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Prof. Jasanoff’s new book constitutes a landmark in ac-
centological thought. It contains the first analysis of
Balto-Slavic accentual mobility, completely outside
the realm of and in opposition to the “Moscow Accen-
tological School,” that, unlike other comparable theo-
ries, pays special attention to the verb, not limiting it-
self to the noun. Given the unusual elaborateness and
complexity of the theory offered in the work under
review, it will probably be of use to reproduce here,
briefly but thoroughly (with extensive citations), some
of the ideas expressed in it. In order to avoid confu-
sion, I will break this review into two parts, keeping
the synopsis apart from my own comments, which are
referred to in the text by numbers in square brackets.

The question the book aims to answer is formulated
as follows: “how did the synchronic system(s) we see
in the attested B[alto-]Sl[avic] languages come about?”
(p. XI). According to the author, “the historical prob-
lems that engage the attention of professional BSI. ac-
centologists [...] mostly center on relatively late phe-
nomena in the individual languages, or in Baltic or
Slavic alone” and that is why “the historically aware
non-specialist who wants to learn in detail how Balto-
Slavic differs from the rest of the IE family, and how it
got that way, has few places to turn.” This lamentable
state of affairs is seen as a consequence of the fact that
“the hopelessly inadequate Neogrammarian approach
to BSL. accentuation was swept away over a half cen-
tury ago by Stang,” whereas the “major discoveries of
the Moscow Accentological School [...] have yet to be
incorporated into an acceptable historical synthesis.”
As to Kortlandt’s “detailed IE-based narrative,” it is
based on assumptions “that most Indo-Europeanists
find untenable,” while the “best recent book on the
prehistory of BSl. accentuation,” by Olander, albeit
“stimulating and immensely useful” is “not in the
end convincing.” It is precisely this “gap” that the
book sets out to fill (p. XI). More specifically, the main
point at issue is, as expected, the origin of Balto-Slavic
paradigmatic mobility. Before proceeding to the main
exposition, Jasanoff sets up a theoretical framework to
lean on in the further discussion. I will now outline
some of these preliminary points.

Vedic and Greek with “their stable, columnarly ac-
cented paradigms” differ drastically from the Balto-
Slavic languages with “a restlessly mobile accent
unlike anything elsewhere in the IE family.” The
“marked but not in principle unthinkable” idea of Bal-
tic and Slavic accent being old (first expressed by
Meillet) was “never attractive,” moreover, it “has lost
such appeal as it may once have had.” In fact, by now,
there are no “obstacles to an explanation of BSI. accen-
tuation on the basis of the traditional Vedic and
Greek-like system. Elaborating a theory along these
lines will be the goal of the present work” (p. 2). The
informed reader will note that this approach matches
the one taken by Kortlandt and Olander and is quite
unlike that of the “Moscow Accentological School”
(Dybo, Nikolaev et al. and now also e.g. Kapovic).

The latter approach is unhesitatingly dismissed as
containing a “fundamental error” (the Tonological
Hypothesis, see below) “that eventually undercut
some of the group’s most impressive achievements”
(p. 111, fn. 14). According to the author, the “modern-
day survival” of the theory tracing BSI. mobility back
to PIE is in part explained by what is known as “Tee-
ter’s Law” (“specialists in one or another branch of a
language family tend to overrate the archaism of that
branch’s most characteristic features”). Yet he dedi-
cates a paragraph to the actual disproof of this theory:
“it is scarcely possible, taking a larger view of the IE
family, to accept the idea that the ubiquitous mobile i-
and u-stems of Balto-Slavic could all have independ-
ently lost their mobility in Vedic, Greek, and Hittite (!),
while root nouns and a limited number of obviously
archaic suffixed consonant stems agreed in remaining
mobile in these languages. It is even more difficult to
believe that thematic (0-) stems, or the d-stems [...]
were mobile in the parent language,” since their ac-
cent curve in Balto-Slavic does not match that of the
“real” (i.e. consonant) stems in PIE (p. 112). [1]

The accentual system of PIE is presented as a fairly
well understood entity, easily deducible from Vedic
and Greek: among other things, “PIE had a mobile
word accent,” “made no distinction between contrast-
ing accent types” (so no phonological tones), distin-
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guished long and short vowels and could have but
one accent per word “the position of which was regu-
lated by a combination of lexical and morphological
factors.” Zero grade was formed by the loss of a “de-
accented” vowel. As to mobility, athematic nominal
stems displayed several accentual patterns intertwined
with PIE ablaut (“acrostatic A”, “acrostatic B”, “pro-
terokinetic”, “hysterokinetic”, “amphikinetic”, p. 5).
This system “ceased to be fully operational by the end
of the IE period” having given up most vowel alterna-
tions in the root (cf. a stressed zero-grade syllable in
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*septni ‘7, p. 5, fn. 13). Some athematic verbs were
mobile, including the copula.

An outline of the main attested accentual systems is
given. For instance, in Vedic mobility is confined to
“uncompounded root-nouns” (acc. padam, gen. paddh
‘foot’) and “original acrostatic stems™ (ydkrt, gen. yakndih
‘liver’, p. 9), in Greek the situation is “much the same”
(p. 14), Hittite has some mobility “occasionally ob-
servable in consonant stems” (p. 16), and Germanic
may in fact display traces of Balto-Slavic-like mobility
in all nominal stems, but this is purely putative (p. 20).

In Greek and Vedic, thematic stems are always
immobile, thus displaying no paradigmatic mobility,
although “there is clear evidence of derivational mobil-
ity,” cf. Gk. témos ‘a slice’ (an action noun) vs. tomds
‘sharp, cutting’ (possessive adjective or agent noun).
As to the accentuation of suffixal derivatives in these
languages, Jasanoff remarks that it is “not a realistic
goal—and certainly not a necessary or desirable one in
the present context—to look for a complete, suffix-by-
suffix account of the accentuation of secondary
(and tertiary) derivatives in the protolanguage”
(p. 22). In Vedic, for instance, some suffixes appear to
be “dominant” (always stressed) and some “reces-
sive” (stressed like the derivational base), and others
“observe no consistent rules at all” (p. 23). Summing
up his take on PIE accent, Jasanoff terms his book’s
theoretical orientation “generative Neogrammarian-
ism,” according to which phonological (“Neogram-
marian”) rules produce outcomes that are constantly
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adjusted due to speakers’ “re- and misanalysis of the
relations among surface forms” (p. 29). Thus, analogy
is a fully systematic factor in the phonological evolu-
tion of language.

A separate chapter is dedicated to a synchronic de-
scription of the Balto-Slavic situation. In the discus-
sion on the various phonological tones, their distribu-
tion in accentual paradigms (AP), de Saussure’s Law
in Baltic, Dybo’s Law in Slavic, etc., it is noted that in
Proto-Slavic (but not in Lithuanian) a form “could also
have no underlyingly marked accent, in which case it
received a surface falling accent on its first syllable
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(*g0lvy, *vedy, etc.)”; such forms “‘donate’ their accent
to an adjacent enclitic or proclitic” (p. 45). The (ab-
sence of an) accent in such enclinomena (i.e. some
forms in the mobile AP c) is marked in the book with
the new symbol / 7/: *vody, *zimg,*q0lvg, and is referred
to as “left-marginal accent,” as opposed to “lexical ac-
cent” in non-enclinomena (the rest of AP ¢ forms and
all of AP a and b, marked with a vertical accent mark:
PSL. “Pre-Dybo’s Law” *Zéng (p. 55). This will be a cru-
cial distinction for the author’s theory (yet to be pre-
sented). Some attention is given to Latvian as well,
where a phenomenon analogous to Slavic “left-
marginal accent” is observed only on acute syllables
(whereas in Slavic acuteness in such cases is elimi-
nated by Meillet’s Law). It surfaces as Latvian “broken
tone” and is taken by Jasanoff to be the outcome of a
late accent retraction from a non-initial syllable (p. 65).
Old Prussian, although not playing “a major role in
accentological discussions,” nevertheless displays
some paradigmatic mobility in verbs (p. 67). An im-
portant point concerning Balto-Slavic phonology is
that acuteness is a purely Balto-Slavic feature associ-
ated with “a sted-like interruption of normal voicing”
(a view promoted by Kortlandt, p. 71). The entire
Balto-Slavic accentual system is characterized as “a far
cry from the late PIE system, where there was no
acuteness feature, no mobility in 4- and o-stems (and
little or none in i- and u-stems), and no mobility-
linked distinction between separate lexical and left-
marginal accent types” (p. 73).

The next important preliminary issue is the origin
of the acute intonation in Balto-Slavic. For Jasanoff,
acuteness appears on (1) “long vowels by post-IE
tautosyllabic laryngeal lengthening”; (2) “inherent long
vowels [...]: a) apophonic long vowels, as in Narten
ablaut [...] and vrddhi derivation [...], b) long vowels by
word-final compensatory lengthening before a lost *-s
or *-H (Szemerenyi’s Law) [...], ¢) long vowels by in-
ner-IE contraction at morpheme boundaries (e.g.,
o-stem nom. pl. *-0s < *-0-¢s)”; (3) lengthening by Win-
ter’s Law. On the other hand, “long vowels by post-IE
contraction across a laryngeal hiatus” yield extra-long
segments and hence circumflex (p. 74). Contrary to the
mainstream tradition, Jasanoff marks acuteness with
an underscore (e.g. BSL. acc.sg. *qalvan). The derivation
of the acute from apophonic long vowels is in sharp
contrast with the theory, ardently defended by Kort-
landt, that acuteness is yielded solely by vowel + la-
ryngeal combinations and Winter’s Law. It is further
observed that acute (long, i.e. bimoraic) vs. circumflex
(extra-long, i.e. trimoraic) in final syllables in Balto-
Slavic is paralleled in Germanic, e.g. PIE a-stem
nom.sg. *-eh, > BSL. *-4 (in Jasanoff’s notation) ~
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Go. -a < *-g, but PIE d-stem nom.pl. *-eh,es > BSI. *-ds ~
Go. -0s <*-0z (p. 77).

Also important is Hirt’s Law, whose “effect was to
draw a non-initial accent onto an immediately preced-
ing syllable containing a monophthong (including a
syllabic liquid or nasal) followed by a tautosyllabic la-
ryngeal”: *..CVHC,V ... = *...CVHG,V ... (p. 106), with
examples such as PIE *guriH-uéh, > BSI. *griva > PSI.
*griva ‘mane’ (cf. Ved. grivd ‘neck’) and PIE *d"uH-m6-
> BSIL *dﬁmu— > Lith. diimai ‘smoke’, PSL *diymo
(cf. Ved. dhiimd-). In some cases, though, the effect of
Hirt’s Law was leveled out, so *¢*iHuds > *¢iHuos —
giHuos ‘alive’. This happened because Hirt's Law had
regularly produced an impermissible combination of
forms, e.g. nom.sg. *¢iHuos (with “lexical accent”) but
acc.sg. giHuon (with “left-marginal” accent). It was this
difference alone that caused *giHuos to revert back to
*¢iHyds to make the paradigm fit the normal mobile
pattern. In other cases this reversion did not take place.
It was a matter of unpredictable lexical choice (p. 107).

Next, two existing “theories of mobility” are re-
viewed and assessed. The first one belongs to de Saus-
sure who assigned “a pivotal role to what we would
now call hysterokinetic consonant stems” and, by
“positing a retraction from medial syllable,” derived
e.g. Lith. acc.sg. ditkterj from a protoform *duktérin,
thus explaining bilateral mobility, which would then
be “analogically transferred to oxytone vocalic stems”
(p.- 108). “This theory amounts to three investigable
claims: (1) consonant-stem forms like Lith. dikterj
arose by retraction from *dukteérin; and (2) mobile
vowel stems correspond to historically oxytone stems
which (3) joined the type of dukté, ditkterj analogically.
In the long century since Saussure wrote, (2) has effec-
tively been settled in Saussure’s favor, while (1) and
especially (3) remain live issues” (p. 109). De Saus-
sure’s theory was further elaborated by Pedersen, who
attempted to make it more regular, converting it to a
“morphological sound law” feeding the massive anal-
ogy that brought about mobility in the other stem
types. Then “Meillet and Stang de-emphasized both
sound change and analogy [...] and saw mobility, at
least in i-, u- and a-stems, as a retention from PIE”
(p. 110). Oxytonicity was the source of mobility for
li¢-Svity¢, as well as for early Dybo and his col-
leagues (who then “developed a very particular doc-
trine on mobility, identifying the BSI. descriptive con-
trast between ‘dominant’ and ‘recessive’ morphemes
with a hypothetical tonal contrast that they then pro-
jected back to PIE,” p. 111, fn. 14, a “fundamental er-
ror” in Jasanoff’s view, see above). Be that as it may,
the link between oxytonicity and mobility is not an is-
sue for Jasanoff: “[i]n the highly contentious discourse

surrounding the origin of mobility, the etymological
identity of mobility and oxytonicity in nouns became
a sort of ‘fundamental theorem’ of BSI. mobility. We
will take it for granted in what follows” (p. 111, em-
phasis added).

The other theory is Olander’s, whose book “marks
a milestone in the discussion of the problem.” He
“takes the creation of BSIl. mobility to have been a
process by which some forms in oxytone paradigms,
but not others, lost their inherited accent and literally
became accentless” and claims that “a high pitch
(= accent) that stood on the last mora of a phonological
word was deleted” (p. 113). To achieve this, Olander
lays down some costly stipulations which still fail to
save the theory from some “embarrassing failures of
fit.” Besides, “Olander’s proposals have nothing con-
vincing to say about the neglected ‘other’ theater of
accentual activity in Balto-Slavic—the verb” (p. 115).

Now the actual presentation of Jasanoff’s own the-
ory of Balto-Slavic mobility begins. As he has pointed
out earlier, the existing theories are weak in what con-
cerns verbal paradigmatic mobility. It has been lost in
finite forms in Lithuanian, except a trace in the
nom.pl.masc. form of the present participle, cf. vedj
‘leading’, which not only preserves the accent of, but
actually continues the lost 3 pl. *vedanti (p. 127, fn. 45).
Another indirect trace of mobilty in Lithuanian is the
retraction (in some verbs) “from the left-marginally
accented 1 sg. onto a particle (is-, névedu, néveda, etc.).
“[T]he traditional lack of attention to verbs in the ac-
centological literature” is understandable, since “[t]he
data are less abundant and less transparent than in
nouns,” moreover, “East Baltic has no mobile finite
paradigm at all, and the Slavic facts were a hopeless
jumble until the work of Stang” (p. 116). It is now ap-
parent that “the locus of mobility in verbs in BSl. was
precisely in stems like *vede/o- (< *uéd’-e/o-), i.e., full-
grade simple thematic presents with stable accent on
the root, the so-called PIE “*béreti-type’. The final ac-
cent in oxytone verbal forms like PSl. *vedetv / Proto-
BSI. *vedeti, unlike the final accent in mobile nominal
forms like *ga_lw_'i or *siniis, could not have been original.
The genesis of the overall phenomenon of mobility,
therefore, was not simply a matter of retracting or de-
leting the accent in some ending-accented forms and
leaving it intact in others; there must also have been
some BSI. process that displaced the inherited root ac-
cent rightwards” (p. 116).

This is the gist of Jasanoff’s theory. He elaborates it
as follows: “[flrom a purely mechanical point of view,
a theory of mobility will have to contain two parts,
a ‘retraction module’ and an ‘advancement module.’
In nouns, the chief function of the retraction module
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will be to replace, in some forms only, a lexical accent
at or near the right edge of a word by a left-marginal
accent (e.g., nom. pl. *¢olHuéhes > *qalvas). In verbs,
the retraction module will replace an inherited initial
lexical accent—again, in some forms only—by a left-
marginal accent on a preceding particle (e.g., 1 sg. *ne
uéd'oh, > *ne veds)” (p.117). Thus, two phonological

(“Neogrammarian”) rules are formulated:

1. “Saussure-Pedersen’s Law” (“SPL”): “The PIE/pre-
BSl. accent was retracted one syllable to the left
from a word-internal short open syllable (#x; ... X, —
Xnet -« > #X1 ... Xn = Xnu1 ...). In the special case where
the syllable that received the accent was word-
initial it received a contrastive left-marginal con-
tour (fx1— Xz ... > #X1— X2 ...) ” (p. 122).

2. “Proto-Vasilev-Dolobko’s Law” (“Proto-VDL”) “In
phonological words of four or more syllables headed
by a left-marginal accent, the final syllable acquired
a lexical accent and the left-marginal accent was lost
(X1 — Xo— X3 ... Xt > #X1— X2 — X3 ... Xo#)” (p. 128).

As to the chronology, “[b]oth the retraction and ad-
vancement modules had to apply very early, since full

mobility was already in place at the time of Hirt’s
Law, which was earlier than the loss of laryngeals and
the rise of the acute : non-acute contrast” (p. 118).

The scope of these rules is threefold: non-derived
-0, -4, -1, and -u stems, derived nominal stems, and
verbs (as well as, additionally, some pronouns).
As follows from the formulations, both rules heavily
depend on syllable-count. The first one applies only in
forms with three or more syllables, and the second,
with four or more. Where the above (“Neogram-
marian”) sound laws fail to apply, analogical explana-
tions (apparently, “generative”) are recurred to, based
on parallel forms with more (or fewer) syllables. The
operation of the rules is exemplified on a number of
case forms of various stem types (Jasanoff gives -4, -i,
and -u stems together, while -0 stems, for which the
example PIE *yornos ‘crow’ is used, are treated sepa-
rately later) where the input is the end-stressed forms
(more precisely, forms stressed on the last syllable of
the stem). He begins with nom.sg. forms (“>” means
“became by sound change” and “—” means “became
by non-phonological process”, p. 133):

PIE post-SPL Proto-BSL Lith. Proto-SL
*golHuéh, > *oolHyaH > *oalvi > galva Il > *golva
*mntis > *mntis > *mintis > mintis Il — *kosto
*suHnuis > *syHnus > *siniis > sinus Il - *sgno

Here neither the “SPL” nor the “Proro-VLD” rules
aply, since there are no internal-word accents here.
Everything works out fine, despite the apparently di-
vergent Slavic forms, but “[t]he actual forms *kostv,

*sgnv are the segmentally identical historical accusa-
tives—a substitution also found in the o-stems”
(p- 133). Let’s now turn to gen.sg.:

PIE post-SPL Proto-BSL Lith. Proto-SL
*golHuyéh, es > *eolHyaHas > *galvis > galvds Il > *golvy
*mntéis > *mnteis > *minteéis > minties 1l > *kosti
*suHnéus > *suHneus > *stneus > sinaiis > Fsynu (?)

Here the 4-stem gen.sg. form poses a problem: “PIE
*-éh,es would have been subject to SPL, yielding a left-
marginal accent in Balto-Slavic” (p. 133). In any case,
“the normal g-stem forms, both in Lithuanian and

Slavic, have final accent, presumably under the influ-
ence of the i-, u-, and consonant stems (cf. Lith. duktefs
<*-res)” [...]. The acc.sg. forms are tougher:

PIE post-SPL Proto-BSI. Lith. Proto-SL
*gol Hyam! > *golHuin - *ealvin - gilvg? Il > *gdlvg
*muntim > *mntin - *mintin > mifiti Il > *kostv
*suHnum >  *syHnin - *siinun > siny Il > *synv

1«

<*-éh,m by Stang’s Law.”
2 “With analogical non-acute -g.”
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“Here for the first time, none of the three forms is
correctly generated by SPL, and the o-stem form (Lith.
vaing, PSL. *vérnv < *vdrnan) is “wrong” as well”
(p. 135). To remedy this problem a third rule is posited:
3. “Final *VN(C) retraction”: *..CoVCoVN(C)# =

#...CoVCoVN(C)¥ — “[t]he retraction of the accent

from final *-VN sequences was phonologically

regular” (but notice the new “=” symbol).

“The effect of final *-VN(C) retraction would have
been to take quasi-PIE *mntim, *suHniim, and *uorném
to *mintin, *sﬁnun, and *varnan, respectively. A seem-
ingly ad hoc rule of this type would ordinarily be a
costly expedient, especially since the facts to be ac-

PIE post-SPL+anal.  post-Proto-VDL/anal.
*oolHuéh,mos ~ — *golHuaHmos — — *golHuaHmos
*mntimos > *mitimos - *mntimos
*yornomos > *yornomos - *yornamos
*oolHuindmos — *QolHuinomos > *golHyinamos

The analogies in this table are numerous (e.g.
*¢olHyéh,mos should not undergo “SPL” since its
stressed syllable is closed). In fact, none of the three-
syllable forms obtain their stress phonologically (cf. PSI.
*vornomv instead of the expected **vérnomv). So they
must be analogical to the longer forms (such as Slav.
*golvonomv). This is the only mechanism whereby one
obtains the end-stressed longer case forms in non-
derived nominals: all of them must have been influ-
enced by longer derived formations (p. 150). [2]

We will now stop taking up Jasanoff’s derivation of
nominal case forms, but one final remark is in order.
have noticed that the table
*¢olHyindmos — *golHuinomos is analogical, not phono-

One will entry
logical. This outcome is predicted by Jasanoff: it is an
analogy to the non-derived items, so instead of
*qolHuinomos predicted by “SPL” (shift one syllable
left from a word-internal syllable) we get the “left-
marginal accent” like in e.g. uornomos (a three-syllable
form) (p.152). This analogical form influences the
non-derived items (as apparent from the table), so that
the very form thanks to which another form has
emerged is now itself analogically changed by it. [3]
This brings us to Jasanoff’s treatment of nominal
suffixal derivatives. Given the fact that non-derived
nouns were in Proto-BSl. either stem-stressed or end-
stressed, their derivatives somehow inherited this ac-
centual property (this accentual derivation mechanism
was an analogical BSl. innovation, p.177), hence all
derivatives of end-stressed nouns must have been

3 Jasanoff gives these forms in two tables; we will skip his
“post-SPL” column (in favor of his “post-SPL + analogy”) and
“Proto-VDL” (in favor or “Proto-VDL/anal.”).

counted for are deeply embedded morphologically
and thus potentially explainable by analogy. In the
present case, however, a phonological retraction from
final *-VN(C) is independently motivated by the left-
marginal accent of the acc. pl. [...] and the nom.-acc.
sg. of neuter o-stems” (p. 136). So this third rule is ap-
plicable to some more cases.

Let us skip the rest of the shorter case forms and
proceed directly to the longer ones, e.g. dat.pl.; here
the “Proto-VDL” comes into play, hence, along with
the above examples, a longer (derived) stem is given
(*golHuyinds, as in Rus. golovndj ‘of the head’), and, in-
stead of a u-stem, an o-stem (*y0rnos ‘crow’)?:

Proto-BSI. Lith. Proto-Sl.
> *gu_lvémas > -om(u)s [l > *dmvo
> *mintimas - -im(u)s I > *omo
> ‘*varnamas - -am(u)s Il > *-omb
> *_gmas > -am(u)s 1l > *omb

end-stressed. Derived nouns would mostly have con-
tained at least four syllables in some of their case
forms, so that, for example, from the nom.sg. forms
*golHuyinds (adjective), derived from *golHuéh, ‘head’,
and *suHnukés (diminutive), from *suHnis ‘son’, we
would get the following longer forms, subject to
“SPL”, e.g. gen.sg. *golHuinoHat < *-indhed and
*suHniikoHat < *-ukéh,ed. However, in reality we have
PSL. *gélvonv, fem. *golvona vs. *synvkv, gen. *synvka,
evidently behaving differently accentually (AP c vs.
AP b). Jasanoff explains this difference on the ground
of an arbitrary choice by the speakers: “SPL” had pro-
duced an impermissible pattern of “internal mobility”
that had to be resolved, so speakers “took a different
tack” in *golHuinoHat as opposed to *suHniikoHat: the
original *-inds was perceived as producing mobile de-
rivatives (by borrowing the “left-marginal” accent
from non-derived items), while *-ukds was arbitrarily
decided upon by the speakers as an end-stressed suf-
fix (by the way, Lith. pl.nom. suniikai is again analogi-
cal in lieu of *s@inukai). This is how some suffixes be-
came “dominant” and some “recessive” (p. 123). [4]

We now come to the verb, the centerpiece of Jasan-
off’s theory. As with nouns, the accentuation of the
PIE verb is given as known a priori. Thematic “*b'éreti-
type” verbs were always root-stressed. Such forms be-
came mobile in Balto-Slavic, and here is how: first,
mobility emerged only “in an initially-accented verbal
form with a preverb or preverbal particle, e.g., 1 sg.
*da-vedo < *do-uedoh,, 3 sg. *neé vezeti < *ne ueg'eti, 3 sg.
impf. *pa-dege < *po-degtiet” (“conjunct forms”, p. 185)
and then spread analogically to “absolute” forms
ousting their regular immobile accent. The derivation
is as follows (inferred from pp. 129, 185):
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PIE
1.sg. *(ne) uéd'oH >
2.sg. *(ne) uédtesei >
3.sg. *(ne) uédreti >
1.pL *(ne) uédemos >
2.pL *(ne) uédete >
3.pl. *(ne) uédonti >

But some verbs with obstruent-final stems are im-
mobile, e.g. *18z0, pddo (AP a); the long acuted vowel in
their roots precludes “SPL”, so immobility is predicted
correctly, and the non-acuted immobiles mogg and jodg
are “not historically thematic” (p. 189). Presents of the
“tudati-type” were suffix-stressed in PIE, so the outcome
of the combination of “SPL”, “Proto-VDL” and analogy
does not yield the desired outcome (mobility). Thus,
for example, 1 sg. supg, *grHo remain end-stressed, and
3 pl. *suponti, *¢rHonti do not undergo “SPL” because
their stressed syllable is closed. To explain mobilty in
this type Jasanoff proposes “thematic barytonization™:
“Prior to the operation of SPL and Proto-VDL, Pre-BSL.
*grHé/0- was remade to *gfHe/o-” (p. 191) and then under-
went all the expected changes just like the ““b'éreti-type”.
On the other hand, nasal presents, such as *b*und"éti,
come out immobile in Balto-Slavic. This, too, is explained
by “thematic barytonization”, so that *b'und"é/6- —
*bind’e/o-, the latter form not undergoing “SPL” since
its stressed syllable is closed. Similar logic is applied
to other types of verbs with obstruent-final roots.

A potential challenge for the theory is constituted
by verbs with vowel- and sonorant-final roots, which
can be either mobile or immobile. To these belong
(1) thematic (*b"éreti-type) presents (cf. mobile PSL
*berg ‘take’ vs. immobile *Zeng ‘chase’), (2) tuddti-
presents (cf. mobile *pdng ‘stretch’ vs. immobile *mong
‘trample’), (3) n(C)e/o-presents (cf. mobile ving ‘twist’
vs. immobile *diing ‘blow’), (4) ie/o-presents (cf. mobile
*orjo ‘plow’, *ddjo ‘give’ vs. immobile *Zvrjo ‘sacrifice’).
However, Jasanoff says, the problem is only apparent,
since most of these immobile verbs are not inherited
from PIE, but are in fact recent Balto-Slavic creations.
Some are secondarily thematized, e.g. *%eng, which
corresponds to Ved. hdnti and Hitt. kuenzi. So, “[w]hat
is clear is that the stronger the comparative evidence
for the thematic inflection of a given stem in PIE, the
likelier it is to be mobile in Slavic” (p. 189); in some
cases, mobility vs. immobility is unpredictable, but
this is “hardly surprising” (p. 194) because cases
“where Slavic fails to show mobility are unoriginal or
secondary,” although the analysis of some such cases
“must remain a task for the future” (p. 197).

Another challenge is Slavic verbs in *-i-, inf. -iti,
which can be mobile or immobile. To boot, the immo-
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PSI. “conjunct” “absolute”
*ne vedo — *vedo
*ne vedesi N *vedesi
*ne vedetb - *vedetd
*1ne vedemv N *vedemd
*ne vedete - *vedete
*ne vedotb - *vedotb

bile ones have two kinds of AP b. Jasanoff’s sound
laws and analogies predict immobility, e.g. *ne
prokéieti > *ne prosito (AP b, p. 209), where the “con-
junct” form was generalized (as in thematic verbs).
As to AP b,, the explanation given by Dybo et al. (dif-
ferent -i- morphemes had different valencies, and
hence tones) “is no explanation at all” (p. 211). Jasan-
off’s explanation is that AP b, analogically spread
from denominatives formed from oxytone nouns,
such as AP b *selo. The accent *seleie/o- > PSL. *selitv
‘settles’ (AP b,) is apparently analogical, since in other
cases a “barytonization” is expected (like in *genH-
eie/o- > zZeniti, AP by, p.216). To Jasanoff, AP b, is, in
fact, the same as AP ¢, which, in turn, is the result of
the analogical generalization of the “absolute form”
(and not the “conjunct” one, as expected). Sometimes,
though, the generalization of either the “absolute” or
the “conjunct” form was incomplete, which explains
poluotmetnost’ (cf. in some Old Stokavian dialects of
BCS lozi, but polozi). Similar explanations are proffered
for some other parts of the verbal system. [5]

After this lengthy summary, which in fact only cov-
ers a small subset of the numerous ideas laid out in the
book, I will now comment on some of them. First, a few
general remarks on the genre of Prof. Jasanoff’s work.
It does not aim to reconstruct any unknown linguistic
entity. The proto-language in question (PIE) is perceived
in this work as already reconstructed, hence known.
The task set out for the study would be properly
called “derivation”, viz. of the more complex attested
Lithuanian and the “quasi-attested” Proto-Slavic ac-
centual systems from the simpler one postulated for PIE.

[1] Under this approach, Balto-Slavic accentuation,
which is deemed a recent complication of the older
system, must be fully deducible from it. This view is
somewhat of an axiom for most Indo-Europeanists,
but it seems to be based on the idea that Balto-Slavic
mobility cannot be inherited because it is utterly dif-
ferent from “PIE mobility,” which is taken to be di-
rectly reflected in Vedic and Greek consonant noun
stems. Jasanoff mentions “gross differences” and
“endless disagreements of detail” between the two
types of mobility, including: (1) “the exclusive ‘bilat-
erality’ of BSIL. mobility,” (2) the fact that “[iln PIE de-
clension the nom. sg. and acc. sg. are strong cases [i.e.
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root-stressed], opposed to the gen. sg., dat. sg., and
instr. sg. (inter alia), which are weak [i.e. ending-
stressed],” whereas “in Balto-Slavic, the nom. sg. and
acc. sg. of non-neuters never agree except secondarily
(cf. Lith. galva, gdlvg; suniis, siiny; dukté, ditkterj; etc.),

and the gen. sg. and dat. sg. disagree everywhere ex-
cept in o-stems (cf. galvds, gdlvai; sunaiis, siinui; OLith.
dukteres, dukteri)” (p.112). Indeed, these differences
become apparent if one compares the accentual curve
of, say, Ved. pit{f ‘father’ with that of Lith. galva ‘head’:

Lith. Vedic
nom. galva = pita
gen.(-abl.) galvos = pitith
dat. gdlvai # pitré

Sg. , .
acc. gdlvg # pitdram
instr. gdlva # pitrd
loc. galvdi[p] ? pitdri
nom. gdlvos # pitdrah
gen. galvi = pitinam
pL dat.(-abl.) galvéms # pitfbhyas
acc. gdlvas # pitin
instr. galvomis # pitfbhis
loc. galvosit # pitfsu
nom.-acc. galvi # pitdrd
Du. | gen.-loc. pit(a)rds
dat.-abl-instr. | galvém # pitfbhyam

It is clear (1) that the Vedic curve is not “bilateral,”
but as to (2), the “endless disagreements” are a little
less obvious: for example, Ved. acc.sg. pitdram superfi-
cially seems different from Lith. gdlvg, but the accen-
tual status of the ending is clearly the same (it is un-
stressed). Moreover, the alleged contrast in nom.sg. is
fictitious: in galva the last syllable of the stem (*-¢hy)
bears the stress, exactly as in pitd (*pHter maybe <
*pHter-s). A more conspicuous difference in endings’
accentual status is dat.sg. (stressed ending in Ved. pitré

vs. unstressed in Lith. gdlvai). Indeed, there is no de-
nying that the curves do look different. But is this suf-
ficient grounds to deem them completely unrelated?
Note that the very comparison in question is flawed,
since the confronted stems differ in number of syllables.
If we compare one-syllable consonant stems, such as
Ved. pad ‘foot’, Gk. movg ‘id.” to Lith. sué ‘dog’ (~ Gk.
KkOwv ‘id.”) and then again to Lith. galva, we will see
that their accentual curves are almost identical (at
least in the forms with etymologically cognate endings):

(O) Lith. Lith. Vedic Greek
nom. Sud = galva = pad f((e]¥la
gen.(-abl.) *Sunés (sufs) = galvos = padds T0dOC
Se. dat. suni = gdlvai # p;{dé mtodi <
acc. sunj = gilvg = padam OO
instr. Sunin <*$un(i)o = gdlva # pada
loc. sunylje] = galvdi[p] = padi [*rtodi] — |
nom. Stines = gdlvos = padas TOdEG
gen. sunij = galvij = padam TTOOWV
pL dat.(-abl.) sSunimus = galvoms = padbhyds no(o)ol <—
acc. Sunis < *Sunins = gdlvas = [padas] piiras modag
instr. Sunimis = galvomis = padbhis
loc. *Sunistl = galvostl = patsii [*rto(o)oi]
Do nom.-acc. $uni < $uni = gdlvi ~ pada, padau node
gen.-loc. padds 0001V
dat.-abl.-instr. | Sunim = galvom = padbhyam TodoLV
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There are only two clear discrepancies between the
Lithuanian and Vedic paradigms: dat.sg. and instr.sg.,
but what is important is that in Lithuanian consonant
stems and 4-stems have exactly the same accentual
curve. Given that, even in Jasanoff’s framework, BSI.
consonant stems and their accentual curves are traced

back to PIE and are hence cognate with those in Vedic
and Greek, it would be plain out illogical to deny the
identity of the accentual curves of, say, Lith. galva and
Ved. pad.

Now let us compare the endings in *golHueh, >
galva and a consonant stem, say, *pods ‘foot’:

PIE PIE
nom. *pod-s = *eolHuyeh,-O (?)
gen. *ped-es/os = *golHuehs-es

S dat. *ped-ei = *golHuyehy-ei
& acc. *pod-m = *golHueh,-m
instr. *ped-eh; ?
loc. *ped-i = *golHuehy-i
nom. *pod-es = *golHuyehz-es
gen. *ped-om (Jasanoff: *-oHom) = *golHueh,-oHom
Pl dat. *ped-b"os (— *-mos?) = *golHueh,-mos
' acc. *pod-ns = *golHuyeh,-11s (?)
instr. *ped-b"i(s) (- *-mis?) = *golHuyeh,-mis
loc. *ped-su = *golHuyeh,-su
Du. nom.-acc. *ped-ih; = *golHuehy-ih;
instr. ? ?

In the above table we just reproduced Jasanoff’s re-
construction from his PIE “preforms” for galva and
used the standard PIE reconstructions from Kapovic
2017: 71 for consonant stems*. In *golHueh, the endings
follow -eh,- of the stem and contract with it. As can be
seen, the endings themselves (perhaps, save nom.sg.)
are exactly the same. This must mean that the accen-
tual curves of consonant stems (be it in Vedic, Greek,
or BSl) and a-stems (in BSl) do not warrant two dif-
ferent explanations®. What Jasanoff does (following
Kortlandt and Olander) is devise an extremely com-
plex and highly irregular set of rules to explain a triv-
ial identity of two paradigms.

That said, it should now be clearly seen that, given
the segmental identity of the endings in question, the

4 Some of Jasanoff’s endings require commentary: (1) a-stem
gen.sg.: “the theoretically expected PIE ending would have been
*-6l,5, but both Greek (agathés) and Lithuanian point to a laryn-
geal hiatus, suggesting that *-éh,s was replaced by *-éh,es in the
protolanguage” (p. 133); (2) d-stem instr.sg. -4 (acute) is to him
an irregular (?) apocope from -eh,mi: “Given the general parallel-
ism of i-, u-, and d-stems and the fact that i- and u-stems have
instr. sg.’s in *-imi and *-umi, it is hard to believe that Proto-BSI.
*ealvan could be anything but an apocopated form of *galvami <
*e0lHyaHmi” (p. 156); (3) gen.pl.: he insists on *-0Hom and not
*-om for all stem types (p. 151).

5 For more details see Api6o 2003: 146; Ao 2014: 36; Ka-
povic 2016: 200.
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only real mismatch is found in the accentual behavior
of dat.sg. *-ei. Therefore, “gross differences” and “end-
less disagreements of detail” in the accentuation of
mobile consonantal vs. d-stems are definitely an over-
statement. If they are the only foundation for Jasan-
off’s refusal to consider them together, the foundation
is a shaky one.

De Saussure’s original idea was that mobility in vo-
calic and 4-stems has emerged in analogy to mobile
consonantal stems, such as Lith. dukté ‘daughter’e.
According to his theory, the stress pattern was copied
from the mobile consonantal paradigm to the corre-
sponding case forms in originally immobile paradigms
of the other types. This scenario is, in and of itself,

6 But first, de Saussure needed to account for lateral mobility
in these consonantal stems, cf. gen.sg. (OLith.) dukteres, acc.sg.
ditkteri. To do that, he posited a retraction from the medial sylla-
ble, since he thought that the original accent was *duktérin on the
basis of Ved. duhitiram, Gk. Suyatéoa. This retraction rule was
later elaborated by Pedersen and is referred to as “Pedersen’s
Law.” The secondary lateral mobility of dukté was supposed to
have served as the source of analogy for other stem types.
As Dybo points out, had de Saussure looked for a source of
analogy in one-syllable consonantal stems, such as sud ‘dog),
he would not have been led astray by the imperfect correspon-
dences between the accent curves of Lith. dukté and Ved. duhiti
Ap160 2003: 152 and the entire problem could have been solved
right away.



JAY H. JASANOFE. Prehistory of Balto-Slavic Accent (2017)

somewhat credible, when only consonantal and 4-stems
are compared: the curves are the same. Of course,
such a massive analogy would hardly be conceivable,
but let’s assume it is and take this reasoning a step
further. If it were a matter of just matching up the
slots in two paradigms and copying the stress case

form by case form, the material shape of the endings
would be of little importance. Thus, we would expect
all target paradigms, e.g. those of o-stems and 4-stems,
to behave in the same manner, just copying the accen-
tual curve from the source (consonantal stems). But this
is obviously not so. Let us compare the two curves:

Lith. o-stems Lith. a-stems
nom. varnas # galva
gen. varno # galvos

S dat. varnui = gdlvai
& acc. varng = gilvg
instr. varnit < *vaino = gilva
loc. varnie # galvdi[p]
nom. varnai # gdlvos
gen. varni = galvij
Pl dat. varndms = galvoms
' acc. varnils <*vainds =~ = gdlvas
instr. varnais = galvomis
loc. varn[uo]su = galvost

These curves are clearly not identical. However,
they only differ in cases where the endings are differ-
ent. Analogy cannot explain this. Jasanoff’s theory ig-
nores the well-observable fact that the same endings
tend to behave accentologically in the same way in
different stem types: e.g. all acc.sg. forms are encli-
nomena, having the same ending *-m (*-m); on the
other hand, gen.sg. galvos and vaino have different
endings (cf. gen.sg. *-ed vs. *-es in *yornoh,-ed and
*golHuyeh;-es, etc.), hence in no way should their accen-
tuation be expected to match (only loc.sg. may be
somewhat problematic).

Another important point deserves mention. In his
treatment of the accentuation of Vedic consonantal
stems, Jasanoff seems to ignore the existence of a
paradigmatic distribution among them. Unlike Greek,
Vedic has several immobile non-derived consonantal
nouns, e.g. $vd, gen. $tinas ‘dog’, *nd, gen. ndras ‘man’,
gduh, dat. gdve ‘cow’ and some more Ari60 2003: 138,
Kapovi¢ 2015: 212. In Greek all cognate nouns are mo-
bile, but in Lithuanian there is at least one immobile
one: nom.pl. durys (AP 2), gen. dury ‘door’ ~ PSL. dvorv
(AP b), corresponding to Ved. dvir- (which may be
mobile or immobile). Analogy could hardly ade-
quately explain this. However, immobile Ved. v, in
fact, corresponds to mobile Lith. sué ‘dog’, so one of
them may be secondary’. The fact remains, though,

7 We used sud in our tables above to show the mobile accen-
tual curve, because it has more attested segmentally archaic case

that mobility is not an immanent property of conso-
nant stems, and that definitely undermines the as-
sumption of a one-to-one link between stress and stem

type.

[2] Jasanoff (like Olander, but unlike earlier Kortlandt)
rejects the analogical scenario triggered by Pedersen’s
Law (but not Pedersen’s Law itself). He wants to pro-
duce a theory whereby mobility is explained phonol-
ogically, at least in part, unaided by implausible
wholesale paradigmatic analogies.

The predictive power of Jasanoff’s theory can be
evaluated by comparing the outcomes of his three
phonological rules with the corresponding attested
forms (for Lithuanian) or “quasi-attested” (for Proto-
Slavic). We give all same-paradigm forms (as pre-
dicted by the laws; “+” means that the law applies) ar-
ranged in a single table; correct vs. incorrect outcomes
are given in different columns. We only give 4- and
masculine o-stems?®:

forms (such as nom.pl. $unes). Even if mobility is secondary in
this noun, it makes no difference for the curve, since we could
have used e.g. dantis ‘tooth’ (corresponding exactly to Ved. dan,
gen. datds).

8 Refraining from taking up Jasanoff's derivations for the other
base types and genders, I will just note that some of his insights
(not directly relevant to the main issue) are very enlightening,
e.g. the “chain shift” whereby PSl. AP b neuters became mascu-

line, while AP b masculines acquired mobility (p. 165).
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g Lithuanian Proto-Slavic
PIE SPL | PVDL | -VN(C)
correct incorrect correct incorrect
nom. | *golHuéh, > gqalva Il *golva
n. d 2 1 0 0
e *oolHuéhses + > **odlvos Il ** o0l
at. olHuéh,ei dlvai olvé
dat *golHuéh + > l I *gol
acc. *golHuam > **oalva Il **g0lvg
instr. | ? (see below) — —
loc. *golHuéh,i > galvdi[p] Il *golve
nom. | *golHuéh,es + > gqdlvos Il *gdlvy
gen. | *golHuéh,oHom + + > galvij Il *golvp
dat. *golHuéh,mos (?)° > galvéms I *golvdmv
acc. *golHuds > **ealvas I **oolvly
instr. | *golHuéh,mis ?) > **ealvdmis Il *golvdmi
loc. *golHuéh,su ) > **galvdsu Il *golvdxwv
nom. | *uornds > **varnas Il *V0rn
gen. | *uorndhsed + > wvafno Il *vorna
dat. | *uornoi > “*varnui Il *pornil
acc. *wornom + > vaing Il *vérno
instr. | *uornoh; > **varni 10 Il —
loc. *worndt + > vafnie Il *vorne
nom. | *uornéi > varnai Il **varni
gen. | *uornéHom + > **varny I **00rns
dat. *wornomos + > **vafnams Il **v0rnomo
acc. *yornons + > varnus Il *vérny
instr. | *uornois > varnais I *vorny
loc. *uorndisu + > **varn[uolsu |l **00rnéxv

As we can see, the error rate is fairly high: about
half the forms are predicted incorrectly. In fact, the
predicted accentual curves do not even resemble the
attested ones. But these sound laws are not designed
to act flawlessly in all forms. Rather, they are meant to
have deformed the once-columnar stress and trig-
gered a large-scale restructuring of it. Where they do
apply and produce the “wrong” form, it is corrected
by a set of analogies. Conversely, in many instances
where they do not apply, the forms are altered by
“Systemzwang” (e.g. p. 157).

As an aside, one is tempted to ask: why does Jasan-
off formulate two separate phonological rules (retrac-

9 Despite the correct outcome, Jasanoff treats this and some
other developments as analogical (p. 152), to justify the massive
workings of analogy in other parts of the system.

10 This outcome superficially matches the correct form (with
de Saussure’s Law), but the laws also predict **kelmi (instead of
kélmu).

11 With de Saussure’s Law (regularly from *vafnds)
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tion: “SPL” and advancement: “Proto-VDL”) instead
of just one? Why not just say something like: “a word-
internal short open syllable loses its stress in words
with three syllables and is transferred to the last sylla-
ble otherwise”? It turns out that the number of sylla-
bles can change between the retraction and the ad-
vancement. This is how Lith. instr.sg. gdlva is ex-
plained: the inherited form *golHuéh,-h; was replaced
by *golHuéh,-mi, underwent analogical (!) “SPL”, then
(irregular?) apocope to *¢olHuaHm, and that’s why it
“resisted analogical Proto-VDL and remained bary-
tone” (p. 156). Needless to say, this sort of reasoning
raises numerous questions of methodological nature. 12

12 Jasanoff's two-layered sound law is in striking parallel to

«

Olander’s formulation: “..words originally accented on a final
short or hiatal structure became unaccented. Assuming that
short vowels had a high tone (accent) on the only mora, and
hiatal structures had a high tone on the last mora, we may say
that a high tone became low in the last mora of the phonological

word” (Olander 2009: 3). This lengthy “rule” is reducible to
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[3] Two kinds of analogies are at play in Jasanoff’s
derivations: one may be termed “systematic” (affect-
ing sizable groups of forms and treated as part of the
reconstruction “modules”), and the other, “individ-
ual” (repairing the wrong outcomes on a case-by-case
basis). The first one can be exemplified by the deriva-
tion of dat.pl. forms (see above for full derivations):
*oolHyaHmos, *mntimos, *uornamos instead of the regu-
lar *golHuaHmos, etc. by analogy to a longer
*oolHyinamos (a derived stem). Without attempting to
evaluate such cases statistically (they are much too
numerous), suffice it to say that this method has no
obvious advantages over de Saussure’s, Pedersen’s
(and others’) massive analogies.

Analogies of the second kind are even more abun-
dant, e.g. gen.sg. *galvds > Lith. galvds is said to have
replaced the regular *¢olHuyaHas by analogy to other
stem types. Interestingly enough, this is not the case in
gen.sg. *uornoHat > vafno, which therefore (!) “must be
original” (p. 143). Obviously, most, if not all, such ar-
bitrary explanations could apply virtually anywhere
and are of little value. A logical consequence of this
approach is the fact that no two segmentally identical
endings can, in this theory, yield different regular re-
flexes, hence one of the two forms, e.g. gen.sg. galvds
and nom.pl. gdlvos must inevitably be declared ana-
logical. Such and similar “bifurcations” should be pos-
tulated with caution, but here they are part of the
theoretical apparatus.

It is also worth noting that, for many case forms, in
order to obtain the right outcome by sound change,
bold assumptions are made. For example, PIE loc.sg.
*9olHuyéh,i is said to be disyllabic and escape retraction
because “syllable-final sequences of the form *-VHi/u-
were realized as *-VHi/y- in Balto-Slavic, thus blocking
SPL” (p. 137), yet loc.sg. *uorndi is considered trisyl-
labic (p. 143) in view of Gk. nom.pl. oikoi vs. adverb
(loc.sg.) oikoi ‘at home’ (p. 13). Without such ad hoc
adjustments, the sound laws would produce much
less than half of the desired outcome.

[4] Jasanoff’s treatment of nominal derivation is based
on two system-wide mutually independent non-
phonological changes. First, the PIE system got com-
pletely rebuilt: all suffixes became recessive (in the
BSI. sense), i.e. all derivatives of stem-stressed bases
were now stem-stressed, and those of end-stressed
bases were end-stressed (analogically?). Then the en-

a much simpler one: namely, that the last mora in a word-form
just loses its stress (Jasanoff notices this too, p. 113), but Olander
needs it in order to incorporate in it his ad hoc assumption on
the accentuation of hiatal structures in PIE endings, without
which his theory would fall apart.

tire set of suffixes got unpredictably split into reces-
sive and dominant ones. Just how is a mistery to
Jasanoff, but not quite: “It is unclear what made a
given suffix ‘opt’ to be dominant or recessive. In Slavic,
at least, there is a discernible tendency for noun-
forming suffixes (e.g., post-Dybo’s Law *-ina, *-ica,
*-vonikv, *-vstvo, *-ota) to be dominant and for adjectival
suffixes (e.g., *“vskv : *-vska, *“onv : *-vna, *-env : *-ena,
*“0vv : *-ova) to be recessive. But there are exceptions
in both directions” (p. 176, fn. 121). In reality, there is
no such discernible tendency. Here is the quantitative
distribution of the main reconstructed PSI. suffixes:
out of about 20 (both one-morpheme and two-
morpheme) noun-forming suffixes 12 or so are domi-
nant, and out of about 10 adjectival ones 5 are domi-
nant (Ap160 1981: 199). Some suffixes oscillate, so there
may be a tilt in one or the other direction, but “excep-
tions” is clearly not what we are dealing with here.
Hence, Jasanoff’s theory fails to account for the most
conspicuous trait of BSl. accentuation, the dichotomy
in the properties of derivational morphemes™®.

To Jasanoff, “métatonie douce” (i.e. cases where cir-
cumflex appears “instead” of the expected acute) is
again mostly a matter of analogy: it “spread as a deri-
vational marker to related nominal and verbal catego-
ries where it had no phonological basis” (p. 83), e.g.
stotas ‘stature’ : stéti ‘to step up’. The chaos and over-
whelming lack of motivation in derivatives brought
about by this conception of metatony is probably,
among other things, what prevents Jasanoff from at-
tempting to delve into the system of BSL (or PIE)
morphological derivation (see e.g. Huxosaes 1989 for
material and explanations, as well as Ab160 2014 for
metatony in Vedic and Greek).

[5] As we saw above, Jasanoff’s “Proto-Vasilev-
Dolobko’s Law” figures only once in the table for
nouns, since it applies only when four or more sylla-
bles are present (the only such form is *golHuéh,oHom),
though it is used extensively in verbal paradigms.
Hence, nouns and verbs are treated by Jasanoff in two
fundamentally different ways. It is easy to see why.
In Jasanoff’s conception of PIE, nominal stems could
be either root-stressed or end-stressed. An example of
the former, *uorneh, ‘crow’ > Lith. vdrna, PSl. *v6rna
requires no special treatment, since its stress remains
intact. Only end-stressed stems come out mobile, so,
logically, the needed phonological mechanism is mostly
provided by retractions. But the very dichotomy of

13 A similar theory of BSl. derivation is proposed by Kort-
landt, who explains dominancy by a complex set of very specific
retractions and Hirt's Law (Kortlandt 2009: 118). For criticism,
see Ociion, Punksasnyaroc 2011: 118.
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immobile (i.e. “barytone”) vs. mobile (i.e. “oxytone”)
nouns is not a problem for Jasanoff, since it is present
in Vedic and Greek and therefore must be assumed
for PIE. In the verb, however, no such dichotomy is at
hand in either Vedic or Greek. This makes Jasanoff’s
task trickier: he needs to derive two accentual para-
digms from one.

To him, PIE verbal accent depended solely on seg-
mental structure, cf. “uédteti vs. *supéti. Since mobility
is the desired outcome, the stressed syllable must be
medial, so, for “SPL” to work in the case of *uéd'eti,
another syllable (a particle or prefix) needs to be
added before the stressed one, which will also provide
the context needed for “Proto-VDL”. So far so good,
but not for *supéti, where Jasanoff has to arbitrarily
move the stress to the first syllable (“thematic bary-
tonization”). This yields mobility for most verbs of
these types, but not for all. Some immobile cases are
predicted correctly, e.g. pddo, inf. pdsti ‘fall’ (AP a),
where the stressed syllable is long (or closed by a la-
ryngeal), but a host of others remain completely unac-
counted for, to name a few: *pdsg, pdsti ‘graze’, *prédo,
présti ‘spin’, *qriyjzo, gryjzti ‘gnaw’, etc. These verbs are
declared to be analogical: “it is clear that morphology
has, so to speak, trumped phonology” (p. 188). It gets
even worse with sonorant-final stems, where mobility
and immobilty are represented more or less equally.
To explain away the divergent cases, he usually de-
clares them “unoriginal” (and hence uninteresting to the
Indo-Europeanist). But here Jasanoff acknowledges
his theory’s weakness more explicitly: “A full account
of the circumstances that determined whether a pre-
sent of the form *CVR-e/o- would come out mobile or
immobile in Slavic has yet to be written” (p. 189).

Jasanoff’s treatment of Slavic verbs in *-i-, inf. -iti
goes along the same lines. The distribution of AP b
and AP c is not explained but said to be the outcome
of some unpredictable split, even though accentual
inheritance is an obvious and fundamental property
of these verbs, which can in no way be due to analo-
gies (see Jammu 2016 for material and issues).
We should note, though, that Jasanoff’s explanation of
poluotmetnost’ (p. 214) is quite ingenious. All in all, it is
evident that Jasanoff’s theory does not really tackle
the issue of paradigmatic accentual distribution in the
Balto-Slavic verb (i.e. different accentual types within
the same morphological type), which he considers
secondary and unimportant.

In conclusion, I would like to remark that, despite
its imperfections, the theory laid out in the book un-
der review is highly interesting in many respects.
Building on an overtly “Indocentric” premise, shared
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by some other eminent scholars, it goes much further
than its recent predecessors. Kortlandt’s very intricate
theories, recently collected in Kortlandt 2009, while of-
fering astute solutions to some particular problems,
mostly fail to show the big picture. Olander’s theory
(Olander 2009) (termed “quite inadequate” by Kort-
landt 2007: 233), generally approved of but not ac-
cepted by Jasanoff, is not free from internal inconsis-
tencies (e.g. in that it rules out circumflex case endings
and has to use analogy to derive them, see Ocion
2010: 145). Neither of these theories, as Jasanoff points
out, has much to say about the verb. He himself at-
tempts to solve the same basic problem (i.e. that of
derivation and not of reconstruction), but, for him, the
verb is no less important than the noun. In fact, Jasan-
off’s approach to the noun is not too different from
Olander’s and comparable to it in predictive power.
However, Jasanoff meticulously and exhaustively ex-
plores the possibilities of accounting for the varie-
gated Balto-Slavic verbal stress based on the postu-
lated non-paradigmatic columnar stress assumed for
the PIE verb, setting up a valuable thought experi-
ment which yields, as should be apparent from the
above assessment, an unmistakably negative result.
It is simply unable to explain most of what goes on in
the Balto-Slavic system. Now we can clearly see that
Balto-Slavic stress cannot be traced back to the widely
accepted simplistic accentual reconstruction of PIE.
There are simply too many oppositions on the “receiv-
ing end,” so additional variables must be brought into
the picture. A complex interplay of some sort of accen-
tual properties of individual morphemes must have
been in place to give birth to the attested systems
(including Vedic and Greek). It is this realization that
underlies the “Tonological Hypothesis,” so rashly re-
jected by Indocentric accentologists 4.

This notwithstanding, Prof. Jasanoff’'s work is ad-
mirable in that it covers an astonishingly vast range of
issues, while faithfully adhering to a rigorous theo-
retical framework. Arguable as that framework may
be, the book will definitely prove of immense use to

14 Jt may be that part of the problem lies in a somewhat su-
percilious attitude of many “Western” scholars towards accen-
tological literature published in languages other than English,
German or French, particularly in (and not just on) Balto-Slavic
languages. Most of the copious accentological work published in
Russian is completely ignored by Jasanoff (e.g. the comprehen-
sive volume /p160 2000), not to mention the recent voluminous
ground-breaking study Kapovi¢ 2016 written in “BCS”, which,
by the way, contains a section (ibid.: 195) on BSIL. mobility with
much the same observations as presented in this review (but
with more detail). Note, however, that the English-language ar-
ticle Dybo, Nikolayev, Starostin 1978 on the “Tonological Hy-
pothesis” is not mentioned either.
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its supporters and opponents alike. After all, it will
probably help clarify just how much of the debate
around the moot issues of Balto-Slavic and Indo-
European accentology really boils down to the opera-
tion of “Teeter’s Law.”
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