CHAPTER 1

THE /-PARTICIPLE

1.1 INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

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

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

1.2 EBELING’S THEORY

(@) IE inheritance: I give the infinitive, the 1st and 2nd singular
of the present, the 3rd singular of the aorist, and the feminine forms
of the /-participle and the passive participle. The symbol N stands
for a nasal of unknown quality, S for a spirant of unknown quality.

*nositei, *nosioN, *noseiSi, *nésit, *nésild, *nésiend,

*roditei, *rodioN, *rodéiSi, *rodit, *rodila, *rodiéna,

*nestéi, *nesoN, *neséSi, *nesét, *nesld, *nesénd.

(b) Law of marginal oxytones : if in one paradigm xX and xx¥x, then
xxXx > xxxX, where x symbolizes a syllable. Examples : *rodioN, *rodeiSi,
*rodild, but *roditei, *rodiéna because the infinitive and the passive
participle constitute. separate nominal paradigms, *nesoN, *neseSi,
*neséna.
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(c) Law of maximal contrasts : if in one paradigm x¥ and xxx (but
no Xx or x), then xxX > X¥x. Examples : *nésoN, *neseSi, *néset, *nésla,
but *piHld because of the aorist *piHt, where H symbolizes a laryngeal.

(d) Hirt’s law : a vowel which is immediately followed by a laryngeal
attracts the ictus from the following syllable, cf. Ru. griva, dym
(gen. sg. dyma) versus Skt. griva, dhimdh. Thus: *griizena, but
*griizeSi, *neséna.

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

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

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

1.3 HIRT'S LAW

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

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

The same accentuation is found in Ru. /ild, where 1 assume */HildH,
cf. OChSL. /gjo from *IéHjaN, and in Ru. vild, gnild, Zild, plyld, slyld,
byld. The accentuation must be old in view of Latv. /iét, biit, which
point to final stress. It is possible (though not likely) that some of
these verbs have obtained their accentuation by analogy. It is equally
possible, however, that Slavic reflects an older stage than Greek and
Sanskrit in this case. On the basis of the latter languages one cannot
distinguish CHiC/CHuC from CiHC/CuHC (cf. Beekes 1969:173ff;
the counter-example Skt. suskah < *sHuskos does not hold because
both Lith. saiisas and Cak. sith < *sousés point to the absence of a
laryngeal, in spite of Gr. aiios). 1 think that the laryngeal was not
in all positions strictly ordered with respect to a neighbouring resonant
in these languages and that later levellings have led to the remarkable
absence of IE CVHR-roots and the high frequency of CVRH-roots,
while the former type occurs almost always with a concurrent
CVH-root. This may simply be due to the over-emphasis on Greek
and Sanskrit in IE reconstructions. Cf. in this connection the short u
in Gr. phusis and Lat. futarus with the short i underlying Irish del
from the stem *dheH/*dheHi/*dhHi. [See also Appendix C.]

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

s

1.4 EBELING’S LAW C

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

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

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

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

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

For the Ist sg. of the present tense and for the inst.sg.fem. I assume
concurrent forms *negéH/*nésq, *golHvaH/*goélHvg, with *-g from
*-agm like *-60 from *-6N in Lith. akmué, OChSl. kamy and *-¢ from
*.gr in Lith. mdté, OChSl. mati. Apparently a laryngeal was lost
before word-final nasal at an early stage in the development of Balto-
Slavic, and a word-final resonant could not be maintained after a long
vowel. The early loss of a laryngeal in this position is indicated by
the fact that the ending of the acc.sg. does not attract the ictus according
to de Saussure’s law, cf. Lith. rafikq. Lith. nesu goes back to the first
and OChSI. nes¢ to the second variant, ¢f. ORu. Zivu etc. (Stang
1957:109). In the inst.sg.fem. the first variant was homonymous with
the nom.sg. and the second with the acc.sg. The homonymy was
removed by a contamination of the two variants, cf. Lith. gdlva,
which goes back to *gé/HvaH, and Saltgja, which points to *solHtg-jaH
(i.e. the definite form of the adjective §dltas). Slavic had probably
*golHvq.

The retraction in Ru. gryzla (vs. gryzés”) is not accounted for
by the law formulated in the preceding paragraph. This retraction
must be due to Hirt’s law : *griuHzlaH, *gruHzeSi. The same holds
true for Ru. éla (cf. Polish jadla): the place of the ictus points
unambiguously to the presence of a laryngeal in the root because
Hirt’s law is the only law which produces a retraction of the stress
in verbs with a stem ending in an obstruent. An interesting case is
Ru. péla, where the present stem poés” /pajos§/ indicates that the
laryngeal cannot have preceded the *i, so we have to reconstruct
*poiHeSi. But the [-participle cannot have been *poiHIGH because
in that case Hirt’s law would not have operated, cf. above. The
solution is that we must assume zero-grade before the /-suffix, like
in the cases discussed above. The original form *piHlaH, *piHlo was
replaced by *péiHIlaH, *péiHlo, just as *dHIiH, *dHI6 was replaced
by *daHIdH, *ddHlo. This substitution was certainly favoured by the
existence of *pHildH, *pHilo, Ru. pild, pilo. If this analysis is correct,
Ebeling’s law cannot have preceded Hirt’s law.
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Finally, Hirt’s law has apparently not operated in Ru. brald,
zvald, Cak. zvald, prala. These verbs belong to the mobile type,
cf. Cak. opral, pobrilo. The same holds true for Slovene koval, kovdla,
kovalo < *kovals, *kovala, *kovalo. If we assume that the a is secondary
before the /-suffix, the latter forms must have replaced earlier
*kouHlu, *kouHIdH, *kouHlo, where the mobility had regularly
originated according to Ebeling’s law, cf. Lith. kduti. The other verbs
are less clear because of the vowel alternation. However, whether
we assume *berldH, *zoyldH or *birldH, *zuldH, mobility is regular
in both cases.

1.5 THE PASSIVE PARTICIPLE

The accentual parallelism between the [-participle and the passive
participle makes it probable that these forms have influenced each
other as far as they do not have a similar origin. Whenever the forms
are different, this is an indication of the old distribution of stress
patterns in the participles. I do not agree with Stang (1957:150)
that there was originally complete agreement between the place of
the ictus in the /-participle and the n-participle. As we have seen
above, Ru. nesld, neslo, nesend, nesend go back to *nesldH, *neslo,
*nesénaH, *neséno, with final stress in the passive participle due to
Dybo’s law. I have suggested above that there was originally a perfect
correspondence with these forms in *rodildH, *rodiénaH, which is
supported by Cak. (Novi) rodild, rodilo, with mobility, versus rojeni,
with final stress due to Dybo’s law. Indeed, Russian also shows end-
stressed participles in verbs of this type. SCr. lomljen from Iomiti
< *lomiHtei (with final stress) must be analogical after prélomljen
< *pér-lomienu from *pér-lomiHtei (with fixed stress, so that Dybo’s
law applies), cf. lomim vs. prélomim.

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

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

1.6 PEDERSEN’S LAW

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

The retraction of the ictus from medial syllables was first proposed
for Baltic by de Saussure as an explanation of Lith. dikter, dikteres,
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cf. Gr. thugatéra, thugatéres. This retraction cannot have been phonetic,
however. The solution was found by Pedersen, who suggested a “‘recul
d’un accent qui contrastait avec un autre accent (final) dans le méme
paradigme, et qui 4 cause de ce contraste était exagéré et anticipé”
(1933:25). The importance of this idea can hardly be overestimated.
In fact, several accent shifts in the history of Slavic are subject to
conditions of this type. ’

Pedersen assumes that mobility spread from the consonant stems
to the aH- and o-stems in Balto-Slavic. I think that this is probable.
It is an indication that the retraction in Lith. dukteri, dikteres is very
old indeed. If Ebeling’s explanation of the oxytonesis in the oblique
case forms of the i- and u-stems is correct, the retraction must be
older than his law of marginal oxytones and, consequently, older
than any other law of Slavic accentuation. However, the retraction
cannot be so old in other cases. In Slavic the ictus is regularly
retracted to a preposition from a barytone form of a mobile paradigm,
€.2. Ru. nd vodu. Since this phenomenon is unknown in Baltic, it
can hardly have arisen before the dissolution of the Balto-Slavic unity.
Besides, the retraction to a prefix in such forms as Ru. né byl, prédal
cannot have occurred before Ebeling’s law, when the mobility arose.

On the other hand, the Baltic evidence seems to point unambiguously
to two temporally distinct retractions. In Lithuanian there is one
type of verbs where the ictus is retracted to a prefix and which has
mobile stress in the active participle, e.g. vedu, véda, néveda, priveda,
vedds, védantj, preterit v&de. Other verbs have fixed stress on the
root-syllable except in the forms where de Saussure’s law operated,
e.g. sakail, sdko, nesdko, sakqs, preterit saké. On the basis of the form
vedgs I am inclined to assume that this verb was originally end-stressed
and that it became mobile as a result of Ebeling’s law : *ued6H, *uédo
from earlier *wed6H, *yeds. The same retraction must be assumed
in the preterit *yédé, which goes back to pre-Baltic *wedéHet, with
loss of word-final * prior to Ebeling’s law, cf. above. Then the
retraction of the ictus from medial syllables in mobile paradigms
'yielded néveda, priveda, névedé in a period after Ebeling’s law. The
ictus was not retracted in nesdko, nesiké because the latter paradigm
had fixed stress until de Saussure’s law operated. The retraction in
néveda, priveda cannot be identical with the retraction in kdtinus,
valandas (acc.pl.) because of the different quantity of the stressed
vowel : the latter retraction must have preceded the lengthening of
stressed e,a whereas the former must have been later. The lengthening
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of stressed e,a was certainly later than the rise of distinctive intonation,
which followed the end of the Balto-Slavic linguistic unity. Thus, we
arrive at the following chronology of sound laws for Lithuanian : (1) Pe-
dersen’s law, (2) oxytonesis, (3) Hirt’s law, (4) Ebeling’s law, (5) rise
of distinctive intonation, (6) lengthening of stressed e,a, (7) Pedersen’s
law again, (8) de Saussure’s law, (9) Nieminen’s law (retraction of
the ictus from a short @ in final syllables to a preceding long vowel
or diphthong, e.g. kiekas, mefikas), (10) Leskien’s law, cf. Kortlandt
1974,

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

1.7 MEILLET'S LAW

A final point to be discussed here is the metatony in Slovene hédil
(from *hodil), hodila, hodilo, which is matched by the converse meta-
tony in gostil, gostila, gostilo. The latter forms are the regular reflexes
of *gostils, *gostild, *gostilo, cf. Cak. (Novi) zvonil, zvonila, zvonilo.
A falling accent shifts to the next syllable in early Slovene, and a
short final accent is retracted to a preceding long vowel, cf. 0kd, diisa
vs. Ru. ko, dusd. The former metatony is less clear, however. I cannot
accept Jaksche’s suggestion that it is a morphological rebuilding
(1965:25), especially because it is absent in é-verbs, e.g. Zélel, Zeléla,
Zelélo. This is all the more remarkable because Dybo’s law never applied
to &-verbs, whereas it did operate in such verbs as hoditi, nositi.
Moreover, we find the same neo-circumflex in other trisyllabic word
forms where Dybo’s law applied, e.g. Zendmi. I conclude that the
metatony is phonetic.

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

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

At the same time, as far as we can see, the laryngeals were lost
in posttonic syllables, except in the first posttonic syllable. I think
that this is the explanation of the neo-circumflex in Slovene osndva,
nosila, Zenami. The non-initial accent in these words must be due to
Dybo’s law, cf. the final accent in Ru. Zeni and the recessive stress
in nosu, nosis® with retraction in accordance with Stang’s law.
I reconstruct *dsnova, *nosi(H)la, *ZénaHmiS from earlier *-aH,
*-miHS, cf. Lith. galvomis. After Stang’s law, the posttonic quantity
in *osnova, *nosila, *Zenami was lost in Slovene with compensatory
lengthening of the preceding vowel, which yielded the standard forms
(cf. Stang 1957:28f.). Indeed, I think that compensatory lengthening
is the only source of the Slovenian neo-circumflex. It is not strange
that lengthening yielded a falling vowel because at the time there was
no intonation on short vowels.

After the period of Meillet’s law, the laryngeals were retained in
the stressed syllable and in the first posttonic syllable until the general
loss of final consonants and concomitant changes led to the characte-
ristic absence of closed syllables in Slavic. Then the posttonic laryn-
geals, like other final consonants, were lost without compensatory
lengthening, e.g. *Zéna < *ZénaH, Ru. Zend after Dybo’s law, like
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*spno - < *sianuN and *slove < *slovos, cf. Gr. kléos. The loss of
laryngeals in the first posttonic syllable entailed the rise of new
timbre oppositions /a~o0, &~e¢, i~b, y~b/. Henceforth'l shall write
*¢ instead of *& for typographical reasons. In stressed syllables a
laryngeal lost its phonemic status and became a feature of the preceding
vowel, as. did a nasal resonant: *dyme < *duHmuN like *z0bo
< *20NbuN; Ru. zub. The symbol ’ denotes the laryngeal feature (and
simultaneously the place of the ictus). I assume that *p, like *¢, was
neutral with respect-to quantity in the period immediately following
this sound change. Finally, the laryngeal feature was lost in a period
after Dybo’s law but before Stang’s law, cf. below.



