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The author explains some of the details of the development of Slavic
length while comparing his ovwn theory with the theory of Frederik
Kortlandt. The author tries to prove the advantages of his ovwn theory
and shows some of the apparent shortcomings of the other approach
which is found inadequate in describing the language material. In the
article, the following problems are discussed (among others): the shor
tening of the final length, the reflection of the old acute and short
nee- acute in Czech, the accentuation of the a.p. b definite adjectives,
the problem of pretonic and posttonic length in South and West Slavic
etc.

1. Introduction’

I have recently (Kapovi} 2003, 2005a) presented my theory on the deve
lopment of Slavic length— pretonic, posttonic and accented length. The reae
tion to the proposed conclusions was not uniform. Georg Holzer adopted
them for his highly systermatic and valuable treatment of the relative chrone
logy of prosodic developments of Common Slavic and Early Croatian (Holzer
2005). However, the main proponent of the Leiden Accentological School,
Frederik Kortlandt (2005), has, as expected, refused to accept them. It would
be highly unlikely to presume that Kortlandt vwould give up his ovwn theory of
Slavic accentuation which he has been advvocating since the early ' 70 ies of the
last century. In this article, | shall reply to the criticism Kortlandt has directed
at my theory and | shall also try to illuminate some aspects of the development
of Slavic length which require further clarification.

! Ivwould like to thank Thormas Olander and Sergei Tarasov for his comments on the
first draft of the paper and Kristina Mareni} for reading the text thoroughly.
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2. Shortening of the long vowels in final open syllables

Kortlandt begins with the claimthat | disregard »the evidence fromall Sla
vic and Wst Slavic languages« by maintaining the shortening of long vowels
in final open syllables in Prote Slavic. However, this is very far fromthe truth.
It is clear that most cases of length in final open syllables can be accounted for
by simple analogies and processes of post Common Slavic origin. Thus, the
shortening of the long vowels in final open syllables is actually the simplest
theory. Kortlandt says that this supposition drives me to »assurme massive
analogical spread of vowel length under obscure conditions«. For instance, he
gives an exarmple of Croatian gen. sg. “éne. For some reason Kortlandt believes
that the explanation of this length (originally nee acute- € as secondary,
taken from the pronoun te=~ *tgjé, is »obscure«. He also finds it strange that
this analogy occurred only in gen. sg. a stems and not in other cases (like acc.
sg- uor nom. acc. pl- e) orinother flexion classes. Let us start fromthe begin
ning. First of all, it is really difficult to understand why would the supposed
analogical change of *te“ené> te“enebe »obscure«. Every comparative lingui
st, especially Inde Europeanists, should be well avware of the fact that the
inflection of pronouns can influence the inflection of nouns. Cf. for instance
the change of PIE *toy wikKos those wolves (Sanscrit te vrkas, Gothic-tai wulios)
to *toy WiKoy (OCS ti V¥ ci, Lithuanian taivilkai, Latin isti lupi, Greekd Id)
or the pronominal ending am in the e stemdat. sg. in Latvian. If several lan
guages can independantly take the pronominal ending in nom. pl. ofe stems,
howv come it is impossible to assume this vwould happen in te “ene? Kortlandt
also objects, as already said, that there is no analogy in other case forms of the
same paradigm (acc. sg- u, nom. acc. pl- e etc.). This is even a more difficult
concept to grasp. Does Kortlandt actually believe that analogical changes are
supposed to be regular? Should we try to find a phonological explanation for
Balte Slavic, Latin and Greek reflection of PIE * oy in nom. pl. because the
supposed analogy operated only in the nom. pl. and not in other cases?
Should we try to find a phonological explanation for Latvian dat. sg.- am as
well? If Kortlandt really thinks that it is strange that this analogy could have
worked only in gen. sg., hovwwould he explain that in OId Irish, ending * os
gets analogically changed only in nom. pl. but rermains unchanged in voc. pl.
(cf. Old Irish nom. pl. fir< PIE *wiHroy < *wiHros, voc. pl. firu< PIE *wikHros).
Also, it is completely unclear howv this analogy could work in other declena
sions. Howv could there be any analogy in *togd ¢ lka (e sterns), *togd gospodi
(masc. 4 stems), *te © *tgje) not'i (fem. 4 stenms) etc. ? Clearly, the analogy wor
ked only in *te “ené because here the ending was identical, with the exception
of accent. The original short ending is preserved in norn palatal ending ¥ y in
North Cakavian gen. sg.- 1. Thus, one must conclude that Kortlandt's argul
ment is simply false. He does not have to accept this eas being analogical and
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secondary, but implying that this process is not at all possible, as he tries to
insinuate, is simply distorting of the facts and all principles of historical gram
mar.

3. The reflection of the old acute and short nee acute
in Czech, Slovak and Upper Lusatian

Traditional viewv, with which | agree, states that the old acute remained
long in Czech (and Upper Lusatian in TorT syllables), cf. *vorma crow= Czech
vrana, UL wrdna, but Croatian vrana. Kortlandt unnecessarily assumes that the
old acute was first shortened and then lengthened again in Czech and UL. *To
support his hypothesis, he adduces four reasons why the length in Czech and
UL must be reintroduced and not preserved. However, none of the four rea
sons he gives are very convincing. Kortlandt assumes that the quantitative
alternation in Czech krava, inst. sg. kravou, gen. pl. krav, inst. pl. kravami etc.
can only be explained by the lengthening of earlier shortened Prote Slavic *a
(supposedly from *a). However, this is again a false claim. »Traditional« thee
ry, as Kortlandt refers to it, has no trouble explaining krava, kravou. The length
in Czech is preserved in mone and disyllables, in words with three or more
svllables (like *korvojo~ krawvou), it is regularly shortened (Carlton 1991:195,
Kapovi} 2005a). There is no reason whatsoever which would point to the
shortening and then again lengthening of the old acute in Czech rather than
preservation. A typological parallel for this shortening in polysyllabic words
but notin mone and disyllabic is clear in Croatianwhere the circumflexis pre
served in mone and disyllabic words (s n, $ na) but shortened in polysyllabic
ones (sinovi). Kortlandt also adduces the *vol'a type example Czech ku“e skir
but instr. pl. ko“emi where we find the same alternation as in krava. He sees
this as a clear exanple of lengthening in Czech. | agree that Czech ku“eis leng
thened from *ko“a and that there was no lengthening in front of two moras
(thus long or two short vowels), but | do not agree with him that this was
regular. | side with Carlton (1991:202—205) who says the supposition that
both short and long nee acute produced regularly length in Czech does not
really solve anything. The long reflection of the short nee acute in Czech (and
Slovak) is very sporadic and cannot be taken as regular. We find it in Czech
mu“e{ (Slovak md“ef), stunef, possibly in Slovak n6“ (Czech nu“ is not so
reliable), bdob (but Czech bob and also Czech/Slovak snop), in *vol'a type nouns
(cf. Kapovi} 2006): Czech wvule, chuze, vune, nu{e, tune, Slovakvol'a, chédza, vona,
tona, but ko“a, nofa. In *wol'a type nouns, the analogical long nee acute has
spread to all originally short nee acute roots in Czech. In Slovak, there is no

? Thatis actual Iy what happened in Slovene but it is clear that Slovene lengthening
of all non final syllables does not have anything to do with Czech.
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length in ko“a and no{a. But these are all cases of sporadic lengthening, Czech
normally has a short reflex of the short nee acute (the nee acute on *o, *e, 6 ,
7 ). Cf. Czechbob bear, snop bundle (a.p. b) etc. The occasional and sporadic
lengthening of the short nee acute is Not attested only in Czech and Slovak,
cf. also Polish széstys sixth , siodnmys seventhk , sy eightk by analogy to piaty

» fiftk , dziewiaty nintk, dziesiaty tentk , Croatian dial. {esti, sadmi, csmi instead
of also attested {ésti, sedmi, 0smi, Croat. dial. grO® |e» grapes, zdje» greens
instead of also attested gro- e, zélje, Croat. je*< je& hedgehog , no“<= no% knife
instead of *je“, *no“. Cf. also Slovene lengthened Hé&° (Slovak je©), but origi
nal No“. The typological parallel of this development could be seen in the phe
nomenon knowvwn as kanova—ko duljenje (cf. Kapovi} 2005c) in some modern Ser
bian and Croatian dialects where the lengthening of the short rising accent is
irregular and sporadic in many cases (for instance in some dialects osip rask
but omot > dmob wwrapper ). There is also one additional proof that the old
acute length was indeed preserved long in Czech and that the length of the
short nee acute is not regular. If the old acute was shortened and then len
gthened again together with the short nee acute, hovvcan one explain the fact
that the old acute always provides us with the long vowel in Czech (in mone
and disyllabic words) but that the reflection of the short nee acute is long only
sporadically, as we have already said?3That does not point to overall shorten
ing and lengthening.

As for the third example Kortlandt adduces, Czech I“ice spoor , but gen.
pl. I“ic, inst. pl. I“icemi represents the same type as krava— the length of the
old acute is preserved in I“ice, where the initial jer (*¥ “yca) must have been
dropped rather early which is the reason why | “ ice represents the same type as
krava (because of the early dropping of the jer in the first syllable, |“ice is trea
ted like a normal disyllabic acute word in Czech). The same goes for Czech
psath write <= *p sati. Czech psal, which should be psél since it comes from
*B sa¥f (a.p. b), is short because of an analogy to Czech dati give , dal< *da¥
(a.p. ©). Czech spatr sleep , supine spat is also Nnot at all unexpected in the »tra
ditional« theory— cf. Kajkavian spati, but spat. The length of the old acute is
also preserved in TorT formulas in UL as well: wréna» crow, kloda» log
(Czech/Slovene vrana, klada, Croat. vrana, klada etc.).

4. *moldost

INn the next section Kortlandt posits Croat. mladost as analogous to oblique
cases and takes Cakavian (Hwvar) mladost (he does not mention gen. sg. mlade

° There are of course examples like Czech ryba fiskh and pleva» chakf which are
unexpectedly short (cf. Croat. riba, pljéva) but these were long in Old Czech and their
shortening is of a younger date.
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sti) as original. However, this is very suspicious since the forrm mladost could
be innovative as well and there is Nno point in discussing just one isolated
example wthout looking at the whole system. +

5. Dybo's Lawv, W{i}'s Rule and weak jers

Kortlandt objects to my (and the traditional ) theory that the nee acute in
Croat. dial. kut angle, putnik» traveler and du‘nik debtor is due to the
retraction from the following weak jer (N{i}'s Rule). He thinks this »requires
massive analogical lengthening in the oblique cases«. However, there is Nno
need for any analogy here, and especially for »massive analogical lengthe
ning«. In kut, there is gen. sg. kuta, dat. sg. kutt, in putnik< *pot' nikK ; same
happens in gen. sg. putnika< *pot' nika, and in du“nik, gen. sg. etc. is also
regular du“nikd (Kapovi} 2003:65, 2005a). VWhen mentioning the need for
»massive analogical lengthening« in oblique cases, Kortlandt speaks in terms
of his ovwn framework, not the »traditional« one. In the »traditional« theory,
there is Nno need for analogies here, as | have already mentioned. Kortlandt
also says that my interpretation does Nnot explain »the quantitative and timbre
alternations in the Slovene paradigm of the word konp horse (cf. Kortlandt
1975:13—19)«. However, in the Slovene paradigm of the word konj, | cannot
see anything which would compel me, or others, to accept Kortlandt's idea
that the accent could not be shifted to ajer by Dybo's Lawv.

6. A p. band a.p. cin the present tense and definite adjectives

FollovMng Stankiewicz's idea on the chain reactionina.p. band a.p. c pre
sent tense and definite adjectives (1993:14) 5, in my article (Kapovi} 2005a) |
have suggested the existence of a tendency to preserve the formal distinction
between a.p. b and a.p. cin the present tense of the verb (thus *tone§» sink <
*tone§ ina.p. bwhen *zoved» cald <= *zove§' ina.p. ¢). This, together with \V{i}'s
Lawvv (usually called Stang's Lawvv) could explain the a.p. b nee acute stress in
the present tense and definite adjectives vwithout any disappearing lengths in
*mo“ef etc. which Kortlandt is forced to assume. Kortlandt states that he sees
»absolutely Nno reasonable motivation« for this tendency to preserve the for
mal distinction between a.p. b and a.p. c in the present tense. This is quite a
strange claim. If there is »absolutely Nno reasonable Mmotivation« for the preser
vation of the distinction, how would one explain that for instance Modern

4 Kortlandt is not explicit as to why he considers s ce heart and acc. sg. djecu chH
drern (cf. Kapovi} 2005b) as original but mladost as secondary.
Concerning the idea of a chain reaction in definite adjectives, cf. also Micklesen
1986.
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Russian (and other Slavic languages) still preserve the very same distinction of
a.p. band a.p. cinthe present tense? If there is Nno motivation for the preserva
tion of the distinctions of different accentual paradigms (Which happened of
course in some Slavic languages, like Macedonian), we vwould not be having
this discussion today because all Slavic languages vwould have long ago lost all
accentual distinctions they possess. However, since we all knowv that many
Slavic languages still preserve very complicated accentual systems in which
all three a.p. are still clearly deducible, why would it be strange that already in
Common Slavic there was a tendency to preserve this distinction in cases
when regular phonological developments exposed them to danger of being
lost? In any case, chain reaction is hardly an obscure process in languages (cf.
Labov 1994 for the phonological chain reactions).

Kortlandt explains the difference of a.p. b and a. p. c definite adjectives, like
Cakavian beli» white : sufi» dry or Czech bily : suchy, by reconstructing *bély7<
*oely <= *bély versus *suxyj < *sux §'. However, one cannot derive Croat. dial.
sul from his *suhyj with the nee acute.

The problem of the a.p. b definite adjectives requires special attention. “In
all the languages we find the nee acute on the root in a.p. b and the final
accentina.p. c. Thusina.p. b— *be¥ § , *belaja, *belgje wWhite : Croat. dial. beli,
bela, belo, Russ.bdyd ,bdal bdce , Czech bily, bila, bilé Slovene bdi, Slovia
cian bjali etc. In a.p. c— *mold§ , *moldaja, *moldoje> young = Croat. dial.
miladl , mlada, mlado, Russ. nolod d , nollod 4, nollod 6e, Czech miady, miada,
mladé, Slovincian mlodi etc. The ending is not contracted in nom./acc. sg./pl.
in Russian, in Old Russian the contraction was not finished even in the obH
que cases and the results of the contraction are different in the oblique cases in
different languages— cf. OCS belgjego, belaago, belago, Croat. beloga (\With the

- e analogous to toga), Russ.bddo { e is secondary as in Croat.), Czech biléo,
Polish bialego etc. This is a clear indication that the contraction of the ending in
definite adjectives vwas a younger development which has nothing to do with
the accentuation. ° The contraction is very diverse while the accentuationis the
same everywhere. In a.p. b, one would expect, according to the indefinite
*oel & *be¥ ), *bela, *beld the forms *beV'§ , *belgja, *belgje. In a.p. c, with the
application of VVasilev/— Dolobko's Lavv (Dybo 1981:48—54), fromthe indefinite

° /e/ stands here for any Cakavian phonetic realisation of *e.

" Kortlandt's ** stands for the long nee acute whichis * inmy notation.

® I would like to thank Bulcsti LaszI6 for discussing this problemwith me.

° The view that the accentuation of the definite adjectives of a.p. b is due to the
retraction by \{i}'s Lavw which in turn is due to a previous contraction is held for
instance by Stang 1957:101—102. However, it is highly unlikely that such a uniform
accentuation of the a.p. b definite adjectives could be the result of such a late and
diverse contraction.
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*mold , *molda, *moldo, one should get definite *mold §', *moldaja, *moldojé.
However, when *nmold §' = *nmold@ § by N{i}'s Rule, this becanme identical to
a.p. b *her§ (fem. was already the same). At first, the accent in a.p. ¢ was
either on the first or the second syllable of the ending, cf. *moldgja, but *mol
dojée, gen. sg. m. *nmoldajego but f. *moldy(je)je etc. Then, the accent of the a.p. c
was generalized on the first syllable of the ending— thus *moldyje, *moldajego
(cf. Russiannoliod ée, nollod ¢ o) after *mold § , *moldaja etc. Because of that the
a.p. c and a.p. b vwould get identical — in order to prevent that, the a.p. b
adj ectives shift the accent to the root thus creating a nee acute onit. The crea
tion of a fixed nee acute on the root was enabled by the indefinite nom./acc.
sg. m. which had already had the nee acute on the root due to {i}'s Rule
(*be¥ ) and which was thus a role model for the newvv accentual pattern of the
definite adjectives. This development is of course not really a regular chain

- shift since we are really dealing with two analogies here— first, the analogical
generalization of the stress on the first part of the ending in a.p. cand then the
analogical generalization of the nee acute on the root in a.p. b by analogy to
the nonvYacc. sg. indefinite adj. to avoid the merger of two a.p.

7. Pretonic and posttonic length

I hold the viewvv that the first pretonic syllable in Slavic regularly preserves
the length, thus *troba trunmpet (a.p.,b)™ Croat. trdba, SIn. tréba, Czech trouba,
Slk. trdba, Polish traba, Slovincian troba10 INn a.p. c however, the accent is me
bile, *roka, *roko> arrm = Croat. ruka, ruku. In West Slavic, the circumflex is
regularly shortened and thus *roko™ Czech ruku, Slk. ruku, Polish reke, Slovin
cian raka. Analogically to the acc. sg., the nom. sg. which would have preser
ved the length is also shortened— Czechv/Slk. ruka, Polish reka, Slovincian

raka. In Slovene, the circumflex of the acc. sg. is shifted regularly to the folle
wing syllable and the root becomes automatically short since there are no
unaccented long vowels in Slovene: roko. Analogically, nom. sg. also becomes
short (réka instead of *roka). 1N Kortlandt's theory, all pretonic long vowels are
shortened before Dybo's Lavwvand that is why there is no length in V\&st Slavic
and Slovene. He believes that the length in Croatian rdka is analogous to ruku.

Slovak triba etc. is long because the accent shift *troba = *troba by Dybo's Law
supposedly took place only after all pretonic long vowels shortened.

Kortlandt objects to the »traditional« theory that one has to assurme mas
sive analogical shortening in West Slavic and Slovene which do not showvvany
trace of length in these positions. However, that is not really the case since
here we are not dealing with massive analogical shortenings in every separate

° slovincianis quoted in the notation suggested by Stankiewicz 1993 and not in the
traditional (Lorentz's) which is not so apt for historical reasearch.
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wword as one could conclude from Kortlandt's suggestion. In a.p. b one expects
long root vowel regularly in 8 cases and short in 6 cases (see Kapovi} 2005a). In
a.p. ¢, Wwe expect the short root vowel regularly in 10 cases and long one in
only 4 cases (in Slovene, the ratio is even higher— 11:3in a.p. ¢). Therefore it
is Nno vwonder that short forms are generalized in West Slavic and Slovene. In
W\est Slavic, the short root vowel becomes a salient mark of a.p. cand in oppe

sitiontoit, a.p. b takes the generalized length as its salient mark. “Thusitis no
wvwonder that there is no trace of length in a.p. c in West Slavic— these forms
were very rare amongd the short ones to begin with and since the brevity of the
root is taken as amark of a.p. ¢, all long forns are dispensed with. Itis also not
surprising that length is generalized in a.p. b since that is exactly what distin

guishes it fromthe old a.p. c. *? Kortlandt thinks that it is »quiite unclear why
accentual patterns (b) and (c) must evenanhere be kept apart by large scale
analogical developments when they merged phonetically in the magjority of
case forms«. He also states that there is »no plausible motivation for maintai

ning the redundant formal distinction between the accent patterns (b) and
(0)«. It is a somewhat strange claim that there is no plausible motivation for
maintaining the distinction between a.p. b and c. Perhaps one should tell this
to a speaker of Croatian or Russian since they surely do not knowvthat there is
simply no plausible motivation for them to maintain the distinction of ruka,
ruku— ruka, ryku and trdba, tribu— ®IUb 4, by, If even the present day
speakers of some Slavic languages feel the need to preserve the difference
between a.p. b and a.p. ¢ nouns some ten centuries after the Common Slavic
period, why vwould it be strange for early West Slavs to do the same? Further

more, if one accepts Kortlandt's position that [tokavian ruka and Cakavian
ruka have a secondarily reintroduced length, is it not somewhat strange that
there is Nno attestation of the pattern **ruka, ruku in any [tokavian or Cakavian

Instead of talking about the salient brevity and length of the root, we could also
speak about the salient circunmflex in a.p. c or the salient nee acute in a.p. b. Thus, in
West Slavic, in a.p. ¢ one vwould have generalized *golva, golvo (instead of *golva,
*golvo) and ina.p. b *troba, *trobo (from *troba, *trobo). Cf. Illi— Svity~ 1979(:161): »It can
be proposed that, in West Slavic, the rising intonation that appeared as the result of
stress retraction to a long root syllable (...) was replaced by a falling intonation, cha
racteristic of the barytone forms of the mobile AP (Nom. Sing. *roka to *roka to *roka
under the influence of the Acc. Sing. *roko, cf. SC dial. ruka, ruku)«.

2 A typological paralel can be found in Prote Latvian. There, two accentual para
digms were differentiated in a way that one had the sustained tone in all the forms
and that the other had in some and the broken tone¥ in other forms. The first a.p.
remained the same and in the second one& was generalized in all the forms because it
was the salient mark of this paradigm. Cf. also another typological paralel suggested
by Illi- Svity~ (footnote 10): ruka/rdka > ruka, ruku in certain [tokaviarvCakavian dia
lects. Of course, it is quite concievable that something like this could have occured in
W\est Slavic as well.
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dialect? Since Cakavian preserves the original alternations of long and short
root very well (ruka, rukeg ruci, ruku, ruko!, rukon, ruke, ruku, rukam, ruke, rukah,
rukami), is it not a bit surprising that absolutely nowhere is this supposed
**ruka attested. Also, most archaic Croatian dialects (like Dubrowvnik) preserve
the shortened root vownel in a.p. b as well as in a.p. c (tribama, svjelama can
dles like rukama, glavama heads ). The opposition of strijdlama : rukama found
in some dialect is a clear innovation due to the overall tendency of * to be gene
ralized in all the cases (cf. Standard Croat. narodr peoples, gen. pl. naroda
with original narodi, gen. pl. naroda found in many Montenegro dialects).
Concerning the length of words like Croat. gmno threshing floor , sukno

» clotk , Kortlandt objects to my derivation *gura N6~ gumno with the simplest
possible retention of pretonic length. He argues that | cannot explain Croat.
variant k zno or Czech humno, sukno and Slovak humno (but sukno). Croat. k zno
is explained simply as a formfromone of the many dialects which do not have
long syllabic r. In Slovak dialects, there is also hiumno/havno with the attested
length (SSN], 640). As for Czech humno, sukno and Standard Slovak humno, itis
true that they are unexpected, but it is not so unusual to get an unexpected
short vowel in Czech or Slovak, cf. Croat. rijéka river , SIn. réa, Slk. rieka, but
Czech reka; Croat. zvijé&zda star, SIn. zvézda, Slk. hviezda, but Czech hvezda;
Croat. juha soup , Czech jicha, but Slk. jucha etc. Moreover, Kortlandt conve
niently forgets to mention my other four examples (Kapovi} 2005a): platno H
ner , pismo letter , vdonoe lime and vidkno fiber which showlength in all lan
guages— Croat., Czech and Slovak (and also in TorT syllables in Polish and
UL). Kortlandt himself derives these words like this: the long vowel is suppe
sed to be the result of retraction by NVAi}'s Lawv (i. e. Stang's Lawvin his termi
nology)— *sU¥ na~ *sulk naand the sg. supposedly had short vowel: *sukk no<
*sulk no. However, there is a lacuna in Kortlandt's ovwn theory. The word
*suld no, being a.p. b is to be derived from pre Dybo's Lavv*sull no, pl. *sukK na
(as Kortlandt himselfwrites for the sg.). These fornms thus had pretonic length
syllable (*suk ) which, according to Kortlandt, had to be shortened in pre Dybo's
Lawvv Slavic. That is what happens in the singular, according to his theory, but
in plural he gets *sukk nawith along root vowel. Nowy, hovvdid this long vowel
get there if all pretonic vowels were supposed to be shortened? Kortlandt
should get *sulK na and not *sUk na here, according to his ovwn theory, and this
certainly cannot explain aforementioned examples. Thus Kortlandt has to
admit that his ovwn theory is incapable of explaining forms like vipno in
Croatian, Czech and Slovak. * And if pretonic length had not been shortened
here, there was certainly no shortening in a.p. cwords like *roka etc.

¥ As 1 have discussed in Kapovi} 2005a, the possibility of an analogical length in all

the words of sukno type is highly unlikely if not impossible.
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Further on, Kortlandt comments on the a. p. b infinitives. He states that my
postulate of general phonetic shortening in polysyllabic words puts me »into
mgj or difficulties in the case of infinitives in ati and iti, where we usually find
along root vowel in accent pattern (b) and a short root vowel in accent pattern
(o) «. He thus concludes that »he is forced to posit massive analogical lengthe
ning in all South and West Slavic languages and is unable to explain the distrA
bution which is actually attested«. As usual, Kortlandt is misrepresenting the
actual attested state and again mistakes something that is widespread for
something that is archaic. Long root vowels in a.p. b infinitives like Croat.
miatith beat, Czech miatiti, Slovak miatit’, Polish mléci}, UL miéli} is easily
explained as analogous to the present tense which has the nee acute (Croat.
dial. mlatim etc.). That infinitive can be influenced by the present tense accent
is clearly seen in Slovene, which besides the older miatiti also has the younger
miléatiti analogous to the present tense milatim. And while it is very easy to
explain these forms as analogical, it is practically impossible to explain Slovin
cian mlocic— mloci{, xvalio praise — xvali{ with the alternation of a short
vowel in the infinitive and along vowel in present tense as secondary. Ina.p. ¢
(for instance ~inio do — ~ini{), Slovincian expectedly has a short vowel in
both the infinitive and the present tense. Slovincian mlocic cannot be explai
ned as analogical in any possible way while the length of the infinitive ofa.p. b
is easily explainable as we have just seen. It is not enough just to say that the
root vowel is »usually long« in a. p. b because what is »usual« is Nnot necessarily
archaic. On the contrary, the feature which can be explained only phonetically
should be taken as archaic. And if Slovincian is not enough (although only
Slovincian vwould do here to prove our point), we can also add that some Kgj
kavian dialects have only short vowels in the infinitive (inboth a.p. band a.p.
c) and the same goes for Molise Croatian spoken in Italy. All this tears to
shreds Kortlandt's myth of original pretonic length in a.p. b infinitives.

Kortlandt explains Croat. lomim break : polomim as archaic. A. p. cd verbs
have supposedly had, according to him, compounds with initial stress.
However, this is not very convincing. First of all, it is completely unclear why
wvwould Prote Slavic a.p. c verb like *lomité have a prefixed form like *polomite.
The expected pattern vwould be *lomité, *polomité— there is No reason whatse
ever to expect the initial stress in a.p. c prefixed verbs. And secondly, there is
also Nno reason whatsoever to perceive Croat. polomim as archaic. Of course
there are dialects which have the expected pol(‘)mim14 and it is in dialects that
one can observe the different stages of the tendency to fix the stress of prefi
xed a.p. ¢ verbs. Thus some dialects do not have this tendency at all, some

* Besides modern dialects which preserve this feature, it is also preserved in the
dialect of Juraj Kri“ani}.
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hawve it only in4 verbs, some in both4 and je verbs and the most innovative
ones have it even in C verbs like pozovem caldl instead of the usual and older
pozovem. The exact parallel to this development can be seen in the deve
loprment of the accent of the imperative in various Serbian dialects. In those
dialects, there is the same kind of accent change in the imperative of prefixed
verbs as in polomim 2 polomim. There, in a.p. b and a.p. c verbs, instead of
expected poefp scratch (a.p. b) and pozovi calk (a.p. ¢), one finds innovative
poe{i and pdzovi. Again, this dewvelopment is obviously connected with the
tendency of prefixed verbs to fix the stress. Since po-efi! and pozovi! re clearly
secondary, there is likewise No reason to assume that polomim must be old.
AnNnd nowvv the consequences of Kortlandt's barren approach really begin to
unvwrap. Because of his vwrong conclusion that the length in the a.p. b infinid
ves is original, he is forced to explain Old Polish sedzi} tojudge versussadz in
the present tense, which is exactly what is expected in my theory in original
a.p. b (Modern Polish sadzi} think has the length analogous to the present
tensesadz ), as ifit has %6 jiti™ #i & > *—iti (sic!) in the infinitive and a %6 ji >
*% §- = %i- withthe retractionin the present tense. Itis needless to say that this
derivation with an imaginary suffix %6 H in this verb looks completely ad hoc
and conmpletely unbelievable. Old Polish sedzi}, sadzisz is a simple a.p. b verb
*soditi, *sodi§ (Cak. suditi, sudi{, Russ.sud (& ,syli§ ) with the expected
short vowel in trisyllabic infinitive and the expected nee acute long vowel in
the present tense. Kortlandt is also at pains to prove that Old Polish type of
przystepi} to approachk , przystapi inthe present tense preserves the quantitative
alternation of a.p. c (sic!). He obviously tries to connect this (although not exph
citly) wath Croat. 1omim, polomim type, but again this is just the expected reflee
tion of a.p. b verb *pristoptti, *pristopi§ (a.p. bis clear in Cak. pristupiti, pristupi{
and Russ.pristwp d& , pristp uf ) and one cannot dreamof a.p. ¢ here.
Furthermore, Kortlandt again says that | assume »massive analogical leng
thening in trisyllabic deverbal nouns« of the type Croat. zédbava party , Czech
zabava etc. Again, he is mislead by bare numbers. Just because most Slavic lan
guages/dialects showv length in *zabava type words, he automatically assurmes
that this must be an archaism. But this is of course not true. The length in
zabava could have been introduced very easily from long za& in words like
zakor» law, where the length was preserved phonetically. ° However, dia
lectal [tokavian forms like zabava or zabava (With a secondarily retracted
accent) cannot be explained here by any analogy. This must be the same kind

** Inthe case of Polish, itis obvious that the introduction of the length tothe a.p. b

infinitives is an innovation which occured in historical time.

° Pretonic length is preserved in front of less than two moras in Slavic (jer being
counted as half a mora, short vowel as one mora and long vowel as two moras), cf.
Kapovi} 2005a.
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of shortening we find in Croat. malina, Czech malina~ *malina raspberry . Kort
landt tries to separate *mal ina and *zabava using Dybo's Laww. He assumes that
at the time of his general pretonic shortening *zab&ava was still *zabava. How
ever, his claim that words like *zab&va and *osnova base were actually *z abava
and *osnova in pre Dybo's Lavv Slavic is not certain. If *pergdrda partition is to
be derived from *pergorda in pre Dybo's Lavv Slavic why would the root *gord ,
which is normally a.p. ¢ root, get the acute accent there (cf. Russianfergy doda )?
In fact, the fixed stress on the first syllable of this kind of derivative might have
nothing to do with Dybo's Lawv. The stress might have been in that same position
even before Dybo's Lavv. The stress of words like *pergdrda, *osnova, *sos&¥
» neighbour and *zakory can be regarded as the same type of stress we find in
Slavic compounds like *bhosonod@» barefoat (Croat. bosdonog, Russiarniaoson gyi )
etc. The same rule governs both the derivatives with a prefix and compounds
in Slavic— the fixed stress is on the first syllable of the second part of derivative or
compound. If the root is long, like *gord or *bav , it will have the old acute on
it, Nno matter what the original accentuation of this root is, and if it is short, it
will get a short accent, identical to the short nee acute inreflection (cf. Slovene
narod, naréda). The advantage of my theory in opposition to Kortlandt's is that
it does not depend on the operation of Dybo's Lavv, comparison to Lithuanian
etc. in order to explain the changes that occur with pretonic length in Slavic.
Next we turn to pretonic and posttonic length in polysyllabic words. In my
viewy, the posttonic length has been regularly preserved in Croatian in trisylla
bic words (Kapovi} 2003, 2005a). InWest Slavic, the posttonic length has been
shortened regularly in a. p. cwhich is governed by the same rule by which the
circumflex is shortened— in West Slavic in a.p. ¢, if the last syllable of the
word is long, it is shortened; thus Czech viastr government : oblast» juris
dictiom (Croat. viast, oblast, SIn. viast, oblast). In a.p. a, we would expect the
preservation of the posttonic length in Vst Slavic but the attestations of it are
inconsistent, probably due to some older Vst Slavic processes and younger
shortenings in various languages. Again, Kortlandt has a complicated theory.
He believes that all languages preserve the posttonic length and that the pre
tonic length is regularly shortened. Thus, in a.p. a, where the length can be
only posttonigc, it is preserved and in a.p. ¢, where the accent is mobile, the
length can be posttonic (and thus preserved) or pretonic (and thus shorte
ned). According to Kortlandt, West Slavic has generalized the pretonic short
vowels in a.p. ¢ and Croatian has generalized the posttonic long vowels.
Thus, in Croatian loc. sg. na koréku, the length is analogical after the nom. sg.
korak step etc. One has to note that both mine and Kortlandt's theory predict
the same results here— shortened posttonic length in a.p. cinVWest Slavic and
preserved posttonic length in a.p. a. The difference is that Kortlandt must
explain the shortened posttonic length in a.p. c in West Slavic by analogy
while in my theory it is regular and covered by the same rule which covers the

40



Mate Kapovi}, Slavic length again
FlL Ol OGLIA45(2005), 29—45

shortening of the circumflex in West Slavic. Also, Kortlandt must interpret
Croat. na koraku as analogical while it is perfectly regular in my theory. Since
both theories predict the same outcome and mine is clearly much sinpler (it
needs Nno analogy and Kortlandt's needs two analogies), it is clear that the
hypothesis | proposed is in advantage once again.

Kortlandt objects that nmy theory does not explain Czech jerd» partridge
and ovad gadfly which are a.p. ¢ (SIn. jereb, ovad). However, these two exam
ples are not very relevant as | have explained in my original article. Both end
in voiced plosive and in Czech sporadic lengthening in front of a voiced ple
sive at the end of the word is hardly unusual (cf. ina.p. c Czech bul goel , snih

» snow ). Also, Czech jerab could have the length by analogy to the a.p. awvword
jestrab hawk or to the diminutive jerdbek Kortlandt further objects that my
theory does not explain the short vowel in Czech havran raven , labutt swar ,
pamett minel and kapradd ferrm (all originally a.p. a), but the sarme is true for his
theory. Czech havran might have been influenced by Czech vran» crow
(Croat./SIn. vran). The shortening in Czech peniz coir, gen. pl. penez, loc. pl.
penezich and in Polish pieniadz, gen. pl. pieniezy, inst. pl. pieniedzmi is expected
— gen. pl. *peneZ /penezZ with the nee circumflex (cf. Czech krava — gen. pl.
krav) and also regular in polysyllabic forms (or in front of a long ich in Czech
etc.). Attributing the shortening to the original long final vowel (supposed
gen. pl. * i andinst. pl. *# y), which is Kortlandt's solution, is simply unneces
sary. He agrees with me that Czech havran, labut’', pamet’, kaprad' and jablon are
originally a. p. abut he thinks that they adopted mobile stress at an early stage.
I agree that that could be one of the possible explanations of the unexpected
short vowels in West Slavic but | shall not get into Kortlandt's speculation
about it except for saying that | find it hard to believe that Slovene priprot with

- re is areflection of * or in a pretonic syllable while- ra in Slovene variant
praprat is a reflection of posttonic * or especially in the light of the fact that the
word for ferrm is notorious for having many different variants even in the
same language (cf. [Ivie Dular 1990). Kortlandt believes that Slovene preser
ved the original a.p. aingavran but also the a.p. c variant in gavran. However,
Slovene gavran is most probably an innovation— fromthe forms like za gavrana
(: gavran), the circumflex has vwrongly been reinterpreted as being the same as
in za golobax for a pidgeor, a.p. ¢) and by analogy to za goloba : golob the older
za gavrana . gavran became za gavrana : gavran. There is no need to push some
thing to Common Slavic if the same can be explained as a very young innova
tion in Slovene. Kortlandt thinks that Croatian has preserved a trace of the oA
ginal shortening of pretonic long vowels in the numerals dévet nine and déeset

» ter . However this is quite unbelievable since these numbers are indeclinable
in Croatian and there is simply no form in which the length could be pretonic
in order for the supposed shortening to be transferred to the posttonic posi
tion as well. Additionally, dévet and deset are easily explainable as allegre forms
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of also attested and expected dévet and déset. This kind of shortening is not
unusual in numbers. Kortlandt says that his views on the development of
post and pretonic length are corroborated by Czech derivatives like pekar baker
but rybars fishermar . He accuses me of dismissing these exarmples vthout dis
cussion. However it is not clear what Kortlandt wants to accomplish by these
examples. If he wants to maintain the idea that the difference between a.p. c
and a.p. ain preserving the length is clear, he should note that if this were so,
these exarmples would also be in accord with my theory (mobile *pékaé =~
Croatian pekar, Czech pekarwith no lengthina.p. c). However, | do not believe
that the example pekar is archaic since one does Not expect mobile accentua
tioninan* aé derivative from the mobile root (cf. Dybo 1981:176—178). Thus
one would not expect **pékab , gen. sg. **0& pekara but *pekaB , gen. sg. *pekara
(Croat. pekar could be secondary, derived, for instance, frompeka baking licl).

Kortlandt also thinks that the medial short vowel in Croat. starica» old
wvwomar and mislits think is regular and not analogical. However he does not
explain the Montenegrin and Serbian dialectal forms like pu{kama guns (a.p.
a) but “énama vwomern (a.p. b), nogama (a.p. ©). " Of course one could say itis
regular in some dialects that all posttonic syllables which can be accented (= i.
e. have an original acute) are shortened but it is very doubtful that a rule like
that could be a strictly phonetic one.

8. Conclusion

IN the conclusion of his paper, Kortlandt accuses me of a supposed heavy
reliance on my mother tongue (i. e. Croatian) which, according to him, creates
a bias against the West Slavic and Slovene evidence. He also kindly reminds
me of a need of a proper assessment of earlier scholars' opinions. As for the
first comment, | shall cite the fourth sentence of Kortlandt's ovwn paper: »l
shall focus on the Serbe Croatian dialectal area, where the Prote Slavic accen
tual system is better preserved than elsewhere«. Nowy if Kortlandt himself
admits the value of the data of the language wWhich is incidentally my mother
tongue, why is he accusing me of doing the same? Of course, these accusa
tions are simply bogus— if one browses through my original article (Kapovi}
2005a), one will see that there is no truth in the claim that | discriminate other
languages because of Croatian. For instance, | note that the distinction of the
old a.p. band a.p. c definite adjectives is best preserved in West Slavic and not
in Croatian, in the case of the pretonic length in verbs, | take Slovincian to be

' Kortlandt says that the shortening of the suffix in potegnut to pul is regular

before the lost i but not in dvignut to likt . That claim be understood only within his
ovwn doctrine, which | cannot accept. In fact, these examples only showv the regular
reflection of Commmon Slavic *potegnoti (the length is reintroduced from thepresent
tense, ofcourse) and *dvignoti. The original length of the second example has not been
shortened analogically te nut verbs here (as is the case in many dialects).
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the most archaic etc. As for the objection that | did not assess earlier scholar
ship, that is simply not true. Although the purpose of my paper was not to
assess earlier theories but rather to explain the material in the best possible
way | for instance did mention shortly Kortlandt's theory. Indeed, one of the
reasons for proposing nmy ovwn theory on the development of length in Slavic
was that | was not happy with the way earlier theories tried to explain it. 1|
think that in this paper | have successfully showed some of the reasons why
Kortlandt's theory on Slavic length cannot be acceptable. Kortlandt's theory
fails to explain the length in the sdkne type words which also disproves his
theory about the general shortening of pretonic length. Furthermore, it also
fails to explain the short pretonic vowel in a.p. b infinitive but a long vowel in
the present tense in Slovincian, Old Polish, some Kajkavian dialects and
Molise Croatian. He is thus forced to make up the most unbelievable theories
in order to explain Old Polish verbs sedzi} : sadzisz, przystepi}: przystapisz. Kort
landt cannot explain the short vowel in Croatian dialectal words like zabava
and in order to obtain the same results as my theory does in polysyllabic
words with the posttonic (and pretonic) length he has to assume different
analogies while my theory requires none. Kortlandt also tries to criticize my
theory by often claiming that this or that development is impossible or unHl
kely but in each case his objections are invalid. For instance, the case of anale
gical accent in Croat. dial. “eneis quite clear — nobody can argue that it is
impossible for pronoun forms to influence Nnouns forms. Kortlandt also critici
zes my and the traditional treatment of a.p. band a.p. ca stems in West Slavic
by saying that this kind of development is not likely, even though we find a
similar one i Prote Latvian, and by saying that there is absolutely no reason to
keep the a.p. b and a.p. c distinct. If the latter were correct, accentologists
wwould have nothing to do since all the different paradignms vwould have been
leveled by nowv in all the languages. Because of all this and because of appa
rent lacunae in Kortlandt's theory (like the myth of general shortening of pre
tonic length and of a long pretonic vowel in a.p. b infinitives), one has to con
clude that Kortlandt's theory simply does not explain the material in the sat
sfactory manner and that it has to be modified, if that is even possible, or sim
ply abandoned.
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Opet o slavenskim duljinama

Sa“etak

U ~lanku se govori o odreenim pojedinostima razvoja duljine u slavenskim
jezicima, s usporedbom teorije autora -lanka s teorijom Frederika Kortlandta.
Autor poku{ava dokazati prednosti svoje teorije i nedostatke drugoga pristupa
koji se pokazuje neprikladnim za opisivanje jezi-noga stanja u slavenskimjezici
ma. U ~lanku se, izme]u ostaloga, govori: o kra}enju duljine u posljednjem sle
gu, O odrazu staroga i novoga akuta u ~e{kom, o naglasku odre]enih pridjeva

Nn.p. b, o problemu odraza prednaglasnih i zanaglasnih duljina u ju“noslaven
skimi zapadnoslavenskimjezicima itd.

Klju~ne rije~i: duljina, akcentuacija, slavenski jezici
Key words: length, accentuation, Slavic languages








