dybo’s™?! and especially “Stang’s
Law”?? is generally problematic.

2l There are many reasons why a unitary and simple “Dybo’s Law” is problematic — most
of which are usually just ignored. For instance, the results of rightward stress shifts are complex
even in Stokavian/Cakavian/Kajkavian (Kapovi¢ 2015: 125-133), cf. e. g. Neo-Stokavian séla
‘villages’ — vrata ‘door’ — (dialectal) na vrata ‘to the door’ — reseta ‘sieves’. The results of this
progressive shift are complex just as the results of much later regressive shifts in some Stokavian/
Cakavian/Kajkavian dialects (Kapovi¢ 2015: 671-733). There are also forms with no shift any-
where in Slavic that are not always easy to interpret (but cannot be interpreted the way Kortlandt
does). The biggest problem are definite adjectives like *novajp ‘new’ (there is no contraction in
East Slavic, cf. Kapovi¢ 2011c: 126-127, and thus no possibility for “Stang’s Law” from the sup-
posed falling syllables). For the stem stress in a. p. b present forms like *mozete ‘you can’ see
the following footnote. In en-participles like *nosens ‘carried’, Kortlandt’s supposed **noséno
etc. via van Wijks’s lengthening due to *-j- (2011: 8, he needs the long falling accent in order
to account for the attested *noseno via the retraction by “Stang’s Law”) could be theoretically
convincing in the light of Slovene/Kajkavian forms like pozdravijen ‘greeted’, but the neocir-
cumflex here could be analogical to *-an- participles like brisan ‘erased’, and there are no oth-
er traces of length in en-participles. Even more problematic are comparative adverbs like *mbne
‘less’ with no shift (with exceptions — cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 116-117), where there are no traces
of the supposed van Wijk’s lengthening as well. Forms like gen®t *kofa ‘horse” (with no length
and a regular stress shift) are also problematic for explanations via van “Wijk’s Law,” which is
very questionable for other reasons as well — cf. Langston 2007: 86 for typological reasons and
Babik [to appear] for the question of relative chronology. Typologically, one might try to com-
pare the high (dominant) and low (recessive) tones that, according to the Moscow accentologi-
cal school, have coexisted with the traditional prosodemes (the acute, the circumflex, and the
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3. The lengthening in the type kokot ‘rooster’

As concerns the lengthening in a. p. ¢ words ending in a yer, Kortlandt states
the following: “Another example is the Proto-Slavic lengthening of short falling
vowels in monosyllables, e.g. bog ‘god’, which Kapovi¢ extends to polysyllabic
words such as govor ‘speech’ (2015: 231-233). However, the latter lengthening is
amore recent S/Cr. development that did not reach some of the dialects (cf. Kort-
landt 2006: 35-38).” There are a number of problems with this. First of all, Kort-
landt’s claim (cf. also 2011: 20) that *" was lengthened already in Proto-Slavic
(for instance, Derksen 2008 reconstructs forms like **bogs ‘god’ for Proto-Slav-
ic in his dictionary) is completely unnecessary and unprovable. There is no point
in reconstructing **bogs instead of *bogs (cf. gen* *boga, etc.) for Proto-Slavic.
The opposition to *kons ‘horse’, *kdrlp ‘king’ (and, of course, to *pdrgs ‘door-
step’) exist either way, and this imaginary **bogp would have yielded the same
reflex as *bogs everywhere (*“would yield no special reflex in West, East, and
South-East South Slavic, just as * "does not). The only area that actually shows
this lengthening is Western South Slavic, i.e. Slovene, Kajkavian, Cakavian, and
Stokavian (Kapovié 2015: 231-233, 627). Kortlandt pushes this particular local
innovation back to Proto-Slavic for no real reason. For some reason he thinks that
Proto-Slavic had *govors, not **govors, although if one reconstructs the Proto-
Slavic **bogs, **govors would be just as possible. Kortlandt simply informs us
that the govor type “is a more recent S/Cr. development that did not reach some
of the dialects.” As is often the case with his work, he does not say why, just like

neo-acute — though these can be interpreted in various ways, e. g. as prosodic glottalization, lack
of phonological stress, and the non-glottalized stress) in the times of progressive stress shift in
a. p. b (cf. JIp160, 3amsaruna & Hukonmaer 1993: 18), with the coexistence of high and low tones
with Neo-Stokavian accents (similarly in Slovene), where the stressed syllables, the syllables af-
ter the rising accents, and the syllables before the stress are high (H), while the other syllables are
low (L) (e.g. krava ‘cow’ HL, daska ‘board’ HH).

22 The most important arguments (besides the ones adduced in the preceding footnote)
against “Stang’s Law” (as an explanation of stem stress in a. p. b) are: the shift of accent to the
right in a. p. b does not yield a falling accent but a neo-acute (see below); *-e- in the a. p. b pre-
sent tense is short in many Cakavian dialects (cf. Kapovié¢ 2015: 290, note 1075, 292, note 1087),
often in West Slavic (though length also appears in old texts — cf. Stang 1957: 118), and even
sometimes in Stokavian (Kapovié¢ 2015: 292). Danii¢’s (1896: 54, 87) often cited 2:¢ mdzés ‘you
can’ (cf. e.g. Stang 1957: 114) is obviously innovative (cf. already Stang 1957: 118 calling it
problematic), with the original mozés and hdéés “you want” preserved in Western Stokavian (and
Standard Croatian) as the only such verbs (together with the archaic ending -« in 1%¢ and the ar-
chaic a. p. B paradigm of 1°¢ mogu — 2°¢ mozes). Though Old Czech also has mozés, it must be not-
ed that the variant miiZes (with a long reflex of *0) would not be possible with a long last syllable
(cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 411412, Kortlandt 2011: 20-21), cf. Czech nosi§ ‘you carry’. In any case,
the fleeting and secondary length on *-e- in a. p. b cannot be responsible for the all-Slavic stem-
stress present of a. p. b in Slavic (the possible exception being the East Russian moorcém — J1p160,
Samsituna & Huxomaes 1993: 15%). For a. p. b definite adjectives see the previous footnote.
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he does not say what “some of the dialects” refers to exactly. In Kortlandt 2011:
270 all he says is that he regards the length in gospod ‘lord’ and kokos ‘hen’ “as
analogical” — again, no arguments whatsoever are provided.

Let us now try to tackle this problem seriously. As already said, the length-
ening in bog (Slovene bgg) only occurs in Stokavian, Cakavian, Kajkavian, and
Slovene. This is a lengthening that occurs only in a. p. ¢ (i.e. words with an ini-
tial *7) in forms that end in *-»/-b, which means that it is a kind of compensato-
ry lengthening. In Stokavian, the same kind of lengthening occurs in posttonic
syllables, such as gdspad, kdkat, kokas, etc. This length is also seen in Cakavian,
though sometimes less clearly (see below). Kajkavian has no posttonic length
and neither does Slovene, which additionally shifts the accent to the follow-
ing syllable (gospod, kokot, kokos), so the lengthening, even if it occurred there
originally, cannot be seen. Since in both bog and kokot (gospad, govar, etc.) we
are dealing with the lengthening of the last syllable in words originally ending
in a yer, it seems only natural to assume that both lengthenings are a part of the
same process — the only problem being that this can be observed, obviously, only
in dialects that preserve posttonic length (i.e. Stokavian and Cakavian).

While the situation in Stokavian is rather clear (in spite of later innovations
and complications?), the situation in Cakavian is a bit more complex. First
of all, many Cakavian dialects lose posttonic length altogether. Second, those
that do not often have preresonant lengthening (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 554-583) in
posttonic position (e.g. mokar ‘wet” < *mokrs), which means that a lot or all of
the -VR# are lengthened anyway so that cases like govor are inconclusive (of
the more frequent old a. p. ¢ disyllabic o-stem words, only gospod ‘lord’ and
kokot ‘rooster’ do not end in a resonant). Thus, it is no wonder that Langston
(2006: 242-243) says that this kind of length “is reliably attested only in femi-
nine i-stems” and wonders if the lengthening took “place in masculine nouns in
cakavian”. However, it must be said that it is difficult to imagine how a length-
ening would occur phonetically in mlddost ‘youth’? but not in govor. As I have

23

Cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 639-640 for the secondary kameén (‘stone’) type lengthening and Li-
gorio & Kapovi¢ 2011 for the curious case of the Dubrovnik dialect with its various complex de-
velopments.

2 Kortlandt (2011: 262) claims the “short vowel of SCr. mldadost ‘youth’ was taken from
the oblique cases”. As usual, he does not back up his claim. The shortening in mladost is clearly
phonetic (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 248) and can be seen in other i-stems like Zivost ‘liveliness’, liidost
‘craziness’, etc., words like biisén ‘sward’ (cf. biis), plamén ‘flame’ (cf. Ligorio & Kapovi¢ 2011:
351-352 for a. p. ¢), raziim ‘sense’, simrak ‘dusk’, prasad ‘pigs’ (cf. prase ‘pig’), nd_brod ‘onto
the ship’, etc. Kortlandt (ibid.) also does not get that only muski ‘male’ is original and that the
variant miiski is secondary to a. p. B adjectives and the adverb miiski ‘manly’ (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015:
242).
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shown (Kapovi¢ 2010: 88, 2015: 232, note 842), though the data is scarce, there are
traces of the old kokot type in Cakavian — cf. Pucis¢a (Brac) loc*¢ po_govuorii
(with the length from the old nom®®), Rukavac nébog ‘poor’, Kastav grohot

Ve

‘horse laugh’, Omisalj vécer ‘in the evening’ (not preresonant lengthening), etc.

There is more data in Cakavian that points to the same basic lengthening in
original a. p. ¢ forms ending in *-w/-b as in Stokavian. Cf. in Blato on Koréula
(Milat Panza [2014]) kokot — gen®® kokota, troskot — gen't troskota ‘knotgrass’,
and kokos — gen® kokosi; in Crikvenica (Ivanci¢ Dusper & Basi¢ 2013) kokos
— gen®t kokosi, mladost — gen*t mlddosti; in Novi Vinodolski (benuh [1909]
2000: 139, 150, 164, 179) bolest, mladost — gen*t mladosti, kokos; in Grob-
nik (Lukezi¢ & Zubci¢ 2007) grohot — instr¢ grohoton (with the generalized
nom/acc® length)* and mladost — gen®® mlddosti. Cf. also the form Blagost
/blagost/ ‘mildness’ (Kapovi¢ [to appear]) in Kasi¢’s dictionary from 1599. As
can be seen, there is more data for i-stems than for o-stems.* This is probably
just accidental in many cases — some o-stems (like kokot) do not exist in some
dialects,?” while many forms, like the Novi Vinodolski govor — gen® govora,
(Kapovi¢ 2010: 153) are irrelevant due to posttonic preresonant lengthening,
while i-stem forms in -ost and words like mladost, kokos, bolest exist every-
where. However, there is one Cakavian dialect where we see the length only in
the nom/acc® of i-stems. On Vrgada (Jurisi¢ 1966: 71, 81, Jurisi¢ 1973) we see
the length in i-stems: mlddost — gen’® mladosti, bolést — gen¢ bolesti ‘sickness’,
kokos, vecer — gen't véceri ‘evening’ (the dialect has no posttonic preresonant
lengthening, unlike the dialects already mentioned, cf. ofvoren ‘open’), zélén —
gen®t z¢leni (with the generalized nom/acc® length) ‘greenery’. But the o-stems
(well attested in this dialect because there is no posttonic preresonant lengthen-
ing) show the short vowel in the nom/acc¢: Kokot, -a (a nickname), govor, -a;
koren, -a ‘root’, plamen, -a ‘flame’, ¢émer, -a ‘distress’. In contrast to the old
a. p. ¢ polysyllabic words with the original short vowel on the second syllable,
the length is present in the old a. p. ¢ polysyllabic words with the original long
vowel on the second syllable like goliih, -a ‘pigeon’,” etc. (the only exception

% The dictionary also adduces the form gospad, but this may be artificial since it is said that
only the phrase gospode boze! ‘good lord!” is used.

2 Cf. e.g. Kapovi¢ 2010: 88, note 187 for Brac.

2 Gospod is an old i-stem (*gospods), meaning ‘lord’ (as in ‘god’), which is not present in
all dialects and is most often used solely in religious contexts, while the word for ‘rooster’ var-
ies widely across dialects (with forms like pijetao, pijevac/pivac, peteh, oroz, etc. being used as
well). However, kokot is sometimes used with other meanings (like ‘kind of a fish’, ‘dick’). One
additional big problem is that dialectal dictionaries (and other dialectological) work most often
provide a rather limited lexicon (Cakavian dictionaries often stressing the Romance loanwords
and not the inherited lexicon), which makes it difficult to search for other gospod type words.

2 Cf. also Kapovic¢ 2010: 87, note 182 for the list.
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being jablan, -a ‘poplar’). However, in light of the length in the Vrgada kokos
type and the data from other Cakavian dialects, there is no doubt that Vrgada is
innovative here and that forms like the nom/acc®® govor are due to simple ana-
logy with the short vowel forms in oblique cases. This generalization has been
completed in the old short vowel o-stems, while elsewhere we just find the
mentioned jablan, -a and gen®t zéleni.

In any case, though the Cakavian data for o-stems (unlike that for i-stems)
is not as easy to find as Stokavian due to later innovation (and despite the aber-
rant cases such as the Vrgada case), there seems to be no reason to assume that
Cakavian originally differs from Stokavian as concerns the kdokot/kokos length-
ening. Just as there is no reason not to attribute the lengthening in kokot to the
same process as the lengthening in bog.

4. The ograda ‘tence’ type nouns

Kortlandt claims that “Kapovi¢’s lack of chronological perspective allows
him to reconstruct a metatonical acute in the Russian ogorod ‘kitchen-garden’
and pozolota ‘gilding’ and that my “lack of chronological perspective prevents
[me] from seeing the difference between long falling vowels in non-initial syl-
lables that arose from Dybo’s law, as in these instances, and long falling vowels
that arose from later dialectal contractions, as in the Cakavian kopa ‘digs’, Bul-
garian kopde, Old Polish kopaje”. However, this is not my “lack of chronolog-
ical perspective” but Kortlandt’s ad hoc conjecture — both the rise of the sup-
posed new internal falling accent (and it’s subsequent supposed shortening) and
it being earlier than the contractional neo-circumflex. Indeed, ad hoc “chrono-
logical perspectives” (i.e. stating something is an earlier change than another
one) are the easiest way to explain conflicted data, but are highly problematic
when their foundation is shaky (i.e. used in circular explanations).

Kortlandt reconstructs the presumed new medial long falling accent in cas-
es like **spdrawy ‘healthy’, **powrateks ‘return’, **zaslizens ‘deserving’,
**spgrada ‘building’ (cf. e.g. Kortlandt 2011: 322, 340, 2016: 473), where |
would reconstruct?® simple *spd6rvejb, *povorteks, *zaslizens, *spgérda®
(with the generalized, non-etymological old acute typical in prefixed deri-

2 In the usual formal reconstruction of Proto-Slavic.

%0 As a side note, Cakavian does not always have the original medial accent (like in rozlika
‘difference’, z’aditha ‘astma’, etc.) in this type as Kortlandt (2011: 69) mistakenly thinks —
Cakavian today exhibits innovative accents such as privara ‘hoax’ just as Stokavian does (cf.
Kapovi¢ 2015: 457). For the older medial accent cf. in Kasi¢’s 1599 dictionary (Kasi¢ 1990) the
forms like Odluka ‘decision’, Ograda, Omraza ‘hate’, Postava ‘cloth, linen’ (<"> stands for").
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vatives and compounds). Kortlandt claims that this new supposed falling ac-
cent originates in “Dybo’s Law”, and then somehow shortens (but before the
emergence of contractional forms like kopd). This supposed long falling ac-
cent is problematic even if we disregard kopd, the Old Stokavian/Cakavian pita
‘asks’, Slovene pita, Slovak pyta < *pyta < *pytaje type (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015:
342-343), and the supposed “Stang’s Law” in the present tense (where the ac-
cent is supposedly always retracted).’! The new medial circumflex originating
from a progressive stress shift in a. p. b is a mirage — the shift to the non-acute
long medial syllable in a. p. b yields a long neo-acute, not a neo-circumflex, cf.
Cakavian type ¢rnina ‘blackness’, ravnica ‘plane’, dvorisce ‘courtyard’, the ac-
centual development of Slavic types like Slovene voldr ‘ox-keeper’, Cakavian
popié “little priest’, Old Stokavian (Posavina) sestrin ‘sister’s’,2 etc., (JIp160
1981: 145-146, 178, 184; JTs160 2000: 203-204; Kapovic¢ 2015: 184195, with
more examples/types than Dybo adduces and dialectological references). The
late confusion of a. p. b, and a. p. ¢ i-verbs (i.e. *s¢liSp > *seliSp “‘you move’ and
*lovish > *lovise ‘you hunt’) also points to the neo-acute (cf. Kapovi¢ 2011b
for this kind of process in Croatian dialects).

Additionally, while an original accent on the prefix (e.g. *osnova) can in-
deed be presumed in some cases, this is far from certain for all of them, and
the biggest problem is that accentual type like ¥*bezgdlvs ‘headless’ (Stokavian
beézglav, Russian 6ezeondewiii)® or *bezbdrds ‘beardless’ (Stokavian béz-
brad, Russian 6e300pdowiii) can hardly be separated from the accentual type
of compound adjectives like *golobdrds ‘barefaced’ (Stokavian golobrad, cf.
the a. p. ¢ *borda ‘beard”), *bosonogs ‘barefoot’ (Stokavian bosonog, Russian
bocondeuit, cf. the a. p. ¢ *noga ‘leg’), and of nouns like *zblodlixs ‘evil spir-
it’* (Stokavian zloduh, cf. the a. p. ¢ *diixs “spirit”) and *kolovérts* ‘spinning-

31 If one expects *Oborna > **obdrna ‘defense’ (with a supposed shortening to **oborna),
one would expect the same in the present tense *bornite > **bornite ‘you [pl.] defend’ — howev-
er, what one gets is reflexes of *bornite and (what looks like) *obdrna (despite not having the ety-
mological acute in the root). Kortlandt (2011: 8, 322) thinks that “Stang’s Law” retracts the stress
only from “long falling vowels in final syllables, not counting final jers”, which does not help
much — 1?! *bdrnimo, 2" *bdrnite would have to be analogical to 22 *bdrnise, etc., while nouns
like Stokavian povrat ‘return’, Russian nosopém ‘turn’ would have to be analogical to oblique
forms like the gen®¢ *povorta (of course, none of this is actually discussed by Kortlandt). In my
view, what one should reconstruct is what one actually sees: simple *borni$e — *bdrnite (with no
accent shifts) and *povorts — *povoérta (with the generalized acute) with no analogies or suspi-
cious additional accent changes needed.

32 These accentual types occur in other dialects as well, of course.

33 Note also the multiple prefix type in *ponedélpks ‘Monday’, which would have to be de-
rived from **ponedéleks and not **ponedélpks.

3 Cf. the Russian type z1ocidsue ‘slander’ (*slovo ‘word’ is a. p. ¢), etc.

3 The variant *kolovorts (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 509) shows the expected, non-generalized accent.
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wheel” (Russian korosopom, cf. the a. p. ¢ *vorts ‘neck’) — and these can hard-
ly be derived from an earlier “pre-Dybo” **golobords, **bosonogs, etc. Why
would the accent be on *-0-? What is clearly seen in these types of derivatives/
compounds is a tendency to generalize the old acute (on long vowels)/short neo-
acute (on short vowels) on the beginning of the second part of the derivative/
compound, irrespective of the original accentual properties of the root. If this
kind of a secondary generalization is the case, it is easy to see the connection
between derivatives and compounds of the *ogérda/*golobérds/*kolovorts
type — there is a tendency for the unetymological old acute (short neoacute on
short syllables) on the root syllable in the second part of such word-formations
to spread,’ originally appearing in formations like *zabava ‘fun’ (where the
acute is expected, cf. Stokavian bdviti se ‘deal with’) or *velkodlaks®” ‘were-
wolf’ (gtokavian older vukodlak, Slovene older volkodldik, Russian dialectal
onro(0)ndx, cf. Stokavian vitk “wolf’ and dldka ‘a hair’). While assuming the
original (or generalized) *ogorda/zabava/povorteks type (before or after the
stress shift to the right) was possibly an important part of the process of the gene-
ralization of stress in such formations, the original **golobords, etc. would
make much less sense, and, as already said, there seems to be no point in sep-
arating the two.

5.-Czech kiun ‘horse’

While I cannot discuss here the entire problem of the short neo-acute as de-
tailed in Kortlandt (2016: 472-478), T would finally like to add a short note
on the problem of monosyllabic words with *6 in Czech and Slovak. Kort-
landt (2011: 345346, 2016: 476) thinks that the length in old a. p. b o-stems
like Czech ki “horse’, stiil ‘table’, niiz ‘knife’, Slovak kon, stol, noz, etc. “did
not arise phonetically but was adopted from the case forms where the accent
had been retracted in accordance with Stang’s law”. It is not very likely that
the length could have been introduced into the nom(/acc)¢ from the loc®, gen®,
loc?!, instr? (Kortlandt 2011: 346). In my monograph (Kapovi¢ 2015: 407-409),

3 Te. the old acute/short neo-acute would originally appear only in formations in which that
would be the first (acute) dominant (+) morpheme in the word or where it would get the accent
(on the acute syllable in the case of long vowels, as in *n0siti > *nositi ‘to carry’) after the accent
shift from a first dominant morpheme in a. p. b.

37 Cf. e.g. Snoj’s dictionary for a different etymology of the second part (i.e. the *-d- being
a folk etymology).

3% Btw. it is interesting and indicative to note how Kortlandt simply ignores e.g. my dis-
cussion of the development of the short neo-acute in Kajkavian (Kapovi¢ 2015: 377-399), even
though this discussion provides lots of new data even if one does not accept my hypothesis about
it and is the most detailed treatment of the problem in Slavic historical accentology ever.
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I argued, as is usual, that the reflex 6 is regular in Slovak, since we find there
some fourteen to fifteen (including dialectal) forms with 6 from *0 in a. p. b
and some nine forms with o (presumably originally from oblique cases). How-
ever, what is convincing in Slovak is that almost all old a. p. ¢ forms have o,
like boh ‘god’, dom ‘home’, etc.’® In Czech, the assumption that i is the regular
reflex of *0 in monosyllables (cf. e.g. Verweij 1994: 527) is not so much hin-
dered by the fact that this kind of length is found in some eight old a. p. b words
(including Old Czech) and is not present in nine of them like krov ‘roof” (cf.
Kapovi¢ 2015: 408), but by the fact that we find # also in some six (including
Old Czech) old a. p. ¢ nouns like diim ‘home’ (while the remaining seventeen
or so a. p. ¢ nouns have o, like most ‘bridge’). While the number of i words is
more numerous in the old a. p. b, the lengthening is present in both a. p. b and
¢, which makes the case much more difficult than the Slovak case. Still, there
is one indication that differs the # forms in the old a. p. » and ¢ — in the old a. p.
¢, 1 is found exclusively before the final old voiced fricatives (biih ‘god’, viiz
‘carriage’, Old Czech roh ‘horn’), resonants (diim, dil ‘trough’), or semi-vow-
els (hnuj ‘manure’). However, in the old a. p. b, the length is found not only in
the mentioned conditions (niiz, dviir ‘court’, kiil ‘stake’, kin, stil, viil ‘0x’), but
also in front of voiceless stops or clusters (piist ‘fast’, Old Czech kos ‘basket’).
This would point to i being the regular phonetic reflex of *0, which was later
obscured by analogies in the old a. p. b and by sporadic lengthening in front of
voiced segments in the old a. p. c.

This alternation of nom*¢ length and oblique brevity may have had an influ-
ence on the old a. p. a o-stems, where besides the original mdk — gen*t mdaku
‘poppy’ (shortening would be expected only in polysyllabic dat’ *makoms,
loc?! *macéxs, perhaps in instr*® *maksms, and in gen® *méaks — *makovs),
one finds innovative patterns rak — gen*¢ raka ‘crab’, and mrdz — gen't mrazu
‘frost’ (cf. Verweij 1994: 525-526, Kapovi¢ 2015: 227-228). Kortlandt (e.g.
2011: 174, 262, Verweij 1994: 526) thinks that phonetically one should expect
here the same as in a. p. b, however the problem is that the pattern Kortlandt
says would be phonetically expected (**mraz — gen'® **mrazu) is the only one
that does not exist synchronically, which makes his hypothesis rather unlikely
(cf. also Verweij 1994: 526 for pointing out this problem).

As for the gen! (see above), the data is inconclusive. Modern Czech usually
has a short vowel in gen”, while length appears in the Old Czech noh ‘legs’, vod
‘waters’, hor ‘mountains’, zém ‘countries’, voz ‘carriages’, slov ‘words’, skol

3 Slovak bol ‘pain’ is either an exception (cf. the a. p. ¢ *bdlb) or a reflex of a speculative
*bolb (a. p. b), where the suffix *-j- causes the change to a. p. b — cf. the fact that all the o-stems
with *-jb seem to be a. p. b (cf. Kapovi¢ 2015: 109, note 319).
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‘schools’ (Stang 1957: 98, Verweij 1994: 507). However, forms like vod could
reflex either old *vods or *vods (or even a secondary lengthening of the ana-
logical short *vod) so they are irrelevant for a discussion of accents in the gen®!.

6. Conclusion

To conclude — stating “I disagree with this” is not an argument. Ignoring,
not discussing and not mentioning facts that contradict one’s hypothesis, call-
ing other scholars’ hypotheses “obsolete”, without providing hard evidence for
such assertation, and trying to win an argument by completely misrepresent-
ing other scholars’ views is not how scholarly discussions should be conduct-
ed. Frederik Kortlandt, despite being a well-known figure in the world of Slav-
ic accentology, all too often writes as if he just knows “the truth”, making pro-
nouncements without arguments, attempting to solve complex problems via
short statements and a few random examples without an in-depth analysis,*
while never being willing to discuss alternatives, or acknowledge that there
may be more than one solution to a problem, or that something is still murky
and unclear. This does not mean that Kortlandt has no interesting insights — in-
deed he sometimes does. However, it is time for him to give up on the hypoth-
eses that are obviously not correct instead of trying to defend the indefensible
at all costs and by all means. The aim of scholarly discussion is not to win in a
polemic at all costs but to try to come to the best solution and analysis. In that
regard, I hope I have succeeded in elucidating certain issues in historical Slav-
ic accentuation in this paper.
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O kracenju, duljenju i naglasnim pomacima u slavenskom

Sazetak

Clanak se bavi s nekoliko problema slavenske povijesne akcentologije —
prednaglasnom duzinom u naglasnoj paradigmi ¢ (i b) u juzno- i zapadnoslaven-
skom, fenomenom neocirkumfleksa (ukljucujuéi i naglasak genitiva mnozine),
duzenjem tipa kokot u Cakavskom, naglaskom u rije¢ima tipa ograda u slaven-
skom, odrazom praslavenskog *0 u ¢eskim jednosloznim rijecima (tj. rijeCima
tipa ki ‘konj’), kao 1 odredenim naglasnim pomacima (npr. onim u naglasnoj
paradigmi b). Autor kritizira ¢esto neodrzive stavove Frederika Kortlandta oko
ovih problema, kao i odredene problemati¢ne aspekte njegova akcentoloskoga
modus operandi.

Kljucne rijeci: slavenski, akcentuacija, naglasak, prednaglasna duzina, neocirkumfleks,
duzenje, kracenje

Key words: Slavic, accentuation, accent, pretonic length, neo-circumflex, lengthening,
shortening
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