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Clanek obravnava razvoj praslovanskih novoakutiranih vokalov *o
in *e, ki se v sodobnih slovanskih jezikih odrazata kot kratka vokala,
dvoglasnika ali dolga vokala. Njun odraz je pogojen z izvorom no-
vega akuta — Ce je nastal z naglasnim umikom s kon¢nega jera, sta se
novonaglasena *o oz. *e podaljSala, kasneje pa v Stevilnih slovanskih
narecjih diftongizirala; ¢e je novoakutirani glas nastal na drug nacin,
je kvantiteta novonaglasenega *o ali *e odvisna od narecja.

The article' discusses the development of the Proto-Slavic vowels *o
and *e with a neoacute accent. These vowels are reflected as short
vowels, diphthongs or long vowels in the modern Slavic languages.
Their outcome is conditioned by the origin of the neoacute: if it arose
through retraction of the accent from a word-final jer, the newly ac-
cented *o or *e became long and was subsequently diphthongized in
a number of Slavic dialects. If the neoacute accent arose in a different
way, the quantity of the newly accented *o or *e depends on the dialect.

Kljuéne besede: vokal, novi akut, praslovans¢ina, slovanski jeziki

Key words: vowel, neoacute, Proto-Slavic, Slavic languages

1 *O and *e in Slavic

It is a well-known fact from the historical grammar of Slavic that the vowels
*o0 and *e go back to historically short vowels. Nevertheless, late Proto-Slavic

! Part of the research for this article was conducted within the project Documentation and
Interpretation of the Earliest Croatian, financed by the Croatian Science Foundation.
I am much obliged to Frederik Kortlandt with whom I discussed many of the problems
discussed in this article.
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*e or *o could be long or short. Long *e and *o arose under the following

circumstances:?

1. through contraction after the deletion of intervocalic *j, first in posttonic
syllables, e.g. Cz. nom.sg.n. nové, gen.sg. nového (Vaillant 1950: 195, Kort-
landt 2011: 38).

2. through assimilation of a preceding *j, e.g. *pisé- < *pisje- (Kortlandt 2015:
66).

3. under a rising tone (a “neoacute”) (Van Wijk 1916, Vaillant 1950: 265ff)).

It is the last category this paper is concerned with. When we collect all examples

of neoacute *e or *o we can distinguish two categories:

1. *e or *o which is reflected as a long vowel or diphthong in all Slavic languag-
es which provide evidence about vowel length, with a few minor exceptions.

2. *e or *o which is reflected as a long vowel or diphthong in some languages
but as a short vowel in others.

The variation we find is connected with the fact that the rising accent referred
to as “neoacute” has multiple origins (cf. Kortlandt 2015: 69). I will give a
brief explanation of the origin of the different reflexes, after which the relevant
material will be discussed. We can distinguish four processes which resulted
in rising accents that can be referred to as a neoacute (in the examples below
I will write the neoacute with a grave accent (*¢, *0) regardless of its length):
a) neoacute that arose as a result of the retraction of the accent from a final
jer onto a preceding syllable, which obtained a rising accent, e.g. 2sg.pres.
*nesesSv > *nesesv, [-ptc. m.sg. *neslv > *neslv.
b) neoacute that arose as a result of Dybo’s law, according to which a non-acute,
non-falling accent shifted to the following syllable. If that syllable contained

2 There are more early lengthenings, but those are limited to smaller dialect areas, e.g.
lengthening before voiced consonants in closed syllables (e.g., Polish bog < *boguv).
Lengthening in monosyllabic forms with a falling accent (e.g. Sln. bog < *bogw) might
be a common Slavic development (Kortlandt 2011: 305), but length is found in western
South Slavic only. In this paper I have chosen to consistently use the term “Proto-Slavic”
to refer to the language spoken until the last innovations common to all of Slavic no
earlier than the first half of the 9™ century, without distinguishing between “Proto-
Slavic” and “Common Slavic”, “Early Proto-Slavic” and “Late Proto-Slavic” or using
similar formal periodizations because such a distinction would have no influence on
the outcome of the present discussion.

In Slavic accentology, the term “neoacute”, in its widest sense, refers to a subgroup of
the rising accents that are reconstructed for Proto-Slavic. They contrast with the “acute”,
which is a short rising accent on the vowels *a, *i, *y, *u, *¢ or *¢ or a diphthong. The
most precise definition of what a “neoacute” is, is the following: 1) any rising accent
on the vowels *e, *o, *» or *v (e.g. *sedmo, gen.pl. *nogv, *dbnv, nom.sg. *bobw, nom.
sg.m. *desnv, gen.sg. *potoka); 2) a long rising accent on the vowels *a, *i, *y, *u, *¢
or *¢ or a diphthong (e.g. *susa, *storza, gen.pl. *zimw). In medial stressed syllables
(not counting word-final jers), the difference between neoacute and acute cannot be seen
directly, because Proto-Slavic had no distinctive length in medial stressed syllables.

w
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a short vowel, it obtained a rising accent, e.g. *potoksv > *potoks. Dybo’s law
did not shift the accent onto a word-final jer (Kortlandt 2011: 17-19, 170f)),
with the possible exception of final jer preceded by a tautosyllabic resonant
(*-CRuv/v) in Czech and South Slavic, see below. Accordingly, the old non-
final rising accent of nom.sg. *kons, *otbcw, gen.pl. *zénw» was preserved.
This rising accent is identical to the one in *potoke.

c¢) neoacute that arose as a result of Stang’s law, according to which a long
falling accent in a final syllable (not counting final jers) was shifted to the
preceding syllable, which obtained a rising accent, e.g. 2sg.pres. *mozéso >
*mozeso.

d) neoacute that arose as a result of the retraction of the accent from an internal
jer onto a preceding syllable, which obtained a rising accent, e.g. *konbskvjb
> *konvskuvjb.

These four developments affected all of Slavic but they did not take place at

the same time. The relative chronology of these changes accounts for the length

differences of neoacute *o and *e in the individual Slavic languages we will
now proceed to discuss. Note that a) affected words belonging to the Proto-

Slavic accent paradigm ¢, while b), ¢) and d) affected words belonging to accent

paradigm b (on these accentual paradigms see Stang 1957). There are a few

innovations in the individual Slavic languages that need to be kept in mind.

In Czech, Upper Sorbian and Slovene, short rising vowels were lengthened

in non-final syllables (with different additional conditions in the individual

languages, see Greenberg 2000: 128ff., Kortlandt 2011: 341f., Derksen 2008),

while in Ukrainian *o was *o lengthened if jer (» or ») was lost in the follow-

ing syllable and *e if a front jer (») was lost in the following syllable (Shevelov

1979: 302ff., 318ff.).

In forms in which *e, *o is consistently long or a diphthong in the relevant
Slavic languages, the accent was originally on a word-final jer and was retracted
onto the preceding syllable (development a) above). The vowel that received
the stress was apparently lengthened. This retraction is found exclusively in
paradigms with mobile accentuation and can be dated before the other devel-
opments mentioned above (cf. Kortlandt 2011: 170, 338f)). Evidence for a long
vowel comes from:

— the gen.pl. of nouns with mobile accentuation (i.e. belonging to accent para-
digm ¢): Cakavian (Vrgada) kds ‘hair’, nebés ‘heaven’, Slovene ndg ‘leg’,
Czech synu ‘son’. The long vowel in the gen.pl. of mobile nouns is clearly
of Proto-Slavic origin and it spread to non-mobile nouns in South Slavic (S,
Cr., SIn. krav ‘cow’) and Slovak (6s ‘wasp’, sil ‘power’, kopyt ‘hoof”) and
in Polish in the a-stems (ds ‘wasp’, mgk ‘suffering’), but not in the neuter
o-stems (pet ‘fetter’, blot ‘marsh’, Kortlandt 2011: 54), and not at all not
in Czech, where a long vowel is found in some mobile nouns in the older
language and today only in relic forms (Verweij 1994: 507f.).

— the nom.sg.m. of the possessive pronouns *mojs, *tvojs, *svojb: Ru. dial. mdyj,
Cz. miyj, Slk. méj, Sln. mdj, Kajk. (Bednja) myej, Cak. (Bra¢) m¢j (van Wijk
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1916: 323ff)). In Slovak #voj, svoj, the original 6 became o after the initial
cluster eding in -v-, cf. Slk. dial. svgj, tvdj, Cz. sviij, tviij (Pauliny 1990:
176). The paradigm of these pronouns has end-stress in Slavic. The nom.sg.
form must have had end-stress at an earlier stage as well. If the stress had
been on the root, it should have had a falling tone (*mojs etc.), and this tone
should have been preserved in most of Slovene, Kajkavian and Cakavian.
These forms are not due to early Slavic lengthening before *-jb», as van Wijk
(ibidem: 325) suggested (cf. Nonnenmacher-Pribi¢ 1961: 94).

— the adverb *domove ‘home’, an old dat.sg. to the u-stem *domw (Ru. dial.
domdaj, OCz. domov, Cz. domii, SIn. domgv (secondary dom¢v)). The short
reflex in Slk. domov is due to the following *u (Verweij 1994: 515). Ukr.
dial. domiv preserves the final accentuation but provides no information
about the original length of the *o. The stress must have been on the final
jer in early Proto-Slavic, because *domw belongs to the accentual type with
stress alternating between the initial and final syllables. The attested stress
on the medial syllable of *domove can therefore only be due to a retraction
of the stress from the final jer.

— the imperatives *(ne) boju se ‘(do not) fear!”, *stojb ‘stand’ (Cak., Kajk. stdj,
boj se, Sln. stgj, bgj se, Cz. stiyj, dial. (Silezian) buyj, Slk. bagj, but stoj with
an analogical short vowel. The present of these verbs has mobile accentua-
tion. If the stress had originally been on the root in the 2sg. imperative, it
should have had a falling tone (*bdj», *stdj»), and this tone should have been
preserved in most of Slovene, Kajkavian and Cakavian.

— present forms of mobile verbs of the type Cakavian (Senj) pijé, pecé. The
long rising accent originates in the 2sg. *nesésv» < *nesess and 3sg. *nesé(tv)
< *nesetv (on the latter ending see Kortlandt 2009: 157ff)). The long rising
vowel resulted from the retraction of the accent from a final jer and can be
compared to the long vowel in the gen.pl. The long vowel is found in some
Cakavian dialects, e.g., apart from the Senj dialect mentioned above, Susak
rest'é, klad'é, in various Stokavian dialects (cf. Kapovi¢ 2009), e.g. Posavian
pece, te¢é, Neostok. dial. peces, in Prekmurje Slovene (Cankova) ndsé, zibé,*
and in Central Slovak, nesie, pecie. Kajkavian, most of Slovene and Cakavian
and part of Stokavian generalized a short suffix vowel, as did Czech and part
of Slovak (cf. Vermeer 1984: 380ff). In much of Stokavian and Cakavian,
we find a redistribution of vowel length depending on the length of the root
vowel: the suffix is long when the root vowel is short and the suffix is short

4 Suffix-stress is also preserved in north-west Slovene: Gailtal nasé, racé, Resia nasé,
bodg¢. The timbre of the vowel is surprising, because long *é otherwise became Gailtal
ia, Resia i e.g. liad, lit < *lédv, Siast < *S$ésto. Perhaps the vowel was originally short
(like in the neighbouring Slovene dialects) and was lengthened analogically at an early
stage, i.e. before the loss of post-tonic length in verbs like 3sg. *bryse, *bode, *kupuje
> Gailtal brise, kapiije, bode) but after the raising of *eé. Alternatively, the timbre of
the vowel may have been restored after the raising of *¢ to *¢ in analogy to verbs with
a long root-vowel and a short stressed suffix, e.g. *rasté, *tresé > Gailtal raste, trése,
Resia raste.
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when the root vowel is long (ibidem: 365f., the same distribution is found
in north-western Slovene).

In all other cases, neoacute *o and *e are reflected as short in some languages,
but as long or diphthongal in others. Stokavian and Cakavian always have a
short reflex in these categories (disregarding later lengthenings in specific
environments). Russian dialects with a distinction between monophthongal
and diphthongal reflexes of *o always have a diphthongal reflex of neoacute
*o. Long/diphthongal reflexes are relatively frequent in monosyllabic forms
of nominal paradigms belonging to accent paradigm b and in those cases in
which *e or *o received the accent as a result of Stang’s law or the retraction
of the accent from a weak internal jer:

— the nom.sg. of masculine (j)o-stems belonging to Proto-Slavic accent para-
digm b: *kosw, *konjv, *potw, *bobw etc. The root vowel is short in South
Slavic, but long in Russian dialects and predominantly long in West Slavic.
The diphthongal reflex in Ru. dial. s#6l, kén, snop etc. is in line with fact
that any neoacute *o becomes Ru. dial. 6. I agree with Kortlandt (2011: 345f.)
that the reflex of a long vowel in, e.g., Czech kiin, stiil, niiz, Slovak kon, stol,
noz is likely to be due to analogy with other case-forms with stem-stress,
e.g. loc.sg. *koni, gen.pl. *kon, loc.pl. *konix, inst.pl. *koni. In South Slavic,
except Kajkavian, only the gen.pl. had a long vowel (see below). Accord-
ingly, there was no motive for introducing a long vowel in the nom.sg. form
in South Slavic, as there was in Czech and Slovak.

— the definite form of adjectives belonging to accent paradigm b: *novyjs,
*90lvjb, *dobrujb. The accent was originally on the final stem-syllable
(*novyjv), after which post-tonic *-»j» was contracted to *-jj, the accent
shifted to the following syllable according to Dybo’s law (> *novyj), from
which it was retracted again as a result of Stang’s law (> *novyj/*novyy).

— i-presents belonging to accent paradigm b: *nosiss, *voliso, *modlise, *xodiss.
Here, too, the neoacute results from Stang’s law. We find a diphthong in
Russian dialects, a long vowel in Kajkavian, but a short vowel in SIk. nosis,
Pl. nosisz because of the (originally) long vowel in the following syllable.

— je-presents belonging to accent paradigm b: *stefesw, *glod ‘es». The thematic
present *mozess also belongs here (cf. Vermeer 1984: 363). It has a diphthon-
gal reflex in Russian dialects and Slovak, a long reflex in Kajkavian and an
analogical short reflex in Pl. moze.

— individual case forms of nouns belonging to accent paradigm b, e.g. loc.sg.
*vole, *koni, loc.pl. *volex, *konix, inst.pl. *voly, *koni.

— the volja-type, which is much discussed in the literature, cf. Stang 1957: 571f.,
Kapovi¢ 2007, Fecht 2010, Kortlandt 2015. The neoacute in this category is
the result of Stang’s law, which caused the stress to shift from the ending
(*vold) to the preceding syllable. Examples with *o are *vola, *koza, *xod a,
*vona and *nosa. We find a reflex of a long vowel in Slovak, East Slavic
and Kajkavian and reflexes of a short vowel in Cakavian and Stokavian.
The volja-type was frequently influenced by ja-stems with different accen-
tuation and by nouns in -wja, e.g. Slk. koza, nosa instead of *koza, *nosa,
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USorb. wola, koza instead of *wdla, *kozZa, Ru. dial. volja instead of *vdlja,
Stokavian hoda instead of *hdda, Old Polish wold, wonid (with analogical
long *-a < *-yja) instead of *wola, *wonia, S, Cr. hoda, tonja instead of
*hoda, *tonja etc. Besides ja-stems, a neoacute is sometimes also found
in other a-stems, such as *kora ‘bast’ (in analogy to *kozZa ‘skin’) and the
loanwords *Skoda ‘damage, pity’ and *sgbota ‘Saturday’.

words in which the accent was retracted from a medial weak jer onto a
preceding vowel: *konjeskuvjb, *Zeénvskujb, *sélvskvjv, *otrocujv, *posvljess,
*dojvdess, *glézon- Tt is often difficult to determine the original length of
the vowel in these cases. The short stem vowel of Cz. korisky, Zensky, zeli,
Slk. konsky, Zensky, dial. zelé can be connected to the following syllable
which contains a long vowel, cf. the reflex of a long stem vowel in USorb.
konski, Slnc. kounshi.

In all other cases short reflexes are dominant:

[-participle of mobile athematic verbs: *nesl», *péklv, *bodlv. Short in South
Slavic, long in Slovak (niesol), short in modern Czech (nesl), but cf. Old
Czech védl. The accent was originally on the final syllable, from which it
was retracted causing a diphthongal reflex in Slovak, but not in Czech or
South Slavic. Kortlandt (2014: 130) considers the short reflexes in South
Slavic to be due to analogy.

the [-participle *moglv (accent paradigm b). The accent was on the first syl-
lable before the application of Dybo’s law and shifted to the final jer in South
Slavic (to be retracted again later), but remained on the first syllable in West
Slavic in view of Slovak mohol. The latter was apparently accentually distinct
from niesol, which has a diphthong due to a retraction of the accent from the
final syllable. The reflexes of neoacute *o in *mogl» are consistently short,
except in OCz. mohl, Slovak dial. mohol (Ukr. mih and Sln. mggel are due
to regular lengthenings in these languages). The long reflex in Old Czech
and Slovak was probably introduced analogically (Kortlandt 2011: 345).

[

The type *zelvje, *pervje, *grobuje, *kozuju is slightly more complicated because one
expects final unstressed *-sje to have been contracted before Dybo’s law (*zélvje > *zéle
etc., cf. Kortlandt 2011: 38). This should have become *zelé as a result of Dybo’s law and
then *zéle as a result of Stang’s law. Apparently, the sequence *-»(j)e was restored on
the basis of caseforms in which no contraction had taken place (e.g. the gen.sg. *-s(j)a,
cf. the preserved cluster of Stok., Cak. brica ‘brothers’ < *bratvja) and on the basis
of nouns in which the suffix was stressed *-b(j)e (>*-pjé after Dybo’s law, reflected
in, e.g., Cak. (Novi) vodi, kament, zelf). Later contraction of *-u(j)e produced the long
final vowel of Vrgada pérjé, zéle, grozjé, Novi pérji, zelénjt, kozji, Grobnik pérji, veséji,
grobjt etc. The restoration of posttonic *-»(j)e in *pervje, *grobsje etc. probably took
place before Dybo’s law (which then shifted the accent to the jer: *zelb(j)e). If this is
correct, the neoacute on the initial syllable of *zélvje in western South Slavic is due to
the retraction of the accent from an internal jer (Kortlandt 2014: 129).
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Similar examples are found in the nom.sg.m. of nouns and adjectives be-
longing to accent paradigm b with a stem ending in a resonant: nom.sg.
*odrv, *bobrv/*bebrv, *koprv, *kosmv, nom.sg.m. *dobrs, *mokrv, *ostrv,
*teplv/*toplv. These have a short vowel in South Slavic, but Old Czech has
dobr. Note that Slovak has a long reflex in k6por and védor, which may indicate
that this is the regular reflex of *o in this type of words (cf. Slk. dial. méhol).
However, in view of the secondary -6- in masculine o-stems like k671 and s#6l, it
is conceivable that we are dealing with an analogical -6- here as well. Masculine
o-stems of the type *odrs etc. were sometimes subject to generalization of final
stress from the oblique cases after the introduction of a secondary jer in the
second syllable, e.g. Neostok. odar. This generalization was fuelled by analogy
with nouns with a disyllabic stem of which the second syllable contained a jer,
e.g. *orvlv, *ovens, *oveswv, *osvle (Neostok. orao, ovan, Ru. os’dl, ov’6s). The
noun *ogns (m. 1)/ *ogne (m. jo) ‘fire’ has final stress in the nom.sg. in almost
all languages (Ru. ogdn’, Sln. dgenj, Neostok. ogany).® This final stress points
to a relatively early introduction of a prop-vowel between *g and *# (compared
to the type *odrw, *koprv). This may be because *ogns/*ogne shares its initial
*0- with *orslv, *ovenv, *ovesv, *ossle or because the word-final cluster *-gn
that arose after the loss of the final jer was not tolerated.

The cardinals *sedmw and *osmb also belong here. They have a diphthongal
reflex in Ru. dial. vésem’, but a short reflex in Cz. osm, SIk. osem, Pl. osiem,
Sinc. virosém, Stok., Cak. dsam, Kajk. osem (Sln. ¢sam is ambiguous, USorb.
has wosom next to wosom). In contrast, the ordinals *sedmwjb, *osmuvjb are
predominantly attested with a long vowel or diphthong, cf. Cz. dial. iismy, Slk.
ésmy, Pl. 6smy, Slnc. vousmi, Polab. vasmé, Cak. ésmi, Kajk. ésmi, Sln. dial.
(Prekmurje) ‘ousmi, although USorb. wosmy has the reflex of a short vowel.
The diphthong in the East Slavic cardinal is the regular reflex of neoacute *o
(cf. Vaillant 1950: 187). In both the cardinal and the ordinal the accent was
on the initial syllable before Dybo’s law (¥osmw, *osmwjb), where it stayed in
*osmo in Slovak osem but shifted to the final jer and was retracted again in
(Western) South Slavic (> *osmb > *osmw, cf. Pronk 2013: 115f)). In the ordinal
*osmujb, the initial stress is due to a combination of Dybo’s and Stang’s laws,
see above on *novejb etc. The Russian definite form vos'mdj exists since Old
Russian (Zaliznjak 2011: 168) next to a form with root stress, ds’myj, Ru. dial.
and Ukr. vds’myj. Similar doublets exist for *sedmujo (ibidem: 167), cf. sédmy
but sedmdja in the 14" century Cudovskij Novyj Zavet. The forms with suffix
stress are probably secondary in analogy to Sestyj ‘sixth’ (rarely $éstyj, which
is probably analogical to dsmyj). South Slavic dialects that preserve traces of
end stress in the definite form of mobile adjectives, such as the Cakavian dia-
lect of Novi and the Stokavian dialects of the Posavina, preserve the old root
stress in the ordinals ‘sixth’, ‘seventh’ and ‘eighth’: Novi sédmi, ésmi (Beli¢

¢ With the exception of some Cakavian dialects (e.g. Bra& dgort), in which we also fre-
quently find unexpected initial stress in forms with a medial jer (e.g. Bra¢ oca < *otuvca,
pismo < *pisemo, dral < *orvlv, examples from Simunovié¢ 2009).
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2000: 143), Posavina $ésti, sédmi, osmi, but prvi ‘first’ (Ivsi¢ 1913: 56f.). The
long root vowel in Cakavian and Stokavian is analogical after pér7 “fifth’, devéti
‘ninth’ etc., and the same is true for the long vowel of OCz. and Cz. dial. sésty,

sedmy, Polish siodmy, 6smy (Bulaxovskij 1983: 109, Kapovi¢ 2007: 92, fn. 5).

— the second syllable of nouns with a polysyllabic stem like *potok-, *narod-,
*borlog-, *vinogord-, *e/olen-, *plemen- etc. It received the accent from the
first syllable as a result of Dybo’s law.

— the final syllable of the nom.acc.sg. of neuter nouns and adjectives belonging
to a.p. b: *dono, *pisemo, *lice, *novo. Here the vowel is generally short, but
diphthongal in Ru. dial. dné, pis'md, syroko. The long vowel of Sin. dial.
dng, rojstvg is due to more recent lengthening of *-o, probably originally
only when followed by a clitic (Ramovs 1921: 235f). There is also rojstvg,
the timbre of which may be analogical to that of other neuter o-stems where
it is regular, e.g. mesd, oko, léto. The long ending is, however, reminiscent
of that of Cak. (e.g. Novi, Vrgada) -stvo, -stva (cf. Beli¢ 2000: 142, 159):
dristvo, trojstvo, where the analogy proposed for Slovene would not work.
Beli¢ (ibidem: 142) explained the Cakavian long vowel from a merger of
the suffixes *-bstvo and *-bstveje (similarly already Skrabec for Slovene,
see Valjavec 1897: 211). The latter would regularly have produced long end-
ings, cf. Cak. (Novi) kameni, (Vrgada) koréne, Sin. dial. (Nadiski) koranio,
(Prekmurje) zelenjé < *-vje (Sekli 2013: 142f). The neocircumflex of Sln.
otrgstvo, zénstvo < *otrocwstvo, *zZenwstvo is probably not due to the internal
weak jer (cf. otrgski, Zénski < *otrocwskujb, *Zenvsksjo, see Pronk 2013) and
therefore also points to a long ending.

There is one category in which we find long *e, *o next to short *e, *o which

is not connected with the neoacute:

— the nom.sg. of masculine (j)o-stems with a monosyllabic stem belonging to
Proto-Slavic accent paradigm c: *bogs, *mostv, *gnojo, *medv, *ledv etc.
The root vowel is short in West Slavic, but long in western South Slavic,
where vowels with a falling tone were regularly lengthened in monosyllabic
words (not counting final jers).

As the first set of examples above shows, all languages have a long reflex of *o
and *e when these vowels became stressed as a result of the accent-retraction
from a final weak jer (except when preceded by an occlusive plus resonant). In
Stokavian and Cakavian, the reflex of neoacute *o and *e is short in all other
cases. We will now briefly discuss the situation in East Slavic, West Slavic and
Kajkavian before treating the Slovene data in more detail.

2 East Slavic

In Russian dialects we find a reflex of neoacute *o that differs from that of
*o0 with an originally falling accent, e.g. from Stang’s law (génit, l6vit, xoces,
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poret, tonet, dobryj, golyj), from Dybo’s law (potok, gotov, sbor, urék, mnogo,
molokd, syroko), in masculine (j)o-stems belonging to a.p. b (stél, kon, noz,
kol, topar, Syrok), with retraction from a final jer (moj, domaj, syndf, gor), with
retraction from an internal jer (nézka, dvornik, pomnit’) and before *-CRb/v
(mdg, vosem’).) Forms with polnoglasie also have a stressed diphthong, e.g.,
with acute kordva, bordd, kolot’, with neoacute koldtit, molécnyj, golovka.
Originally stressed *o in a penultimate syllable before a weak jer is reflected
as o: gen.pl. por, sov (sova and pord belong to accent paradigm b).

In Ukrainian, neoacute *o and *e remained unchanged, e.g. mdzet’, ndsyt’,
torzestvo, gréblja ‘dam’, unless they were followed by a weak jer. Every *o
before a syllable in which a jer was lost, regardless of its original intonation,
was lengthened and diphthongized and eventually became i (word-initial vi-)
in the standard language (Shevelov 1979: 318f.). Every *e before a syllable in
which a front jer was lost also became i. Only the reflex of *e before a sylla-
ble in which a back jer was lost depended on the original accentuation of the
*e. According to Shevelov, the reflex of *e before a lost back jer is i “under a
retracted stress” (o.c., 323), e.g., nis ‘carried’, gen.pl. kolis, sil, otherwise it is
e. The original distribution is obscured by the changes *e > *o (after a palatal
consonant) > i (if a jer was lost in the following syllable), interdialectal borrow-
ing and analogies (Bulaxovs’kyj 1943, Shevelov 1979: 327). It seems plausible
that the -i- of nis and kolis was originally a long *é that had been lengthened
as a result of the retraction of the stress from the final jer (*neslo > *néslw, cf.
Slk. niesol) and merged with the reflex of *¢ in Ukrainian.

A special case are instances in which the final syllable of a word contains
stressed -0- as a result of polnoglasie, e.g., with acute polon, moroz, horox, gen.
pl. vorén, kolod, but analogical porih ‘threshold’, with neoacute ohordd, xvorost,
storoza, horoza, vorota, molotys. The regular reflex is -0-, not -i- in spite of
the lost jer at the end of the word. We do, however, often find -i- in the gen.pl.
of mobile nouns (holiv, vorit, borid, storin, cf. also cerid, but derév), deriva-
tives with the suffix -ka (holivka (but holovka of cabbage, cheese, onions etc.),
boridka, but storozka) and in the masculine singular form of the /-ptc. (volik, f.
volokla, berih, f. berehld). It has been argued that the opposition between Ukr.
holiv and moroz reflects an earlier tonal opposition between acute and neoacute
accents (Bulaxovskij 1958: 87f., Zovtobrjux et al. 1980: 94f., Kortlandt 2011:
172), but this idea cannot be maintained, as is shown by isolated examples with
-oro- from a neoacute like ohorod, xvorost, storoza, horoza and vorota (Selis¢ev
1951: 170, Zaliznjak 1985: 161-163), and by the absence of forms with -oRi- or
-eRi- in texts before the late 17" century (Shevelov 1979: 109, 607). The forms
with -i- all contain analogical -i-, like in korova, koriv, korivka, beréza, beriz,
berizka, bloxa, blix, bliska, vordta, vorit, voritka. Forms like nis, kolis and sil
mentioned above formed the model for the introduction of -i- for -e- in berih,
beriz, cerid etc.

7 Data given here are from sources quoted by van Wijk (1916) and Vasil’ev (1929).
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3 West Slavic

Slovak has a diphthongal reflex of neoacute *o (in a few examples also of neo-
acute *e), except before a syllable containing a long vowel, e.g. in i-presents of
the type nosim and adjectives of the type konsky. A short reflex of the neoacute
appears to the regular outcome in a number of disyllabic forms ending in a jer
which had initial stress before Dybo’s law, e.g. the numerals sedem, osem and
the [-participle mohl (but dial. méhol).

It has traditionally been assumed that Czech had the same reflexes as Slovak
(cf. Nonnenmacher-Pribi¢ 1961: 95), although the situation in Czech is difficult
to assess. Czech lengthened acute and neoacute vowels in disyllabic words
unless the following syllable contained a long vowel, which largely obscured
the original situation, cf. the ambiguous muiZe, piijdes, nosis, dobry, zeli. The
Czech loc. and ins.pl. of (j)o-stems belonging to a.p. b have a short reflex of
a neoacute *o (e.g. stolech, stoly), but this can easily be due to analogy with
other forms of the paradigm. The ins.pl. koZemi (secondarily also kiizemi) to
kiize might point to an originally short reflex, but the *o is probably analogi-
cal to gen.pl. kozi, dat.pl. kozim, loc.pl. kozich, all with a regular short reflex
because of the long vowel in the final syllable (cf. Bulaxovskij 1983: 109). The
analogy, cf. the long reflex in kiiles (but OCz. koles), OCz. uores (ibidem). The
only evidence for an originally long or diphthongal reflex in Czech is indi-
rect and comes from the nom.acc.sg. of the masculine (j)o-stems. The o-stem
paradigm with length in the nom.sg. (s#:i/) but a short vowel in the rest of the
paradigm (stola) must be relatively old in view of the fact that Slovak shows
the same pattern: 516/, stola. In Czech, this pattern is found with a number of
nouns with a root containing *-o- originally belonging to a.p. b, viz. kun, dvur,
puist, stul, kiil, viil, niiz, but also with nouns belonging to a.p. c: bith, viiz, dul,
dum, lij, hnuj (Verweij 1994: 525ff). In Slovak, (j)o-stems with -6- throughout
the paradigm or in the nom.sg. only predominantly belong to a.p. b (ibidem:
530ff.). It can be observed that nom.sg. forms with a short root vowel replaced
forms with a long root vowel within Czech (Nonnenmacher-Pribi¢ 1961: 94).
Van Wijk regarded the long reflex as the regular outcome of neoacute *o in kun
etc. Kortlandt (2014: 128) rejects Van Wijk’s view because of the large number
of counterexamples and suggests that the long reflex was introduced from case
forms in which the accent was retracted onto the root as a result of Stang’s law,
i.e. loc.sg. *konji, loc.pl. *konjix, ins.pl. *konji. If this is correct, these cases
would originally have had a long root vowel (or, in Kortlandt’s formulation,
a diphthong). Nonnenmacher-Pribi¢ (1961: 95), following Kul’bakin, assumed
that the long reflex in the nom.sg. was due to the retraction of the accent from
a final jer. This is problematic because, as Kortlandt has shown (2011: 17ff),
the consistently short root vowel of S, Cr., SIn. konj and other masculine
(j)o-stems belonging to accent paradigm b indicates that the final jer of *konjo
etc. was never accented. Although this is evidently correct for South Slavic,
the West Slavic data are less transparent. Nevertheless, the contrast between
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the short root vowel of Slk. mohol, osem < *moglv, *osms (accent paradigm
b) and niesol < *neslv (accent paradigm c) appears to indicate that Dybo’s law
had not shifted the accent to the final jer of *mogly and *osms.® 1 therefore
agree with Kortlandt that analogical origin for nominatives of the type stii/,
stol is most likely.

A factor that may have had some influence on the introduction of a long
vowel in the nom.sg. of masculine (j)o-stems is the existence of a small group
of nouns which originally (i.e. before Dybo’s law) had final stress in the nom.
sg. form. In late Proto-Slavic, the accent was retracted onto the stem syllable,
which was lengthened as a result. An example of such a word is PSl. *d»zdj»
‘rain’ (Derksen 2008: 15f,, cf. the long vowel of OCz. dés¢, Slk. dazd’, Stok.
(Vuk) dazd, Cak. (Orbaniéi) das, (Lumbarda) ddz).? Other examples are specu-
lative, e.g. *noze ‘knife’ (long in NeoStokavian noz, Old Stokavian, Cakavian
noz, Cz. niiz, Slk. néz, short in Sln. noz, Kajkavian noz (e.g. Bednja néz, but
with a long vowel in Fertéhomok 76z), *ez» ‘hedgehog’ (long in Neostokavian
sen 2008: 125f), short in Cz. (dial.), Slk. jez) and *dvors ‘court, yard’ (long in
Neostokavian dvor, gen.sg. dvora, Old Stokavian, Cakavian, Kajkavian dvor,
Sln. dial. (Gailtal) diiar, Cz. dviir, short in Sln. dvor; Slk. dvor is ambiguous).'

8 The situation is different in western South Slavic, where both *moglv and *neslv are
reflected with a short root-vowel (e.g., Kajkavian mogel, nésel), pointing to earlier
*moglv, *nesls, both with end-stress. If the accent had been on the root the Kajkavian
and Slovene forms should have had a neocircumflex. Apparently, in western South
Slavic Dybo’s law did shift the accent onto final *-CRw, to be retracted again later. This
is confirmed by the consistently short root-vowel of other words with this structure,
e.g., Kajkavian osem, dober (Pronk 2013, although Kortlandt (2014: 130) regards these
forms as secondary). In Czech, words with the structure Ce/oCRw/» consistenly have a
short root vowel: nesl, pekl, sedm, osm, mohl, dobr, bobr, odr, kopr. In Slovak, some of
these have a diphthong: niesol, piekol, védor, képor, dial. mohol. Czech nesl, sedm etc.
did not undergo the Czech lengthening of short vowels with a rising accent in penulti-
mate syllables of disyllabic words (krdva < *krava) because the forms were apparently
monosyllabic at the time. An exception is OCz. mohl, which may have a secondary long
reflex, like Slk. dial. méhol. The reflex of a long vowel in USorb. wosom is due to the
regular Upper Sorbian lengthening of a short rising vowel.

Many Cakavian dialects have an analogical short vowel in this word. The falling tone
of Bra¢ doz, Hvar (Brusje) dorz shows that its long vowel is due to relatively recent
secondary lengthening before a resonant as in /6n ‘linen cloth’ < */6n». The lengthening
probably took place in the unattested nom.acc.sg. *dar, which developed from *daz <
*dvzdje with rotacism as in more- < *moze-. The nominative was later adapted to the
oblique stem *dazj-.

©

The remarkable long vowel of *dvors was pointed out to me by Willem Vermeer. It
may indicate that this word had end-stress in Slavic before Dybo’s law, contrasting with
the paradigm of Lith. dvédras, which reflects earlier initial stress, and Sanskrit dvaram,
also with initial stress. The shift from a Proto-Indo-European neuter to a Balto-Slavic
masculine o-stem also points to original initial stress (I1li¢-Svity¢’s law). It is difficult
to derive the apparent end-stress of *dvors from a u-stem paradigm. Such a paradigm
would probably have to be due to analogy with a Proto-Slavic nom.sg. *domd, but the
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The word for ‘hedgehog’ has joined a.p. ¢ in Cakavian and Kajkavian (jéz,
jéza). In *noze and *ezs» the long vowel may also be due to lengthening before
-z, as prof. Kortlandt suggested to me. In either case, the words for ‘rain” and
‘knife’ were inherited into Czech and Slovak with a long vowel in the nom.
acc.sg. and a short vowel in the other forms. There may have been a few more
nouns of this type (perhaps *odrs ‘bed, couch’ and *koprv “dill’, cf. Slk. vodor
‘threshing floor’, képor).

4 Kajkavian

In his monumental Jezik Hrvata Kajkavaca (1936), Stjepan Ivié gives the fol-
lowing overview of categories in which Kajkavian has a long rising accent on
an etymologically short vowel:

. zélje, groblje, stolnjak

. nom.pl.n. séla, rébra, reséta, okna, jajca (cf. sg. jajce)

. gen.pl. lonec, konec

. loc. and ins.pl.m. and n. kéni(h), voli(h), lonci(h), koli(h)

. the definite form of certain adj., dobri, novi, Siroki, zeléni

. the ordinals trétji, sédmi, osmi

. adjectives like zénski, korski, peklénski, bozZji'!

~N NN~

There are also a few categories in which neoacute *o and *e are not reflected

with a long rising accent:

1. the volja-type: volja, koza, stélja, with a circumflex. For the somewhat abber-
ant Kajkavian dialect of Hidegség and Fertdhomok in Hungary, Houtzagers
(1999) provides forms with a short vowel: voja, koza.

2. presents of i-verbs of the type nosim, hodim. The short vowel must be ana-
logical.

dom (not *dém) point to Proto-Slavic *domw. In theory, we could be dealing with traces
of an old difference between nom.sg. *doms and acc.sg. *domw, corresponding to the
mobile pattern refected in Lith. nom.sg. medus, acc.sg. médy, but it seems that the
initial accentuation of the accusative was generalized in the u- and i-stems already in
Proto-Slavic (cf. Cr. méd, gost, pét, Cz. med, host, pét). The u-stem gen.sg. *dvoru in
West Slavic (Cz. dvoru, Pl. dworu) is a recent innovation. There is no trace of a u-stem
in OCS or East Slavic and Proto-Slavic derivatives like *dvorens and *dvorisce are
derived from the older o-stem.

Houtzagers’ description of the dialect of Hidegség and Fert6homok (1999) gives short
accents: zénsko, konjsko, sélski. I found hardly any other exceptions to Ivsi¢’s categories
with long 0, é in descriptions of Kajkavian dialects. There are a few lexemes with un-
expected reflexes which may be due to analogy or local phonetic changes, e.g. Mursko
Sredisée st'oljak and k'ojnskj, where one would expect gu < *g, cf. grioubje, k'oula (data
from Blazek & Grozdana Rob 2014).
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3. internal and final *o and *e that received the stress as a result of Dybo’s
law: potoka, selo.

4. originally disyllabic words ending in *-Cs/» or *-CRuv/v: konj, vol, osem,
nésel, dober.

5. early borrowings with short stressed *o: sobota, Skoda.

It follows that in Kajkavian, neoacute *o and *e are reflected as a long vowel
if the neoacute resulted from Stang’s law or the retraction of the accent from
a final or internal jer. The unexpected short vowel in the present of i-verbs
(nosim, hodim) must be analogical to regular short *o in forms without initial
stress like 1sg. *nosu, 1pl. nosimo etc. It has traditionally been assumed that
the falling accent of the volja-type in Kajkavian is a neocircumflex. If this is
correct, the neocircumflex is probably due to a long vowel in the ending (*-ja
etc.) which was restored on the basis of other ja-stems. The orginal short end-
ing was preserved in the dialect of Hidegség and Fertéhomok. Note the sharp
contrast between the Kajkavian falling accent on the root and the accentual
mobility found in neighbouring Slovene (Pannonian in the North and perhaps
the Kozjansko-Bizeljsko dialects of Styrian in the West, see below), both being
replacements of the original paradigm with a neoacute on the root.

5 Slovene

We will now proceed to discuss the Slovene evidence for the development of

neoacute *o and *e. It is often not immediately clear whether we are dealing

with a reflex of an original long or short vowel in Slovene because of the

lengthening of short stressed vowels in non-final syllables (“brata-lengthening”,

on which see Rigler 2001: 302ff., Zorko 1998: 189ff., Greenberg 2000: 128ff.).

The main evidence comes from:

— eastern dialects that did not undergo brata-lengthening;

— dialects in which the timbre of the vowel that underwent brata-lengthening
is distinct from the timbre of older long *o and *e, especially the northern
ones in which brata-lengthening is a late phenomenon.

Ramovs (1921) discussed the development of neoacute *o in Slovene in detail
and concluded that the reflex of neoacute *o was long in a) absolute initial
position, b) closed syllables and c) absolute final position. A short reflex would
be regular in other open syllables. Rigler (2001: 67) rightly pointed out the
weaknesses of Ramovs’s view. He argued on the basis of more dialectal data
that, instead, the predominantly long reflex of Kajkavian was also the primary
reflex in Slovene, at least “v pretezni vecéini” (ibidem: 418). Elsewhere, he more
carefully stated that “so namre¢ tudi v slovenscini nastopila daljSanja v posa-
meznih kategorijah, ki se precej ujemajo s kajkavskimi podaljSavami” (ibidem:
399). Rigler (ibidem: 25, 69ff., 313) distinguishes between early lengthening
of neoacute *o and *e, which produced a long vowel that merged with existing
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long *o and *e in individual words, often different in different dialects, and later
lengthening which affected all remaining cases. The former category includes
those cases in which other Slavic languages also have a long reflex, such the
genitive plural, but also some other examples collected by Ramovs and Rigler
himself. Rigler discussed the relevant historical Lower Carniolan (dolenski) data
in his important article Pregled osnovnih razvojnih etap v slovenskem voka-
lizmu and the Carinthian (koroski) data in his later Pripombe (“remarks”) to
his Pregled. The main objection against Rigler’s scenario is that his occasional
early lengthenings do not have the character of a sound law (with the exception
of the pan-Slavic long vowel in words in which the accent was originally on
a final jer). This suggests that they are at least partly due to analogy, and for
most long reflexes adequate models for the secondary introduction of a long
vowel can be indeed adduced, as will be shown below.

An important source for our purposes is the standard language as represented
in Pleter$nik’s dictionary and works based on it, e.g. Breznik’s Slovenska
slovnica za srednje Sole. Here we find -¢- and -¢- for neoacute *o and *e in all
categories (kgnjih, volja, nevglja, mgrem, poliem, ngsim, kozji, k¢njski, potoka,
méljem, z¢lje, Zénski, s¢lski, debéla, jeléna) except in final syllables (bob; konyj,
dng, gumno, jajcé) and those forms in which *o received the stress from a final
jer (domgv, mgj, gor, but neb¢s). The timbre of -¢-, the reflex of neoacute *o
in non-final syllables, contrasts with the reflex of long *o that arose through
lengthening of monosyllabic *o with a falling tone, e.g. bgg, kdst, and with that
that arose as a result of the forward shift of the falling accent onto a following
syllable, e.g. mesg, sirdta.'> The timbre of *o with a neocircumflex, however, is
identical to that of neoacute *o: konju, kdnjih, kdnji, dobrita, otrdstvo, gotdvim
(cf. inf. gotgviti). The reflex of *e is identical in all categories: /éd, poljé, gen.
sg. iména, pleménski. It contrasts with e, which is the regular reflex of Proto-
Slavic *¢ (jat’).

In some Slovene dialects, inherited long *6 merged with neoacute *o, e.g. in
Upper Carniola into ¢, Crni Vrh uo (Tominec 1964: 13f), Banjsice uo (Logar
1996: 15, 306f.). However, most dialects retain a distinction, e.g. Lower Carni-
olan, Inner Carniolan *o > u (Pleter$nik’s ¢), but neoacute *o > uo in non-final
syllables (Pletersnik’s ¢), Ter, Nadiza *o > uo, but neoacute *o > ¢ in non-final
syllables (cf. Logar 1996: 12), Tolmin *0 > uo, but neoacute *o > ¢ in non-final
syllables, Gailtal *o > ua, but neoacute *o > ¢ in non-final syllables (k¢za,
patoka, olje) etc.

Forms in which *o received the stress from a final jer have the same reflex
as circumflex long *6 in all dialects, e.g. Lower Carniolan muj, niy, Gailtal
muaj, nuag. This is not surpiring, because such examples have a long vowel
in the rest of Slavic as well. In Lower Carniolan, we also find the reflex of
old *¢ in loc.pl. kujnah, ins.pl. kijna, which is clearly analogical to the gen.pl.
kiijn (Skrabec 1917: 225, Ramov§ 1921: 229f). The same analogy took place
elsewhere, e.g. Upper Savinja (Spodnje Krase, Weiss 2001) gen.pl. ut'ro:k, loc.

12 Note that in the present day standard language ¢/o and ¢/e are not distinguished.
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pl. ut'ro:coh, Podjuna (Ojstrica, Zorko 1991) gen.pl. ot'ru:ak, ins.pl. ot'ru:acmi,
Gailtal (Potoce, Pronk 2009: 58) gen.pl. truak, loc.pl. triacah, ins.pl. triuacmi
‘child’. Another category in which Lower Carniolan sometimes has -u- for
neoacute *o is the nom.pl. of some neuter nouns, e.g. ukna, killa. Here too,
influence from the gen.pl. *ékon, *kél seems likely."3

In eastern dialects without brata-lengthening, the reflexes are partly iden-
tical to those of Kajkavian. In the 18" and 19" century literary language of
Prekmurje long *6 > ou (merging with long *9) and *& > & (written ¢, merg-
ing with the reflexes of long jers and *¢). Neocircumflex *o > ou: osnouviti,
dobrouta, loc.sg. potouki. Neoacute *o and *e merged with the long vowels in
some categories, but remain short in others.'

A long vowel is found, as expected, when the neoacute is due to the retrac-
tion from a final jer: gen.pl. noug, nebéfz, analogically also zén. There are
also examples in which we find ou as the reflex of neoacute *o that arose as a
result of Stang’s law: koula (pl.) ‘wagon’, kouza, kouzo, kouzov, kouze, nouvi
(cf. also ponouviti), zeléno, vefzéli, [zédmi, ousmi. We also find a long reflex
in pérje, where the neoacute is due to retraction from an internal jer, but in
some younger dialectal data this word has a short reflex: long Porabje pérdje
but short Cankova ins.sg. perjem, Martinje p’ierde.

The reflexes that appear to point to a long reflex of neoacute *o or *e that
arose as a result of Stang’s law are suspect of being secondary. The definite
adjectival forms nouvi and zeléno probably have a secondary neocircumflex,
like in most other Slovene dialects. This also applies to the long vowel of
Jzédmi, ousmi, which may alternatively have obtained a long vowel (cf. sé/zti) in
analogy to péti, devéti like in Cakavian, Stokavian, dialectal Czech and Polish.
The noun koza has the reflex of a long vowel throughout the paradigm and this
long reflex is also found more to the West in Northern Styrian (see the data
on two Pohorje dialects below). Because in Northern Styrian neoacute vowels

13 Ramovs§ also mentions a few other cases with Inner Carniolan -u- for neoacute *o.
The long reflex in pujde ‘goes’ (but PleterSnik pgjdem) cannot be separated from the
long vowel of Cakavian, Old Stokavian déjdé, Neostokavian dédeé (Ivsié 1911: 146, cf.
also Kajkavian dojde), and must therefore be old. The length cannot be due to recent
lengthening before -j- because south-eastern Cakavian has an acute (Bra¢ dgjde, cf.
kroj < *kraj with later lengthening). The forms can be explained by assuming that they
received initial stress as a result of Stang’s law after contraction of *-o(j)o- to *-gj-:
*pobdé > *povdé > *pajdé > *pojde. The long reflex in Inner Carniolan puljski, gurski
< *poljski, *gorski is secondary for older *gorski, *poljski (cf. PleterSnik gorski, poljski,
S, Cr. gorski, poljski). The vocalism is probably analogical to the gen.pl. *gor, *pdlj,
cf. Carinthian (Roz) ziansqgi for more archaic (Gailtal) Zénski on the basis of the gen.pl.
zion. Similarly, Lower Carniolan bizji replaces earlier *bozji (cf. Pleter$nik bozji, S, Cr.
bozjt). The origin of the long reflex in Gailtal kuazji, Prekmurje kouzgi must perhaps also
be sought in the gen.pl. *kdz. The long vowel of Sln. kdg (Inner Carniolan gdu, Gailtal
tiia etc.) is due to an early irregular and probably originally syntactically conditioned
lengthening of inherited *kwt0.

14 Data cited here stem from the works of Stevan Kiizmi¢, Miklo$ Kiizmi¢ and JoZef Kosi¢,
who consistently distinguish -o- from -ou-, as cited in Novak 2006.
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consistently show reflexes of an earlier short vowel, the length in Prekmurje
kouza cannot be taken as evidence for a long or diphthongal reflex of neoacute
*o from Stang’s law. One possibility is that kouza reflects *koza, like in Ka-
jkavian (Rigler 2001: 70). Neuter plurals like koula, oukna may be compared
to Lower Carniolan kiila, ukna and have an analogical long reflex from the
gen.pl., or they have an analogical neocircumflex after the type sg. mesto, pl.
mejsta. Carinthian (Roz) has a short reflex in these cases (ibidem: 68).

A short vowel is consistently found when the neoacute is due to Dybo’s law,
retraction from an internal jer (except pérje) and in disyllabic forms ending in
a jer: dat.sg. potoki, skoda, [zobota, konyszki, senfzka, kozjo (acc.sg.f.), poslem,
bob, boj, nefzao, tekao, mogao, oster, topeo, [zedem, ofzem. Like in Kajkavian,
the present of the i-stems has a short root vowel: nosi, hodimo, vodi. The present
morem, mores, more etc. also has a short root vowel.

A special case is *vola, which shows vowel alternation: nom.sg. vola, acc.sg.
volo with a short vowel, but gen.sg. voule, dat.sg. vouli, ins.sg. voulov with a
diphthong reflecting length. Similarly nevola, acc.sg. nevolo, gen.sg. nevoule,
loc.sg. nevouli, gen.pl. nevoul, dat.pl. nevolam, loc.pl. nevol(j)aj ‘misfortune’.
In his Historical phonology of the Slovene language, Greenberg (2000: 128, fn.
24) cites a paradigm with mobile accentuation reflecting a generalized pattern
from Prekmurje material: nom. vola, acc. vo'lou, gen. vo'le:, dat. po 'vouli, ins.
z vo'louf. A similar paradigm is given in Muki¢’s 2005 Porabje dictionary: véla,
gen. Zidane volé, but dobre vdule, acc. voldu, but za mojga/tvojga volo, dat./loc.
po vauli, pr vauli, cf. also nevdla, acc. nevilo, po nevdli. The Prekmurje forms
can all be derived from a paradigm with mobile accentuation, forms with a long
root vowel are due to the forward shift of the old circumflex from a prefix onto
the root: *po voli > *po voli. The mobile paradigm can be compared to that of
volja in Old Russian and is secondary. In the case of Prekmurje Slovene it was
probably the mobile noun *Zelja ‘wish’ that was the source of the mobility, cf.
zsela, v zséli in Pavel’s grammar (2013).

The Prekmurje data above correspond to the data given in Pavel’s norma-
tive Prekmurje grammar and in the dialectological literature. An extensive
overview of the data is given in the appendix to this article. I will here only
provide some additional data not attested or attested with a different reflex in
the literary language: Pavel (2013) long gen.pl. lonec, nom.pl.n. domd, plécsa,
bédra, péra, short svoj, gen.sg. jelena, 1sg.pres. orjem, posztelem, polem,
kolem, Porabje (Muki¢ 2005) long rébra, domdu, short mécen, tésen, Zetinci/
Sichelsdorf (Zorko 1998) long do'ma:u, short 'nosa, zelje, Polana (Greenberg
1993) long gr'ouzdjd, short m'ld, p'ld, s'ddmi, Martinje (ibidem) short z'ield .

In all of northern Slovene, including Pannonian, and in Kajkavian, a neocir-
cumflex was retracted onto a long vowel, e.g. pisala < *pisdla. In some words
this shift also took place onto a syllable containing *o, e.g. dtava < otava and
nom.acc.pl. k6léna < *koléna. In those cases the shift was probably analogical
(Pronk 2007). The newly stressed *o is reflected as long in Pannonian, e.g.
Cankova kopita, kolina, Martinje ‘aotava.
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The data available to me for other Pannonian Slovene dialects without brata-
lengthening, i.e. Prlekija, eastern Haloze and eastern Slovenske Gorice, mainly
shows short reflexes of neoacute *o and *e (for an exception see below).!> The
categories that have a long vowel in Prekmurje (definite adjectives, neuter
plurals, the word koza, some forms of volja) are, however, poorly represented
in the literature. The only examples I found are Slovenske Gorice (Koletnik
2001) 'ko:uza and Cerkvenjak (Rajh 2002) dobre 'vg:le with a long vowel and
Biserjane (Zorko 2009) pot 'kozoj and 'kola with a short vowel. Interesting ex-
amples with a short reflex are Slovenske Gorice ‘osmj, ‘mece, eastern Haloze
(Zorko 1998) 'nosa, 'xoja, 'zelje. The dialects more to the west all took part
in brata-lengthening. The northern dialects of Slovene nevertheless almost
always distinguish neoacute *o and *e from older long *¢ and *6. The reflexes
in western Pannonian and northern Styrian are comparable to those in eastern
Pannonian. Long reflexes are found in, e.g., western Haloze ‘na:uvi, eastern
Pohorje kouza, but in most other cases the reflex of neoacute *o and *e is a
short vowel that was later lengthened as a result of brata-lengthening.

In some Styrian dialects, such as the Cental Styrian, Central Savinja and
Kozjansko-Bizeljsko dialects, neoacute *o and *e with brata-lengthening
merged with older long *6 and *é. The situation here is not identical to that in
Kajkavian because long and lengthened *e merged with *¢. The Kozjansko-
Bizeljsko dialects show some exceptions to the generally long reflex of neoacute
*o0 and *e in non-final syllables: Lesi¢no xo:ja, 'no:sa, 'vo.ja, PiSece xo:ja,
S'ko:da, g'ro;jzdje (but vu:la), Kapele xo:ja, 'no:$a (but ‘vu:la). These dialects
may originally have had the same mobile paradigm for *xoja, *nosa and, in
Lesi¢no, *volja that is found in Pannonian.'®

The Carinthian dialects carried out brata-lengthening relatively recently
(cf. Rigler 2001: 315). Some of the categories that show an analogical long
reflex in Lower Carniolan or Pannonian have a short reflex in Carinthian that
was later lengthened as a result of brata-lengthening, e.g. the noun koza and
the nominative and accusative plural of neuter nouns like okno, selo etc. The
Carinthian dialects are further interesting with regard to the question what the
primary reflex of neoacute *o and *e was, because all Carinthian dialects with
the exception of the Gailtal dialect have a twofold reflex in those examples in
which Lower Carniolan and Pannonian point to a short reflex. Originally short
*¢ and neoacute e have identical twofold reflexes, so the rise of twofold reflex
can be dated after the merger of short *e and *¢. According to Rigler (2001:

15 The nom.sg.m. moj, tvoj, svoj have an analogical short vowel in most of Pannonian (Rigler
2001: 65), but cf. Safarski (southern Prlekija) ‘mo;j, Biserjane (north-western Prlekija)
‘moj, t'vo.j, s'vo:j. In the Western Haloze dialect of Zgornja Sveéa (Zorko 2009: 197ff)),
we find a long reflex in vo:la and xo:ja as opposed to the short reflex in ‘nu:osim,
p'ruzosim, $'kuzoda (cf. ku:oza, 'no:¢). This is reminiscent of the long reflex in *koZa in
eastern Slovene and of the long falling vowel in the volja-type in Kajkavian. Data from
other Haloze dialects show a short reflex in *volja and *xoja (see the appendix).

16 Tn the dialect of the village of Mostec, on the other hand, the forms vula and kuZa reflect
earlier *volja and *koza, similar to what is found in neighbouring Kajkavian.
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691f., 313), this twofold reflex is due to two independent waves of lengthen-
ing, first in individual cases, and subsequently in all non-final penultimate
syllables. This seems extremely unlikely. The attested material is explained
much better if one assumes that the conditioning factor for the twofold reflex
are the following sounds (Logar 1996: 20, Zdovc 1972: 92, Zorko 1998: 194,
Karni¢ar 1990: 30)."7 Before */ (perhaps also *7 and *) and syllables contain-
ing -i- (perhaps also *f), the reflex was a closed vowel, in most other cases
the reflex is an open vowel or diphthong, e.g. Kapla cve'tee:la vs. cve'te:li,
Ojstrica ne'de:la vs. b'ree:za, cf. also *jagoda > je'goo:da, but *detela > de'te:la.
Paradigmatic alternations that arose as a result of the phonetic split could be
removed or reshuffled by analogies that obscured the picture. If we look at the
individual lexemes, we can identify some words that are attested only with a
closed vowel, e.g. *nosim, *prosim, *xodim, *meljem, *volja, *zelje and *sedm,
some that are attested only with an open vowel or diphthong, e.g. *nesl, *tekl,
*pekl, *koza, *Skoda, *mecem and *morem, and some which are attested with
both reflexes, e.g. Ojstrice ‘no:sa and ‘noo:sa, Ojstrice xo.ja, but Pernice xoo.ja,
Rinkolach/Rinkole mgkr, but Pernice moo:ker, Rinkolach/Rinkole tgpu, dkna,
but Grafenbach/Kneza togpu, og?na, Suetschach/Sveée pd:siam, but Ebriach/
Obir poa:siem. The details of the development remain unclear and additional
data are required to give a complete acount of the development.

I conclude that the Slovene reflex of neoacute *o and *e is not identical to that
in Kajkavian, as Rigler claimed, but rather to that in Cakavian and Stokavian:
it was always short, except in those cases in which it arose through retraction
of the accent from a final jer. This long vowel sometimes spread throughout
paradigms or to derivatives from the same root. Some seemingly long reflexes in
other positions in dialects without tonal opposition actually reflect a (analogical)
neocircumflex accent. This is probably the case in the word koZa, which has a
reflex of a long root vowel in Pannonian and Styrian, like in Kajkavian. Other
volja-type nouns (hoja, nosa) reflect a short root vowel in these dialects, with
the exception volja itself, which reflects a paradigm with mobile accentuation
in eastern Slovene.

6 The rise of long *6 and *é in Slavic

In 1916, van Wijk’s posited “dal} schon im Urslavischen das steigend betonte o
etwas langer war als das fallend betonte”. His thesis was accepted by Ramovs in
his discussion of the reflexes of neoacute *o in Slovene and later by Kortlandt,
who argued that “Stang’s law yielded a Common Slavic quantitatively neutral
rising diphthong *"6” (2011: 21). There is no evidence to support this point of
view. The diphthongal reflex of *o that is found in a number of Slovene dia-

17 Zorko’s idea “da je Siroki refleks koroski, ozki pa Stajerski” (1989: 398) does not explain
the attested distribution, nor the fact that the twofold reflex is found as far West as the
Roz dialect.
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lects, e.g. in Lower Carniolan, cannot be equated directly with the Slovak and
dialectal Russian diphthongal reflexes.’® In late Proto-Slavic, *o was at first
always short. It obtained a new long counterpart with the rise of long *o as a
result of various accent retractions. In Kajkavian and Slovak, *o that received
the accent as a result of the accent retraction from a weak final or internal jer
or as a result of Stang’s law was lengthened. The evidence that the primary
reflex in Slovak was a long vowel and not a diphthong is provided by the gen.
pl., where we find a diphthong if the root-vowel was *o, but a long vowel in
roots containing *a, *i etc. Also cf. Central Slovak dobruo < *dobro < *dobroje
(Krajcovi¢ 1971: 48, 78). In Kajkavian, the long vowel is preserved.

The new long * eventually became the back counterpart of long *¢ in Slovak
(but not of short *¢!) and was diphthongized. The same happened in Kajkavian
(cf. Vermeer 1983: 454) and Slovene (cf. Rigler 2001: 19, Vermeer 1982: 99,
102), but in Slovene long *6 occurred in a largely different set of forms. Slovene,
like the rest of western South Slavic, lengthened *o in monosyllables with a
circumflex tone (*bog, *nds, *bos). Further instances of long *o arose as a result
of the forward shift of the circumflex (*kolo, acc.sg. *sirotg, *boso). The fact
that Slovene has a short reflex of neoacute *o and *e in all cases except those
that arose through the relatively early retraction of the accent from final jers
may be connected with the rise of long *6 in other environments.

The diphthongization of short neoacute *¢ and *o in some Slovene dialects
(c.g. Lower Carniolan, Styrian) is a relatively recent development that took
place after brata-lengthening and cannot be connected directly to diphthongal
reflexes elsewhere in Slavic. In Lower Carniolan, the diphthongization did not
affect *e and *o that had not been lengthened, but it did affect neoacute *o
that did not arise through accent retraction, e.g. Ribnica krop, gen.sg. kruopa
‘boiling water’ (Rigler 2001: 175) < *(v&’)kropw, *(vv’)kropa. It also affected
neocircumflex *o. In Styrian, the diphthongization also affected originally
short stressed *¢, which had merged with short *e before brata-lengthening,
e.g. Upper Savinja ziele < *-¢é-, sieme < *-é-.

7 Conclusion
Originally short *e and *o were lengthened as a result of the common Slavic

retraction of the accent from a word-final jer and as a result of a number of
later, dialectal Slavic lengthenings of short rising vowels. These lengthenings

18 Kortlandt (personal communication, cf. also 2011: 250) adduces the western Slovene
dialect of Dreznica, which has a distinction between the rising diphthongs ie and i¢, as
evidence for a diphthongal reflex of neoacute *e that arose as a result of Stang’s law.
Kortlandt’s interpretation of the Dreznica dialect is based on the unpublished field data
collected by Logar and presented in tabular form by Greenberg (2000: 171). Greenberg’s
overview of the vowel system suggests that neither diphthong is in fact the reflex of
neoacute *e, which is instead continued by a monophthong e¢.
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sometimes affected only *o, sometimes both *e and *o and sometimes all
short rising vowels. New long *o and *é were subsequently diphthongized in
most Slavic dialects. These diphthongizations must be viewed as independent
innovations of the dialects in question, although the structural motivation for
the diphthongizations was often identical.

APPENDIX: NEOACUTE *O AND *E IN NORTHERN SLOVENE DIALECTS

The following is an overview of the reflexes of neoacute *o and *e in the
northern dialects of Slovene that (partly) distinguish neoacute *o and *e from
long *¢ and *o. For most dialects a distinction is made between long and short
reflexes. For an overview of the develoment of the relevant vowel systems I
refer to Greenberg 2000: 167ff."”

Pannonian

Porabje (Muki¢ 2005): long domdu, pecén, rébra (cf. sg. rebro), kaula/kdule,
kdauza, acc. kauzo, pod kdauzov, s kauzev, njegvi kdauzi, nauvi, sédmi, dusmi,
pérdje, short prosi, tocin, gonin, moj, tvoj, svoj, moren, mecen, Skoda, tésen,
dober, moker, zenski, konjski, seden, osen, sobota, potoka, “volja” vola, Zidane
volé, dobre vdule, acc. voldu, za mojga/tvéjga volo, po vauli, pr vauli, nevéla,
nevolo, po nevoli.

(Stevanovci/Apatistvanfalva, Hungary, Zorko 1998: 101ff., 2009: 286ff): long
do'mau, zo've:n, Za'ne:n, 'a:zusmi, na:ui, short ‘nieso, (cf. 'niesla), 'pieko, Zienska,
‘nuosim, 'nuosa, 'vuola, p'ruosim, ‘duobar, ‘duobri, 'muoj, 'tvuoj, 'vosan, 'sieden.

Prekmurje (Pavel’s 2013 normative Prekmurje grammar): long domd, gen.
pl. lonec, neszém, treszém, paszém, zsivém, long nom.acc.pl.n. plécsa, bédra,
péra, kéla, kopita, kélina, szédmi, 6szmi, veszéli, short gen.sg. jelena, zsenszka,
nebeszki, svoj, ins.sg. perjem, oszter, moker, dober, szedem, oszem, reko, teko,
neszo, morem, hodim, noszim, gonim, orjem, posztelem, polem, kolem, “volja”
vola, zavolo toga, but po véli/ povéli.

Northern Prekmurje (Cankova, Zorko 2003): zeldze, 'nosi, p'rosi, 'peko (but cf.
'pekli), po'vo:uli(k), ‘dober, peCemn, peCe:s ete. (‘moj after ‘moja, ‘mojega etc.),
Greenberg 1993: z'el5¢ (pages 468 and 474)/z'e:l5e (page 473), nes'e: etc., k'ouzd,

19T would like to express my gratitude to Dr. Marko JesenSek, who kindly provided me
with much of the dialect literature from which forms are cited here.
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(Martinje, Greenberg 1993): long bar'eim, pid "eis < *pvjeso, k'aoza, gen.pl.
k'aos, ‘aotava, short z'iclda, p'ierd'e, jal'iena, p'ielam, parn'ieso, m'uoras, pr'uosi,
"uodi < *xodi.

(Zetinci/Sichelsdorf, Austria, Zorko 1998: 87ff): long 'ko:uza, short 'nosin,
‘nosa, p'rosin, $'koda, 'vola, 'moga, 'nesa, 'peka, 'zelje, Zenska, 'seden.

Central Prekmurje (Polana, Greenberg 1993): long gr'ouzdjd, n'oug, na k'ouldnd,
nds'ie, cvit'ie, Ziv'ie, short m'ld, p'ild, s'iddn, s'ddmi, m'ordmo, n'osimo, v'ozi.

Southern Prekmurje (Turnis¢e & Zizki, Zorko 2006: 99f): long ‘nesizen, zebi:e,
short ‘nosin, p'rosin, $'koda, 'zelje, 'nesu.

North-western Prlekija (Rajh 2010): long 'k¢:Za, gen.sg. 'ko:Ze, 're:bra (sg.
‘rebro/a), ‘o:kna, ‘o:ken (sg. 'okno/a), 'ko:la, 'ko:rita, 'ko:pita, 'ko:ina, 'ko:len (sg.
ko'leno/a), 'o:smi, ‘pe:rje, g'ro:zdje, short xodin, 'nosin, ‘osen, Zénin, 'nesa, 'tesen,
dober, 'moker, 'topel, z'noseni, raz'loZin, raz'loZeni, “volja” 'vola, gen. 'vo.le,
dat.loc. vo:li, acc. 'volo, ins. voloi.

(Cerkvenjak, Rajh 2002: 11ff): dober, 'moker, ‘oster, 'topel, 'vola, 'toga "volo,
but dobre 'vo:le, 'nesa (but cf. 'nesla).

(Biserjane, Zorko 2009: 254ff)): long s 'ko:n, 'mo:j, t'vo:j, s'vo.j, short pot 'kozoj,
"zelje, xodin, 'nosin, p'rosi, k'met, 'nesa, po'toka, te'lesa, je'lena (with raising
before *n), ‘mores, 'kola (cf. 'no:c, b'reza, 'koza, 'sestra).

Southern Prlekija (Safarski, Zorko 2006: 100f): mo:j, Zenska, 'perje, p'rosin,
S'koda ('reko < *reklv after *'rekla because of its vocalism).

Eastern Haloze (Zorko 1998: 14ff., 2006: 103): 'nosin/m, p'rosin/m, 'vola, 'nosa,
oja, doby, 'zelje, k'meta, Zenska, Zenix (cf. 'bo:uk, secondary ‘muj)

(Videm pri Ptuju, Zorko 2009: 225ff)) 'koula (gen.sg. ko'le:), 'vola, 'hodin, ‘osen,
acc.sg. ‘'motiko, 'robaca, k'jeden (secondary 'muj, ‘tvuj, 'svuj, do'mu).

Western Haloze (Zetale, Zorko 1998: 25ff), with brata-lengthening: ‘nu:osim,
'mucolim, p'ruzosim, xu:odim, 'nu:osa, 'vu:ola, 'xu:oja, §'kuzoda, ‘duzoby, 'mu:oky,
‘nauvi (cf. 'kuos, 'ku:oza, 'ba:uk), secondary 'mu:oj, neoacute *e merged with
the reflex of *e: ‘pe:c like ‘nerso, ‘perko, rerko, 'se:dp, ze:le, Zemska, Zenix (but
Cdlo, 'rdkla with retraction of the accent from the final syllable).

(Zgornja Sveca, Zorko 2009: 197ff) 'nu:osim, p'ruzosim, s'ku:oda, 'vo:la, xo:ja
(cf. 'kuzoza, 'no:c).
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Slovenske Gorice (Koletnik 2001). The eastern part of the dialect did not un-
dergo brata-lengthening. Accordingly, we find short reflexes in 'xodin, 'nosin,
p'rosin, 'molin, 'vola, ne'vola, za'volo, ‘osen, 'kople, 'koles, 'olje, 'osmj, 'moga,
so'bota, §'koda, 'melen, 'nesa, od'nesa, 'reka, 'peka, 'zelje, 'Zenska, 'mece, 'seden,
but long 'ko:uza, g'ro:uzdje. Like most of Pannonian, 'moj, 'tvoj have a second-
ary short vowel. The western part of the dialect underwent brata-lengthening:
‘nu:osin, S'kuzoda, 'wosn, Skuzorja, 'vurola, u:oja, duzober (cf. k'ruzop, pu:or),
but ko:uza (cf. 'no:us); 'mie:len, 'sie:dp 'zie:lje (cf. k'mie:t, 'mie:Sa, s'nie:xa). The
m.sg. form of the participle has a secondary neocircumflex in ‘perka, ‘ne:sa,
‘recka (f.sg. 'rekla etc)) < *nés], *pékl, *rékl, cf. g'rizizo (f.sg. g'rizzla) < *griz].

The dialects more to the west all took part in brata-lengthening. With regard to
the reflexes of neoacute *o and *e, the northern dialects are of interest. Below,
data from a number of those dialects are presented.

Styrian

In some Styrian dialects, short *o in monosyllables produced a diphthong that
is identical to the reflex of *o that received the accent through retraction from
a final syllable, i.e. 'kuos = 'kuoza, k'miet = Ziena.

Eastern Pohorje (Kopivnik, Zorko 2009: 140ff) 'huoja, 'vu:ola, 'nu:osim,
pruosim, S'kuzoda, 'nizeso, ‘'mizecem, 'sizedn, 'zizele, s'pireko (cf. ku:os and the
different reflexes in 'brieza, da'mu:u, 'kuo:za, Ziemna, dre'veijsa, 'leijt, 'pe:jé,
‘no:uc).

(Fram, Zorko 1998: 126ff)): long 'kouza, short xu.oja, ‘nuzosim, 'vu:ola, p'ruzosim,
S'kuoda, po'tuzoka, 'niceso, 'rizeko, 'zizele, jec'mizena.

Southern Pohorje (Oplotnica, Zorko 1998: 138ff.): long 'kauza (cf. bauk ‘bog’),
short 'vu:la, 'nuzsim, 'pruzsim, ‘duber, xuzja, S'kuda, $'kucrja, ‘nucret ‘“vinograd’,
po'tuka, z'luzZeno, 'ricko, 'picko, zile, jec'mina (cf. 'paic ‘ped’, 'riekla ‘rekla’,
'kuos, k'miet).

Sevnica-Kriko (Zemljak 2001): vuola, xu:oja, 'nu:osa, nu:osm, p'ruzosm,
g'ruojzje, s'kuoda, k'mizeta, 'mizecem, 'pireku, 'vizeku, par'tizeku, zi:ele, Zi;enska
(secondary dyo:bar, 'picrje).

Upper Savinja (Luce, Rigler 2001: 217ff.): short xiiodi, niiosi, giionim, iiosam,
tiopu, uole, ziele, Zienin, niesu, pieku, siedom (cf. péc, bok). Any *o that re-
ceived the stress through the forward shift of the acute or the retraction of
the neocircumflex has the same timbre as neoacute *o: jagiioda, bakiipica
‘bukovica, bukev’, kukiigica ‘kukovica, kukavica’, miiptka ‘motika’, diotava
‘otava’. The retractions of a short final syllable and from syllable with a long
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falling accent (but not a neocircumflex) yielded different diphthongs: budga,
vudda, ni¢ba, Ziéna.

(Spodnje Krase, Weiss 2001): 'né:su, ‘pé:ku, 'zé:le, 'pé:rja, Zémen, 'no:sem,
xo:de, ‘do:bar, §'ko:da, $'ko:rja, 'ko:Za, xoija, 'no:sa, also cf. vala, jo'go:da,
‘'mo:tka (cf. 'no:s, 'pe:c, kuo:za, 'sierna, Zierna). The word Ze:nske has a ‘long’
reflex which is probably due to a local innovation.

In the other Styrian dialects neoacute *o and *e with brata-lengthening merged
with older long *o and *é.

Kozjansko-Bizeljsko (Lesi¢no, Zorko 2009: 184ff) 'usp, ‘nu:sim, p'ru:sim,
S'kuda, g'ruzjzdje, but xouja, ‘noisa, 'vouja.

(Pisece, Zorko 2009: 187ff): vu:la, 'nu:sim, p'ruzsn, but xo:ja, S'ko:da, g'ro:jzdje.
(Kapele, Zorko 2009: 190ff): ‘nusp, p'ru:sp, S'ku:da, 'vu:la, but xozja, 'no:sa.

(Mostec, Toporisi¢ 1962): long damii, siniif, nitk, niisi, mili, s¢la, mélem, jeléna,
reku < *-¢-, *-é-, vula, kuza < *-o-.

Central Styrian (Smarje pri JelSah, Povse 1988): dumav, utrauk, utraucmi,
daubar, mauj, ausp, haudim, gaunim, vauzim, kauplem, mdurem, maugu, sdidn,
te traik(i), rdik(u), draimlem, putdiplem, jecmdaina, jelaina (cf. ukau, rdic, kmigét,
Skudf, ziéna, nugga).

(Zahenberc, Zorko 2009: 202): long xa:uja, ‘na:usim, p'ra:usim, short ‘nu:osa
(cf. me'sa:u, 'kuo.za).

Carinthian

In most of Carinthian except the Gailtal dialect, neoacute *o and *e and acute *¢
have twofold reflexes depending on the following sounds (see section 5 above).

Kozjak (Kapla, Zorko 1998: 1941f)): ‘no:sim, p'ro:sim, 'vo:zim, 'noo:sen, p'roo.sen,
z'voo:Zen, 'me:lem, 'ko:lem, ‘po:lem, 'nee:so (cf. 'neeiswa, 'nesli), 'reerko (‘ree:kwa,
‘rekli), 'pee:ko, (peeckwa, 'pekli), but secondary ‘muzarm.

Northern Pohorje-Remsnik (Rem$nik, Zorko 2009: 83ff) 'vo:la, b'ro:dim,
'gornim, 'noisim, xo:dim, 'lormim, ‘'mo:dlim, p'ro:sim, 'to:¢im, Ze:nim se, ‘'se:dom,
s'tedla, pog're:ba, t're:tki, sar'Semna, 'te:Se, 'pe:lem se, kle'pe:ce, o'te:pa, but
‘neerso, 'peeko, reeko, 'tee:po, 'koo:za, 'mooikar, ‘doo:bar, xoo:ja, 'noo:sa,
po'kooSen, po'too:ka, po'doo:bn, 'proo:sen, s'xoo:jen, s'koo:da, z'lpo:men (cf.
ne'de:la, ko'leerna < *-é-, 'nu:ok, Sizast, 'see:stra).
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MeZica (Strojna, Zorko 2009: 31ff)) ze:le, 'xo.je, 'no:Se, 'vo:le, Ze:ni sa, p'ro:sim,
‘noisim, xo:dim, ‘se:dn, ‘nesu, 'rerku, but doo:ri < *dobri.

Podjuna (Pernice, Zorko 1988): ze:le, 'se:dom, but ‘nee:so (‘nee:sla, -o, -e but
‘nesli), 'pee:ko, jec'mee:na; 'no:sim, p'ro:sim, but xoo:ja, ‘moo:ker, s'koo:da.

(Ojstrica, Zorko 1991, 1998: 190ff): ‘wo:la, xo:ja, 'no:5a/'noo:sa, ‘no:sim,
‘'mo:dlim, 'o:som, but 'koo:Za, s'koo:da; 'me:lem, 'ze!le, Zemnska, Ze:nin, le'me:za,
but ‘mee:cem, dee:sn, 'nee:so (‘nee:swa, 'nesli), 'pee:ko (pee:kwa, ‘pekli), 'ree:ko
(‘ree:kwa/'rekwa, 'rekli).

(Rinkolach/Rinkole, Zdovc 1972: 92), with tonal opposition: gen.pl. nu’x, k¢za,
mors, mgre, sabgta, skgda, périe, nésu, peku, téku, with a closed vowel Adja,
uola, grozdie, sngpie, kozia, ta ngua, hodi, prgsi, ngsi, puhgien, naprgsen,
utrgska, dobr, mokr, topu, okna, zéle, sédm, sédmi, cf. also ¢toua, but ggrada,
mgotaka, hoduua, prosuua with a retracted neocircumflex (cf. mudia siastra,
gen.sg. stoga < *stogd). Younger speakers of the dialect have a change *¢ > ¢
before a nasal: jacména, ialéna (ibidem: 96).

Ebriach/Obir (Karnicar 1990), with tonal opposition: no:x, utro:q, mo:hu, qo:jsq,
utro:sq, zé:;jsq, zé:le, qo:zi, wo:la, xo:ja, qo:lem, moa:re, poa:slem, qoa:za, téa:sem,
méa:cem, mé:lem, no:som, xo:dom, réa:qu, néa:su, do:bar, mo:qar, saboa:ta,
Skoa:da, woa:tawa, puhré:ba, jecmé:mna, jeléna, séa:dom ‘seventh’, sé:dom
‘seven’ (cf. bo:x, le:d).

Roz (Grafenbach/Kneza, Logar 1996: 292ff)), with tonal opposition: sé:dm, ta
tré:tdi, zem(a) sa, utllé:ne, negsu, pumegdu, plegdu, teg?u, segdm, puamegna,
(before [) za:1(a), mé:lm; né:sm, ud:za, g:sm, ud:la, do:bor, hrg:zdi, Pogza, ogsma,
og?na, togpu, 20gpl, sPogpan, cf. gen.pl. Zion, but Zions?a, péri. Judging by the
reflexes of acute *¢ in non-final syllables, the situation is more complicated
here, e.g. dé:u(a), megsta, pé:nalpegna, uré:ha, dé:cla. Cf. further, with stress
retractions, neba, ‘sastra, zemua. The latter show two different outcomes of
pretonic *e, also dependent on the following sounds (ibidem: 296).

(Suetschach/Svece, Feinig 1985), with tonal opposition: sé:dam, tré:tja, jalé:na,
zé:nom se, puhré:ba, jacméma, pé:lam, me:é(l)am, glé:plam, té:sam, wo:la, xo.ja,
no:sa, sqo:rja, no:sam, wo:zam, xo:dom, po:slam, go:plam, hro:zdja, but gs:za,
né:su, péqu, téqu, réqu, cf. f.sg., m.du. ragw'a, f.du., pl. ragl’s, m.pl. ragl’.
Twofold reflex of acute *¢ in non-final syllables: cwé:qa, sase:da, wré:Sa/wré:xa,
de:qla, but bré:za, mré:za, déxwo, [é:to, qoléno, pulémo, mé:sto, césta, smré:qa,
pémna, stréxa, nawé:sta. The examples are identical to those of Logar. Cf. also
gen.pl. Z%ern, nom.sg. m'exd ‘medica’ (gen.sg. jména (after nom.ace.sg. jm'e:?),
but golé:sa, wramé:na), as opposed to gen.pl. n'u:x, q'u;ji. Cf. also the limited
data for nearby FrieBnitz/Breznica (Rigler 2001: 2791f)): P¢:za, ng:som, xg:djo,
wola, pe:kou, mé:lam.
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Gailtal (Potschach, Pronk 2009), with tonal opposition and a single reflex for
short neoacute *o and *e. Vowels in closed syllables were regularly shortened:
mgore, ¢la, ngsa, kéza, kople, péle, kleple, dobr, topu, nabése, patoka, Zensci,
sabgta, nésu, teku, réku, ngsn, hodn, gonan, definite forms with a neocircum-
flex: nobi, but zalioni, basiiaci, secondary kuazji. Long reflexes: muaj, niiag,
guar.
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ZGODNJESLOVANSKA KRATKA IN DOLGA O IN E

Prvotno kratka vokala *o in *e sta bila podaljSana kot rezultat skupnega slovanskega
naglasnega umika s koncnega jera in kot rezultat Stevilnih kasnejSih narec¢nih slovan-
skih podaljSav kratkih rasto¢ih vokalov. Te podaljSave so vcasih vplivale le na vokal
*0, vCasih na vokala *e in *o in v€asih na vse kratke rastoce vokale. Nova dolga vokala
*6 in *¢ sta bila kasneje v vecini slovanskih narecij diftongizirana. Ta pojav je sicer
treba obravnavati kot neodvisne narecne inovacije, ¢etudi je bila strukturna motivacija
za diftongizacijo pogosto identi¢na.

Prispevku je dodan iz¢rpen pregled novoakutiranih refleksov *o in *e v severnih slo-
venskih narecjih.




