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ON CONTRACTION AND COMPENSATORY LENGTHENING
IN BALTIC e-STEMS

Abstract. This paper deals with those verbal and nominal é-stems of Baltic which
exhibit a secondary lengthening of short vowels in the root and/or a secondary
metatony in acute long vowels or diphthongs. These are a particular class of eé-preterits
as well as feminine abstract nouns based on adjectives and verbs. In both cases,
the stem formative is traditionally explained as having arisen from a more ancient
post-consonantal *-ia. This paper argues that both categories can be explained by
assuming a change of early-Proto-Baltic post-consonantal *i into *i when followed
by a long vowel or diphthong.
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abstract nouns.

1. Introduction

The purpose of the present paper is to clarify the origin of the Baltic verbal
and nominal stem formations ending in Proto-Baltic *-&- (which always bears
the circumflex intonation). As is widely known, these include the e-preterit
in the conjugation, several types of feminine é-stems of nouns and, finally,
the feminine é-forms of some adjectives. In the following sections, I will
argue that the stem formative of all these e-stems ultimately reflects early-
Proto-Baltic *-ia, where the first vowel may be of different origin and the
second may be either circumflex or acute. As is widely known, the formation
of Baltic e-stems in nouns and verbs may correlate with a lengthening of or
metatony in their root vowel. Accordingly, any theory of the Baltic e-stems
should not only explain their *
additional feature and/or lack thereof. This will be also tried in the present

-&é- but also provide an explanation of this
paper where I suggest a unified explanation for such lengthening and/or
metatony in all relevant categories of both verbs and nouns. As will become

obvious in the following sections, this comprehensive theory of Baltic &-stems
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is crucially based on the recent insights achieved, among others, especially
by Jenny H. Larsson (2004a; 2004b) and Miguel Villanueva Svensson
(2005; 2014; 2023b).

The paper is organised in the following way. The discussion starts with
the Baltic e-preterit in section 2. A closer look at this formation reveals
both the origin of its characteristic stem formative *-é- and the mechanism
responsible for the lengthening of and/or metatony in the root vowel, which
often accompany this formative’s evolvement. Both insights are subsequently
applied to the different categories of nouns and adjective stems ending in
*-&- in section 3. The phonetics of the assumed developments are explored
in sections 4 and 5. Taken together, sections 2 to 5 contain a comprehensive
theory of Baltic é-stems and their origin. The following section 6 is dedicated
to a brief discussion of alternative attempts to explain the phenomena
discussed in the preceding sections. It shows that all such attempts exhibit
features making them ultimately less than satisfactory. Section 7 points out
what still remains unexplained and has to be left to future research. The
results of the paper are summarised in section 8.

2. The Proto-Baltic é-preterit

As is widely known, the overwhelming majority of Baltic verbs form
their past tense stem either with the formative Proto-Baltic *-a-, or with
the formative Proto-Baltic *-&-." Both these Baltic past tense formations,
henceforth the a-preterit and the é-preterit, are broadly attested in Lithuanian
since the very beginning of its text records in the 16" c. In Latvian, the
a-preterit was recently generalised to all verbs, but the é-preterit is preserved
in dialects (see Endzelins 1923, 668—671; 1971, 234-239; Stang 1966a,
374-386). The situation in Old Prussian is more difficult to assess, but the
limited data also point to an a-preterit alongside an é-preterit (see Stang
1966a, 375-376; Rinkevicius 2017, 189-190; Villanueva Svensson
2023a, 179-181).

Both Baltic preterit formations appear to possess a counterpart in the
most closely related Slavonic. Among the different past tense formations of

' The following conventions are applied throughout the paper. In all Proto-Baltic and Proto-

East-Baltic reconstructions, the acute intonation on long vowels and diphthongs (including se-
quences of vowels with a tautosyllabic resonant) is marked with “~ over the relevant vowel or the
first component of the relevant diphthong. The circumflex intonation remains unmarked. The
word-stress is marked by ' preceding the stressed vowel or diphthong.

242



*_a- and an

Slavonic, one encounters an aorist formed with Proto-Slavonic
*-g-. In theory, the formatives of both

Slavonic aorist formations may be the regular counterparts of Proto-Baltic

aorist formed with Proto-Slavonic

*-a- and *-é- in the respective preterits. However, this seems to be true
only for the Baltic a-preterit. This preterit shares with the Slavonic a-aorist
not just the stem formative but all its major morphological features (cf.,
most recently, Villanueva Svensson 2020). In both language groups,
the relevant formation is responsible for the past tense of verbs designating
actions, which form a thematic root present. Both the a-preterit and the
a-aorist exhibit a characteristic inclination towards a zero-grade of the root,
which often does not match the ablaut grade of the present-stem. It follows
that the Baltic a-preterit and the Slavonic a-aorist most probably reflect one
and the same formation inherited from Proto-Balto-Slavonic times.

By contrast, the Baltic e-preterit and the Slavonic €-aorist have hardly
anything in common. In Slavonic, this aorist formation is confined to verbs
designating states, which form an i-present. In most cases, both the é-aorist
and the i-present exhibit zero-grade of the root. The infinitive of such
verbs ends in Proto-Slav *-&ti, i.e., it is based on the aorist stem. The Baltic
counterparts of such Slavonic verbs form a similar infinitive in Proto-Balt *-&ti
and a similar i-present, they also designate states and are typically zero-grade
in the root. However, such verbs do not form an é-preterit. On the contrary,
Baltic verbs with an infinitive in Proto-Balt *-éti and a zero-grade i-present
form an a-preterit in *_gia-: cf. Lith turéti, Latv turét ‘to hold, have’ with 3prt
Lith turéjo, Latv turéja, etc. And, vice versa, the Slavonic counterparts of
Baltic verbs which typically display an é-preterit do not exhibit an €-aorist in
Slavonic. For instance, the é-preterit is frequent in Baltic root verbs forming
a ia-present (such as Lith Saakti, 3prs Saiikia, Latv saukt, 3prs sauc ‘to call’,
etc.), whereas Slavonic root verbs with a je-present (such as OCS svl'g, 2sg
-esi ‘to send’, etc.) typically form an a-aorist (OCS 3sg.aor svla, etc.).

It follows that, of the two Baltic preterit formations, only the a-preterit,
which has a counterpart in Slavonic, can be securely assumed to reflect a
formation inherited from Proto-Balto-Slavonic or even older times. By
contrast, the Baltic e-preterit, which finds no counterpart in Slavonic or
anywhere else in Indo-European, is not necessarily older than Baltic itself,
i.e., it might have evolved out of other sources as recently as in Proto-Baltic.
In the remaining part of the present section, I will try to clarify the origin of
this Baltic e-preterit.
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In order to achieve this, it is advisable to make use of two sources of
information. The first source is the position of the é-preterit in the system of
Baltic conjugation; i.e., one has to establish to which inflectional classes of
Baltic verbs the é-preterit typically pertains. Since the Old Prussian data are
very limited, the relevant information is most conveniently collected from
Lithuanian and Latvian verbs ending in tectals (whose palatalisation reveals
a former &-preterit),” as well as Latvian dialects preserving the &-preterit in
all verbs. The second source of information is the structural properties of the
Baltic conjugation as well as the attested patterns of morphological change
in Baltic. Here, evidence provided by all three Baltic languages may be
used.

In Lithuanian, the é-preterit pertains to the following three classes of verbs.
The first class, given in Table la below, are the verbs with an infinitive in
Proto-Balt *-iti and a present-stem formed with Proto-Balt *-a-. The second
class, given in Table 1b, are the verbs with an infinitive in Proto-Balt *-ti
attached directly to the root and a present-stem ending in Proto-Balt *-ja-.
The third class, given in Table 1c, is constituted by verbs with an infinitive
in Proto-Balt *-ti attached, again, directly to the root and a present-stem in
plain Proto-Balt *-a-.

Table 1
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
. *s'akiti *s'aka *s'ake ‘to talk,
(Lith sakyti, (Lith sdko, s say’
Lith
Latv sacit) Latv saka) (Lith sake)
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
b *S'aukti *$'aukia *§'auke ‘to call
(Lith Satikti, (Lith Satikia, (Lith Satike,
Latv saukt) Latv sauc) Latv sauca, dial. -e)

> The transition from an inherited é-preterit to a-preterit was probably motivated by the 1sg

and 2sg.prt whose endings are shared by both preterit types. However, in verb roots ending in
tectals k and g, the 1sg and 2sg.prt exhibit the characteristic palatalisation to ¢ and dz in the former
é-preterit but not in the a-preterit, hence Latv 1sg.prt saucu ‘to call’ vs. pirku ‘to buy’, cf. Lith 1sg.
prt Saukiail vs. pirkaii. Accordingly, Latv 3.prt sauca, etc., although synchronically an a-preterit,

still clearly reveals its origin in the é-preterit.
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Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*s'egti *s'ega *s'ege ,
‘to stick’
¢ (Lith segti, (Lith séga, (Lith sége, o sHe
Latv segt) Latv seg) Latv sedza, dial. -e)

These are the morphological environments in which the Baltic e-preterit
evolved. In order to understand how it might have evolved, it is advisable to
take into consideration those patterns of morphological change which have
to be assumed for the preterit-stem formation in Baltic. Here, two major
morphological innovations must be registered, both of which considerably
increased the number of Baltic verbs forming an a-preterit. Originally, the
a-preterit pertained to three classes of morphologically simple verbs, given
respectively in Table 2a, b, and c¢. The inherited character of these patterns is
implied by the fact that each of them finds an exact counterpart in Slavonic.

Table 2
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*1'ikti *]'eika *1'ika ‘to leave’
(Lith likti, Latv likt | (Lith lieka, Latv liek) | (Lith liko, Latv lika)
. Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
.*t‘llpfl : T‘t‘elea Tktllll?il ‘o fit in’
(Lith tilpti, (Lith telpa, (Lith tilpo,
Latv tilpt Latv dial. telp) Latv tilpa)
Cf. OCS zidg, 3sg.aor Zeda ‘to wait’, etc. (see Vaillant 1966, 207-211).
Proto-Balt inf *r'isti | Proto-Balt 3prs *r'iSa | Proto-Balt 3prt *r'isa ‘to bind’
(Lith risti, Latv rist) (Lith risa, Latv ris) (Lith riso, Latv risa)
b Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*1'upti *1'upa *1'upa ‘to peel’
(Lith lupti, Latv lupt) | (Lith lupa, Latv lup) | (Lith lupo, Latv lupa)
Cf. OCS tvko, 3sg.aor tvka ‘to weave’, etc. (see Vaillant 1966, 201-203).
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*k'auti *k'auja *k'aua ‘to
(Lith kduti, (Lith kduja, (Lith kavo, strike’
Latv kaiit) Latv kailj) Latv kava)
C Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*dg'auti *bg'auja *6g'aua ‘to pick
) . ) L. (Lith uogdavo, berries’
(Lith uogduti) (Lith uogduja)

Latv dial. fiogava)
Cf. OCS darujg, 3sg.aor darova ‘to donate’ (see Vaillant 1966, 347-350).
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The morphological innovations in the preterit tense formation of Baltic are
both ultimately based on the inherited pattern given in Table 2b and c. The
first innovation pertains to verbs ending in Proto-Balt inf *-ati, 3prs *-'aja
and Proto-Balt inf *-&ti, 3prs *-'éia, given in Table 3a below. As shown by
Slavonic, such verbs did not originally form an a-aorist ending in *-ja- (but
only an aorist based on the respective infinitive stem). This must have changed
in Proto-Baltic times. From a synchronic perspective, in such verbs as Proto-
Balt 3prs *r'isa, *k'auja ~ 3prt *r'isa, *k'aua, etc., the preterit was formed in a
very simple way: by a lengthening of the present-stem’s last vowel. This means
of preterit-stem formation was evidently extended to such verbs as Proto-Balt
3prs *kil'aia, *ak'éia, producing 3prt *kil'aia, *ak'éia, etc. Note that the Proto-
Baltic origin of such present-stem-based preterits is clearly comfirmed by OPr
3prt billai = Lith bylojo‘spoke’, etc. The second innovation affected verbs ending
in Proto-Balt inf *-&ti, 3prs *-i, given in Table 3b. The well-attested Slavonic
counterparts of such verbs show, again, that they originally did not form an
a-aorist (but only an aorist based on the infinitive-stem). This must have,
again, changed in Proto-Baltic times. However, verbs ending in Proto-Balt inf
*-&ti, 3prs *-i did not follow the inherited pattern of verbs given in 2b and ¢
but instead joined the more recent pattern of other verbs with an infitive-stem
ending in a long vowel, i.e., verbs given in Table 3a. After the first innovation,
the new pattern Proto-Balt inf *-ati, *-éti ~ 3prt *-'aja, *-'¢ja could be easily
extended to all verbs forming an infinitive in Proto-Baltic *-éti.

Table 3
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*K'ilati *kil'dia *kil'dia o
NPT TR R to lift
(Lith kiloti, (Lith kiloja, (Lith kilojo,
Latv cilat) Latv cila) Latv cildja)
a | Cf. OCS rydajo, 3sg.aor ryda ‘to cry’ (see Vaillant 1966, 354—359).
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt .
K11 A £ o11%s . oA Lin to har-
aketi ak'éia ak'éia row’
(Lith akéti, Latv ecét) | (Lith akéja, Latv ecé) | (Lith akéjo, Latv ecéja) W
Cf. OCS uméjg, 3sg.aor umé ‘to have skills’ (see Vaillant 1966, 366—371).
PrOt*O,_BillF inf Proto*—]?alF 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt *tur'éia
“tureti turi “to hold’
b (Lith turéti, Latv turét, (Lith turi, (Lith turéjo,
OPr turit) Latv tur) Latv turéja)
Cf. OCS tropl'g, 2sg.prs tropisi, 3sg.aor tropé ‘to endure’ (see Vaillant 1966,
377-398).
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It must be stressed that both innovations must be necessarily assumed
for Proto-Baltic times in this chronological order. This is the only way to
understand how the preterit stems of inflectional classes given in Table 3
came about in Baltic. Now, we may ask whether one of these innovations
can be instrumental in explaining at least one of the three Baltic é-preterit
patterns given in Table 1 above. This seems to be indeed promising in the
case of verbs with Proto-Balt inf *-ti attached directly to the root and a 3prs
ending in *-ja-; see Table 1b above = Table 4a below. As shown in Table
4b, the Slavonic counterparts of such Baltic ja-presents systematically form
a-aorists (cf. Vaillant 1966, 307—-326), whose Baltic counterparts should be
a-preterits which, evidently, have not been preserved in Baltic. It is tempting
to assume that such Proto-Baltic verbs as given in Table 4a participated in
the same innovation which affected all the other verbs with a present-stem
ending in Proto-Baltic *-ja-. In the given case, this innovation would produce
a preterit-stem in Proto-Balt *-ia-, i.e., 3prt *$'aukia, *br'aukia, *k'opia, etc.
How would such preterit forms develop further? As is clearly shown by 3prt
in Proto-Balt *-aia, *-éia > Lith -6jo, -éjo, Latv -dja, -éa, in post-vocalic
position Proto-Balt *-ja remained virtually unchanged until most recent
times. However, there is evidence suggesting that after a consonant Proto-Balt
*-ia might have regularly developed into *-¢€ as early as in Proto-Baltic. This
evidence is provided by the Proto-Baltic nominal system in which, as is well
known, the counterparts of Slavonic ja-stems often appear as stems in *-&-.

Table 4
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*S'aukti *S'aukia *S'auke ,
w7 w7 R ‘to call
(Lith Satikti, (Lith Satikia, (Lith Satke,
Latv saukt) Latv sauc) Latv sauca, dial. -e)
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*br'aukti *br'aukia *br'auke ‘o streak’
(Lith bratikti, (Lith bratikia, (Lith bratike,
Latv braukt) Latv brauc) Latv brauca, dial. -e)
Proto-Balt inf Proto-Balt 3prs Proto-Balt 3prt
*k'opti *“k'opia *k'ope ‘to clear
(Lith kuopti, (Lith kuépia, (Lith kuope, out’
Latv kuopt) Latv kuopj) Latv kuopa, dial. -e)
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Proto-Slav 1sg.prs

Proto-Slav 2sg.prs

Proto-Slav 3sg.aor

*drém’o *drém’esi *dréma ‘to doze’
(OCS dreml'g, (OCS dréml esi, (OCS dréma)
Ru dremljit) Ru drémljes’)
Proto-Slav 1sg.prs Proto-Slav 2sg.prs Proto-Slav 3sg.aor
b *spl'o *spl’esi *spla ‘to send’
(OCS svl'g, Ru slju) | (OCS swl'esi, Ru sles”) (OCS swla)
Proto-Slav 1sg.prs Proto-Slav 2sg.prs Proto-Slav 3sg.aor
*maz’Q *maz’esi *maza ‘to smear’
(OCS mazo, (OCS mazesi, (OCS maza)
Ru madzu) Ru mazes’)

3. Proto-Baltic nominal e-stems

That Proto-Baltic nominal é-stems, which are all feminine, are somehow
associated with Proto-Slavonic ja-stems (i.e, Slavonic a-stems exhibiting
j-palatalisation of the last consonant of the root) is implied by several obvious
word-to-word matches, such as those given in Table 5a below. Such matches
can be, however, purely coincidental. The é-inflection has become productive
in Baltic dialects, creating recent é-stem nouns along inherited a-stems (see
Endzelins 1923, 196-197; Skardzius 1943, 74-75); cf. Table 5b. This
calls into question the significance of such cases as, for instance, Lith dial.
Zaré ‘dawn’ given in Table 5a, which are found beside Lith Zara ‘dawn’.

Table 5
Proto-Balt nom.sg *Z'eme Proto-Slav nom.sg *zem’a
(Lith zéme, Latv zeme, (OCS zeml’¢é, Ru zemljd, ‘earth’
OPr 1II semme) Pol ziemia)
. Proto-Balt nom.sg *k'urpe Proto-Slav nom.sg *ksrp’a
(Lith kurpé, Latv kufpe, Lo ‘shoe’
OPr E kurpe, 111 kurpi) (SIn krplja)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *Zar'e Proto-Slav nom.sg *zor’a dawn’
(Lith dial. Zaré) (OCS zor’a, Ru zorjd, Pol zorza)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *1'éipa Proto-Slav nom.sg *lipa
(Lith liepa, dial. -é, ; . ‘linden’
Ru lipa, Pol
b Latv liépa, dial. -¢) (Ru lipa, Pol lipa)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *migl'a Proto-Slav nom.sg *msgla o’
(Lith migla, dial. -é, Latv migla) (OCS mugla, Ru mgla) &
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More significant is the fact that Baltic é-stems are attested with the same
synchronic functions which are characteristic for groups of derived ja-stems
in Slavonic. The first group of Baltic é-stems, which obviously correspond

to ja-stems in Slavonic, are abstract nouns derived from adjectives. These
are given in Table 6 below, where the Slavonic material has been taken from
Vaillant’s (1974, 513-524) collection of Slavonic ja-stems; see also Fecht
(2010, 183—-189). The Baltic pattern is discussed in Skardzius (1943, 72—
73), Endzelins (1923, 197), Derksen (1996, 55-56, 59), and Larsson
(2004b, 308—-309). Note that abstract nouns often secondarily develop a more
concrete meaning, which may lead to a recent semantic distance between

their successors in the individual Baltic and Slavonic languages.

Table 6
Proto-Balt nom.sg *lig'e Proto-Balt nom.sg m *lig'ts flat
. . Lith lygus, dial. lygas, ’
(Lith lyg) (()Pr ac)c/?sg 11 po—l?jl'iun) even
a Proto-Balt nom.sg *dail'e Proto-Balt nom.sg m *dail'us o e
(Lith dailé, Latv dial. daile) (Lith dailiss, Latv dails) refined
Proto-Balt nom.sg *iod'e Proto-Balt nom.sg m *i'6das ‘black’
(Lith dial. juodé, juédé) (Lith jlodas)
Proto-Slav nom.sg *susa Proto-Slav nom.sg m *suxs
(OCS susa, Stok sasa, Ru siisa, (OCS suxw, Stok sith, Ru suxdj, ‘dry’
Pol susza) Pol suchy)
Proto-Slav nom.sg *tslst’a Proto-Slav nom.sg m “tolsts ‘thick
b (OCS thvsta, Slov télsca, (OCS tlvstw, Stok tust, fat’ ’
Ru t6ls¢a, Pol Huszcza) Ru tdlstyj, Pol Husty)
Proto-Slav nom.sg *tverd’a Proto-Slav nom.sg m *tverds .
< ~ hard,
(OESlav tverza, Pol twierdza) (OCS,,tvbr,db’ Stok tvfd, solid’
Ru tvérdyj, Pol twardy)

The second group, which is given in Table 7, is constituted by abstract

nouns derived from verbs. The Slavonic data have been taken from the same
sources; for Baltic é-stems see Endzelins (1923, 196), Skardzius (1943,
71-72), Derksen (1996, 56, 59-60), and Larsson (2004b, 310-311).
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Table 7

B TR
Proto-Balt nom.sg *kand'e Proto Balt*n}f k_anstl,
3prt *k'anda ‘to bite’
. . . (Lith kgsti, 3prt kdndo,
Lith L
(Lith kandé, Latv kudde) Latv kudst, 3prt kudda)
a Proto-Balt nom.sg *plis'e Proto-Balt inf *pl'isti, 3prt *pl'isa
. Vo 3% 3 k’
(Lith ply3é) (Lith pl)istz, 3prt p{yso, to crac
Latv plist, 3prt plisa)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *uit'e Proto-Balt inf *u'iti, 3prt *u'ita
. - N (Lith vysti, 3prt vyto, ‘to wilt’
(Lith vyré, Latv vite) Latv vist, 3prt vita)
Proto-Slav nom.sg *gryz’a Proto-Slav 2sg.prs *gryzesi
& Y v Ly (OCS gryzesi, Cak grizes, ‘to gnaw’
k, Cak R
(Stok, Cak griza, Ru gryza) Ru gry=é)
b Proto-Slav nom.sg *krad’a Proto-Slav 2sg.prs *kradesi
. . n (OCS kradesi, Cak krades, ‘to steal’
(Stok krada, Ru krdza) Ru kradés’)
Proto-Slav nom.sg *pas’a Proto-Slav 2sg.prs *pasesi
(OCS pasa, Ru dial. pasa, .. - ‘to pasture’
Pol pasza) (OCS pasesi, Ru pasés’)

It follows that the é-stem nouns of Baltic are, at least partially, the
etymological counterpart of Slavonic feminine ja-stems. This implies that
Proto-Balt *-& in the nom.sg of such nouns must descend from a more ancient
*-ia. This yields a clear parallel to Proto-Balt 3prt *-& found in verbs with
a 3prs ending in Proto-Balt *-Cja. In both cases, one has to assume a very
similar development *-Cja or *-Cia > *-Cé. Note that this development must
have been more recent than two specifically Proto-Baltic innovations: (a) the
generalisation of *a in the inflection of thematic presents which created a new
pattern of preterit formation (by lengthening of the last vowel of the present-
stem), and (b) extension of this pattern on verbs with a 3prs in Proto-Balt
*-Cja. At the same time, the hypothetical development *-Cia or *-Cia >
*-Ce left reflexes in all three Baltic languages and thus clearly preceded the
split-up of Proto-Baltic.
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4. The phonetics of Proto-Balt *-Cia, *-Cia > *-&

The assumed development early-Proto-Balt *-Cja, *-Cja > late-Proto-Balt
*-¢ is very similar to a sound change which must be equally postulated for
Proto-Baltic times. It is the communis opinio that in Proto-Baltic the ancient
sequence of vowels *-ia- secondarily contracted into late-Proto-Balt
while early-Proto-Baltic *-ia yielded late-Proto-Balt *-&. This is implied by
the following plain fact. In PIE, thematic adjectives as well as a percentage

*-i-,

of thematic nouns of masculine gender formed the feminine gender stem
and/or their feminine counterpart by simply replacing the thematic vowel of
the derivational base with PIE *-ah, > early-Proto-Balt *-a. This process is
shown in Table 8a and b with data from Vedic Sanskrit and Ancient Greek.
Table 8c demonstrates the same pattern in Baltic.

Table 8
nom.sg m ndvas nom.sg f ndva ‘new’
a |nom.sg m priyds nom.sg f priya ‘dear’
nom.sg dsvas ‘male horse, stallion’ | nom.sg dsva ‘female horse, mare’
nom.sg m stddios nom.sg f stddia ‘upright’
b |nom.sg m mikros nom.sg f mikra ‘small’
nom.sg. t"eds ‘god’ nom.sg. t"ea ‘goddess’
Proto-Balt nom.sg m *'abas Proto-Balt nom.sg f *I'aba
(Lith labas, Latv labs, (Lith laba, def. -6=ji, ‘decent’
OPr 111 labs) Latv laba, def. -a)
Proto-Balt nom.sg m *p'irmas Proto-Balt nom.sg f *pirm'a
. . . Lith pirmd, def. -6=ji, Latv def. first’
(Lith pirmas, OPr I pirmas) ( pifrrl:d, OP; 111 def.]pirmo:j)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *'éidras ‘otter’ | Proto-Balt nom.sg *'tidra ‘otter’
(Lith dial. iidras, Latv idrs) (Lith @idra, OPr E udro)

This pattern of feminine stem formation was certainly also at work in
adjectives and nouns formed with the suffix PIE *-io-, cf. Table 8a (Ved priyds,
-iya) and 8b (Gk stddios, -ia). In Proto-Baltic, the nom.sg of such adjectives
and nouns should end in m. *-ias and f. *-ia. However, the individual Baltic
languages presuppose rather m. *-is and f. *-¢&; cf. Table 9 for a selection of
the relevant data. This implies that inherited early-Proto-Balt *-ia- and *-ia
were contracted in late-Proto-Baltic into long monophthongs with circumflex
intonation.

251



Table 9

Proto-Balt nom.sg m Proto-Balt nom.sg m *deSin'ts, f -'é ‘on the
*d'eéinas, -a - right’
a (Lith déSinas, -a) (Lith deSinys, -é)
_ O
Proto Bal‘t norr_l.sg, wakaras — | Proto-Balt nom.sg m *uak'aris, f -¢ ‘western’
evening
(Lith vdkaras, Latv vakars) (Lith dial. vakdris, -¢)
Proto-Balt-Slav nom.sg N Proto-Balt nom.sg *tlak'ts| *tlak'¢ ‘female
*tlaka “fell, fur’ ‘male bear’ bear’?
N “ , (Lith lokys, Latv ldcis, S g :
b (Stok dlaka, Sln dldka) OPr E clokis) (Lith I6ké, loké)
PIE *hyagods ‘male goat’ — Proto-l‘?ualt nom.s,g IS 446 “female goat’
male goat
(Ved agjas, YAv azo) (Lith ozZys, Latv dzis) (OPr E wosee)

It is tempting to attribute the development early-Proto-Balt *-Cia, *-Cia
> late-Proto-Balt *-Cég, which is implied by the preterit stem of verbs with
3prs in Proto-Balt *-Cja and the abstract nouns discussed above, to the same
sound change. However, there are three obvious obstacles:

(a) The *-i- in the preterit stem of the relevant verbs and abstract nouns must have
been consonantal, whereas its counterpart in nouns and adjectives formed with early-
Proto-Balt *-ia-/*-ia- > late-Proto-Balt *-i-/*-&- was vocalic since PIE times.

(b) In nouns and adjectives formed with early-Proto-Balt *-ia-/*-ia- > late-Proto-
Balt *-1-/*-&- the contraction affected both the short *a and the long *a, whereas in
verbs with early-Proto-Balt 3prs in *-Cja and 3prt in *-Cia only the long *a was subject
to contraction.

(¢) In the preterit stem of the relevant verbs as well as in the abstract nouns the
contraction has been systematically accompanied either by a lengthening of the vowel
in the root, if this vowel was short, or by metatony, if it was an acute long vowel or
diphthong. This is shown in the Table 10 below (more data are given in Villanueva
Svensson 2014; 2020; Larsson 2004b). By contrast, in nouns and adjectives formed
with early-Proto-Balt *-ia-/*-ia- > late-Proto-Balt *-i-/*-&-, neither lengthening nor

metatony is observed (see Table 9 above).

> The onset of this word is discussed in Hock et al. (2015, 692).
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Table 10

Proto-Balt 3prt *kr'ete Proto-Balt 3prs *kr'etia ‘to jolt,
(Lith krété, Latv kreéta) (Lith krécia, Latv kres) shake’
Proto-Balt 3prt *sr'ebe Proto-Balt 3prs *sr'ebja ‘to slurp,
a (Lith srébé, Latv streba) (Lith srébia, Latv strebj) gulp’
Proto-Balt 3prt *b'eldée Proto-Balt 3prs *b'éldja .
o (Lith béldZia, dial. beldzia, | '© Xnock
(Lith beélde, dial. beldé) Latv belz, dial. bol2) strike
Proto-Balt nom.sg *gil'e Proto-Balt nom.sg m *gil'us ‘deep’
(Lith gylé, gyle, Latv dzile) (Lith gilus, Latv dzils)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *drat'e Proto-Balt nom.sg m *dr'fitas tthk’,
b strong
(Lith draté, driiteé) (Lith driitas)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *iod'e Proto-Balt nom.sg m *j'd6das ‘black’
(Lith dial. juodé, juéde) (Lith jhodas)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *min'e Proto-Balt 3prs *m'ina ‘to trample’
(Lith myné, myné, Latv mine) (Lith mina, Latv min)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *dar'e Proto-Balt 3prs *d'tria to thrl,lSt’
c stab
(Latv dial. dure) (Lith duria, Latv dur)
Proto-Balt nom.sg *beg'e Proto-Balt 3prs *b'éga ‘to run’
(Lith bégé, bége) (Lith béga, Latv bég)
However, the assumption that all stems in late-Proto-Baltic *-é- from a

more ancient *-a- or

k

-a- emerged by one and the same contraction is still

the most economical explanation. Accordingly, the next question to ask is
whether the obstacles in its way can be overcome. I think that all three can be
indeed removed by postulating the following sound change: early-Proto-Balt
*-CiV# > *-CiV#. This hypothetical sound change would:

(a)
(b)
(c)

remove the difference between etymological *-i- and etymological *-i- at the

input of the contraction,

account for the lack of contraction in 3prs in early-Proto-Balt *-ja as opposed to

nom.sg in early-Proto-Balt *-ias > late-Proto-Balt *-is,

explain the lengthening and/or metatony, which may both result from a change

in the prosody of the root syllable (from closed to open).

Note that from a typological perspective the change of an inherited
post-consonantal *i into syllabic *i is nothing unheard of. Such a change is

253



documented, for instance, in Old Irish: see the data given in Table 11 (cf.

Pedersen 1909, 68-70; Schrijver 1995, 282-289).

Table 11

pre-OIr nom.sg *donios

Proto-Celtic *gdonjos
‘human’

(OlIr duine)

(MWelsh dyn,
MBret den)

PIE *d"g"6m- ‘earth’
(Ved ksd, Gk k"t"5n,
Olr du)

pre-OIr nom.sg *k“arios

Proto-Celtic *k"arios
‘cauldron’

(Olr coire)

(MWelsh peir,
MoBret per)

pre-OlIr nom.sg *satios

Proto-Celtic *satios
‘swarm’

(OlIr saithe)

(MWelsh heid,
MBret hed)

As for the compensatory lengthening, it is usually attributed to a loss of
segments. However, in some cases the evidence suggests that it was not the
segmental loss as such that triggered the lengthening, but rather the change
in the prosodic characteristics of syllables which lost a segment. For instance,
in Ancient Greek the fricative *s was lost both between vowels and between
a resonant and a vowel. However, the compensatory lengthening e > ei /¢i/ is
only observed in the latter case, where the loss of *s turned a closed syllable
into an open one (Table 12b), but not in the former, where no such change

occurred (Table 12a).

Table 12

pre-Proto-Greek

Homeric Greek

nom.sg *génos genos ‘family’
a A P

gen.sg *génes-os > | géneos

nom.pl *génes-a > |génea

pre-Proto-Greek

Homeric Greek

1sg.prs *némo

nemo

‘to allocate’

b |lsg.aor *é-nem-s-m

> | é-neima

Isg.prs. *déro

deéro

‘to skin’

1sg.aor *é-der-s-m

> | é-deira
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5. Implications of the change early-Proto-Balt *-CiV# > *-CiV#

The hypothetical sound change *-CiV# > *-CiV# — feeding the subsequent
development of early-Proto-Balt *-ia, *-ia into late-Proto-Balt *-& in the
preterit stem of verbs with a 3prs in *-Cja and in abstract nouns — bears several
important implications for other domains of Baltic historical phonology and/
or morphology. The first of such implications follows from the fact that this
sound change obviously did not affect the relevant case forms of feminine
nouns and adjectives in Proto-Balt *-1/*-ja-, which are securely established
as reflecting PIE stems formed with *-ih,-/*-iah,-. The relevant data are
given in Table 13. Lith o, Latv a in the gen.sg and nom.pl of such nouns and
adjectives show the lack of the contraction, which means that the inherited *j
remained consonantal in them.

Table 13
nom.sg Proto-Balt *mart'T | < PIE *_ih cf. Ved devi ‘goddess’,
(Lith mara ‘bride’) 2 Goth mauwi ‘girl’
a | gen.sg Proto-Balt *martj'as | < Ved devyas,

< PIE *-jah,-a
(Lith mar¢iés, Latv marsas) rafymas Goth maujos
nom.pl Proto-Balt *m'artias | < PIE *-i4h,-as Ved devyas,

(Lith marcios, Latv marsas) Goth maujos

nom.sg f *gil‘f < ; cf. o
PIE *-ih d 1
(Lith gili “deep’) e Ved papt-evi
b gen.sg f *gili'as < . Ved papyas,
(Lith giliés, Latv dzilas) PIE "—jah,-ds Goth hardjos ‘hard’
nom.pl f *g'iljas < . Ved papyas,
PIE *-idh,-
(Lith gilios, Latv dzilas) Jatomas Goth hardjos

However, this failure of the change *-CiV# > *-CiV# to affect the gen.
sg and nom.pl of such nouns and adjectives is not necessarily unexpected.
As shown by the PIE reconstructions in Table 14, originally the relevant
case forms did not contain long vowels but rather sequences of two short
vowels. It is not known when exactly these sequences PIE *-ah,-as and
*-ah,-as contracted into Proto-Balt *-as.* If this development postdated the

* Slavonic also exhibits reflexes of long vowels in the relevant morphological positions. How-
ever, this does not necessarily imply that the contraction across a laryngeal was an already Proto-
Balto-Slavonic development. Beside Baltic and Slavonic, long vowels reflecting PIE *-dhj,a- and
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early-Proto-Balt change *-CiV# > *-CiV#, then the lack of contraction is
regular.

The second implication, which is intimately connected with the first, is
of a rather morphological nature. It pertains to the original inflection of
Baltic é-stem nouns. As has been discussed above, at least two etymologically
different groups have to be distinguished. The first is constituted by such
nouns as late-Proto-Balt *tlak'é ‘female bear’ (> Lith I6ké, loké), the second by
abstract nouns represented by, for instance, late-Proto-Balt *lig'e ‘evenness’
(> Lith Iygé). The hypothesis proposed in the present paper implies a particular
scenario of their respective inflectional development. This scenario is given
in Table 14, where a applies to late-Proto-Balt *tlak'é and similar words,
while b shows the same case forms of late-Proto-Balt *lig'e and other abstract
nouns. The chronological stages are the same for both types: early-Proto-
Baltic starts with *-CiV# > *-CiV#, while late-Proto-Baltic is the stage after
the contraction which led to the Baltic é-stems.

Table 14

Proto-Balto- early-Proto- middle-Proto- late-Proto-
Slav Balt Balt Balt

a | nom.sg *-Ci'a | > | nom.sg *-Ci'a | > | nom.sg *-Ci'a | > | nom.sg *-C'e

gen.sg *-Cia'as gen.sg *-Cia'as gen.sg *-Ci'as gen.sg *-C'es

nom.pl *-Ciaas| > | nom.pl *-Ciaas | > | nom.pl *-Cias | > | nom.pl *-Ces

\
\
\

Proto-Balto- early-Proto- middle-Proto- late-Proto-
Slav Balt Balt Balt
b | nom.sg *~Ci'a | > | nom.sg *~Ci"a | > | nom.sg *-Ci'a | > | nom.sg *-C'e

gen.sg *-Cia'as | > | gen.sg *-Cia'as | > | gen.sg *-Ci'as | > | gen.sg *-Cj'as

nom.pl *-Cjaas | > | nom.pl *-Cjaas | > | nom.pl *-Cias | > | nom.pl *-Cias

As Table 14 shows, in late-Proto-Baltic *tlak'é and *lig'é should have
shared the nom.sg, but not the other case forms. Rather, the gen.sg and
nom.pl of late-Proto-Baltic *lig'e should have resembled those of late-Proto-
Balt *mart'l (given in Table 13 above). This theoretical expectation is at
variance with the reality of Lithuanian and Latvian, where the descendants
of late-Proto-Baltic *lig'eé and other abstract nouns follow exactly the same
inflectional pattern as late-Proto-Baltic *tlak'e. However, this situation might

*-ah,ya- are found at least in Germanic, Italic, and Greek, but the contraction hardly preceded the

separation of all these branches from each other.

256



be recent. As shown in Table 15, in dialects of both Lithuanian and Latvian,
the abstract nouns in late-Proto-Balt *-¢ often possess variant forms implying
a stem in late-Proto-Baltic *-ja- (cf. Endzelins 1923, 200; Skardzius
1943, 70). In case of abstract nouns, such variant forms sometimes do not
exhibit the lengthening and/or metatony which have to be expected in the
nom.sg, where the change early-Proto-Balt *-CiV# > *-CiV# once operated.
This seems to imply that the inflectional pattern reconstructed for abstract
nouns in Table 14b indeed existed in late-Proto-Baltic and was probably
preserved in East Baltic dialects until much more recent times.

Table 15
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *aukst'e, late-Proto-Balt nom.sg m o
s 1 w1 s high,
gen.sg. *auksti'as aukstas tall
(Lith atksté, Latv aiigsa) (Lith dukstas, Latv aiigsts)
late-Proto-Balt fom‘.sig “alte, late-Proto-Balt nom.sg m *k'altas | , . |
a gen.sg. *kalti'as guilty
(Lith kalté, kalté, dial. kalcia) (Lith kaltas)
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *ankst'e, late-Proto-Balt nom.sg m
gen.sg. *anksti'as *'ankstas ‘tight’
(Lith dial. anksté, dial. ank3$cia) (Lith arnikstas)
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *kul'e, late-Proto-Balt inf *k'lti,
gen.sg *kulj'as 3prs *k'tlja ‘to beat’
(Lith kulé, kilé, dial. kulia, (Lith kulti, 3prs kilia,
Latv dial. kille) Latv kult, 3prs ku])
Proto-Balt nom.sg *min'e, Proto-Balt inf *m'inti,
b gen.sg *minj'as 3prs *m'ina ‘to tram-
(Lith myné, myné, minia, (Lith minti, 3prs mina, ple’
Latv mine, mina) Latv mit, 3prs min)
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *kand'e, late-Proto-Balt inf *k'ansti,
gen.sg “kandj'as 3prs *k'anda ‘to bite’
(Lith kandé, dial. kdndZia, (Lith kgsti, 3prs kdnda,
Latv kudde, dial. kudza) Latv kudst, 3prs kudd)

The third and last implication pertains to the acc.sg of the late-Proto-
Baltic é-stem abstract nouns. If such nouns indeed reflect more ancient stems
with a nom.sg ending in *-ia, then their acc.sg must have once ended in
*-ian, with a short *a. As is well known, in this case form the stem vowel of
all Baltic a-stems must have been short in Proto-Baltic times. This follows

from the circumflex intonation of this inflectional ending, which is in a sharp
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contrast with reflexes of Proto-Balt *-an in the instr.sg, see Table 16a below.
How this acc.sg in Proto-Balt *-ian would respond to the change early-Proto-
Balt *-CiV# > *-CiV# is unclear. On the one hand, the short *a of this acc.sg
ending should keep the *i consonantal. On the other, at least in East Baltic
as well as in the distantly related Slavonic, all tautosyllabic sequences of the
type *an are prosodically treated like long vowels and/or true diphthongs.
It is thus not unreasonable to assume the same for early-Proto-Baltic, and
this implies a change *-Cian > *-Cian, accompanied by lengthening and/
or metatony, in the acc.sg of all stems with a nom.sg ending in *-ia. The
subsequent late-Proto-Baltic contraction *-Cian > *-Cin — cf. middle-Proto-
Balt *tl'akian > *tl'akin > Lith lokj, Latv ldci ‘male bear’, etc.) — should then
generate a masculine looking acc.sg within an otherwise clearly feminine
¢/ja-stem paradigm.

Table 16

Lithuanian late-Proto-Baltic

acc.sg. f mazg *m'azan ‘small’

acc.sg. f def. mazg-jq *m'azan=ian

inst.sg. f maza *m'azan

AR AN A

inst.sg f mazg-ja *m'azan=jan

Interestingly, many é-stem abstract nouns of East Baltic possess masculine
i-stem variant forms. This tendency is shown in Table 17 for a selection of
such é-stems, chosen from the material already treated above. I think that the
special status of the acc.sg within the paradigm of such abstract nouns and,
consequently, their late-Proto-Baltic ending *-1n in this case form facilitated
their frequent transition into the inflection of masculine 1-stems. However,
the widespread vacillation between the feminine é- and the masculine 1-stems
in the East Baltic dialects of present times points to a very recent date of this
last step in the evolution of the relevant groups of abstract nouns.

Table 17
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *aukst'e, late-Proto-Balt acc.sg *'aukstin —
gen.sg *auksti'as nom.sg *-is
a (Lith afiks$té, Latv aiigSa) (Lith atik$tis)
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *iod'e, late-Proto-Balt acc.sg *i'odin —
gen.sg *i6di'as nom.sg *-is
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(Lith dial. juodé, jucdé) (Lith juddis)
late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *gil'e, late-Proto-Balt acc.sg *¢'llin — nom.
gen.sg *gilj'as sg *-1s

(Lith gylé, gylé, Latv dzile)

(Lith dial. gylis)

late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *dar'e,
gen.sg *durj'as

late-Proto-Balt acc.sg *d'trin — nom.
sg *-Is

(Latv dial. dure)

(Lith diiris, Latv dial. diiris, duris)

late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *bég'e,
gen.sg *bégi'as

late-Proto-Balt acc.sg *b'egin — nom.
sg *-1s

(Lith bégé, bégeé)

(Lith bégis)

late-Proto-Balt nom.sg *min'e,
gen.sg “minj'as

late-Proto-Balt acc.sg *m'Inin — nom.
sg *-1s

(Lith myné, myné, minia,

(Latv minis)

Latv mine, mina)

6. Alternative solutions

The discussion in the preceding sections has shown that both (a) the stem
formative *-é- in the late-Proto-Baltic preterit of verbs with a 3prs in *-Cja
and (b) the stem formative *-é- in late-Proto-Baltic counterparts of Slavonic
ja-stem abstract nouns can be explained in one and the same way. A unified
explanation for both categories is required because of the well-known fact
that in both, the development of late-Proto-Baltic *-é was accompanied
by a lengthening of and/or metatony in the root vowel. Accordingly, any
explanation applying to only one of both categories is uneconomical and
thus probably wrong. This immediately disqualifies such theories as all
s-aorist or root-aorist based explanations of the é-preterit (see Petit 2004,
344-361; 2010, 249-254; Kortlandt 2017, 39; 2020; Ostrowski 2019) or
the use of the imperfect to PIE Narten’s presents (Yamazaki 2019). Equally
unsatisfactory are all explanations of lengthening and/or metatony in nouns
which cannot be applied to the é-preterit. This is true for Stang’s (1966a,
144—-151; 1966b) theory, accepted in Derksen (1996, 52—-54, 62—66, 369—
370) and Larsson (2004a; 2004b, 311-312, 316—-319), which attributes the
lengthening and/or metatony in nouns to a stress retraction either preceding
or accompanying the contraction.

By contrast, Villanueva Svensson (2005; 2014; 2023b, 184-187;
2023c, 72-73) explains the emergence of late-Proto-Baltic *-& and the
lengthening and/or metatony in both relevant categories in a unified way.
According to him, late-Proto-Baltic *-¢& resulted from a more ancient *-iia or
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*-ija, whereby the lengthening and/or metatony originated from syllable loss
during this development. This explanation, although clearly superior to all its
predecessors, is still unsatisfactory for the following reasons.

(a) The development into late-Proto-Baltic *

-& with a loss of a syllable is equally
attested in such adjectives as nom.sg f *uak'aré and such nouns as *tlak'é ‘female
bear’. Neither category exhibits a lengthening and/or metatony.

(b) Proto-Balt *-ija did not develop into late-Proto-Baltic *-¢&, but was preserved as
Lith -ijo, Latv -ija in the 3prt of denominal verbs such as Lith akyti, 3prt -ijo, Latv
dial. salit, 3prt -ija (see Villanueva Svensson 2023a).

(c) It remains unclear how early-Proto-Balt *-Cija can have emerged in the 3prt of
verbs with a 3prs in early-Proto-Balt *-Cja.’

Especially the last point seems to be, first, a fatal objection to Villanueva
Svensson’s theory in its 2023 state and, second, a natural bridge to the
solution advocated in the present paper, i.e., to assuming a change *-CiV# >
*-CiV# in early-Proto-Baltic.

7. The loose ends

The comprehensive theory of Baltic é-stems and their root vocalism
presented in this paper still leaves a part of the evidence without a satisfactory
explanation. The most important point which could not be clarified in the
framework of the proposed theory is the origin of those Baltic é-preterits
which do not exhibit lengthening and/or metatony in their roots. These are
the é-preterits belonging to verbs with a 3prs in Proto-Balt *-Ca (see Table
1c above) and Proto-Balt *-Ca (Table 1a). Note that the é-preterits of verbs
belonging to the former category are attested, at least, in both East Baltic
languages and are thus probably inherited from Proto-Baltic. By contrast, the
e-preterits of verbs in the second category are attested only in Lithuanian,
which makes their Proto-Baltic provenance less secure.

This is explicitely left open in Villanueva Svensson (2023, 183, 186). Attempts to
attribute the development *] > *i to Sievers-Edgerton’s law (i.e., syllabic pronunciation of the
semivowel after a heavy preceding syllable, see for such an explanation H. H. Hock 1972a, 158
and 1972b) are unconvincing. The numerous Proto-Baltic heavy root syllable presents in 3prs
*-Cia (such as *§'aukia, *br'aukia, *k'Opia, etc., without contraction) show the lack of a correlation
between the quantity of the preceding syllable and the pronunciation of *i in Proto-Baltic. Assum-
ing a secondary generalisation of *i in the present-stem but not in the corresponding preterit-stem

(Yamazaki 2019; 2022) makes the explanation too complex.
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The second point which had to be left to future research is the lack of
lengthening and/or metatony in such feminine é-stems of Baltic as late-
Proto-Balt *Z'eme ‘earth’ or *k'trpé ‘shoe’ (see Table 5 above). The Slavonic
counterparts of such nouns end in Proto-Slav *-'a, i.e., *zem’a and *ksrp’a,
like the Slavonic counterparts of abstract nouns in late-Proto-Baltic *-e.
However, in contrast to the abstract nouns, late-Proto-Balt *Z'emeé ‘earth’ and
*k'arpe ‘shoe’ do not exhibit a lengthening and/or metatony. This implies,
in the framework of the present theory of Baltic é-stems, an origin in nouns
ending in Proto-Balto-Slav *-ia. The problem is that such an origin might
be at variance with Slavonic, where one would then expect not Proto-Slav
*-’a but rather Proto-Slav *-sja (such as *oldsja ‘boat’ in OCS ladija, Ru dial.
lod’d, etc.).

However, this problem is far from providing crucial counter-evidence
against the proposed theory. Firstly, despite the perfect semantic match, late-
Proto-Balt *z'eme and Proto-Slav *zem’a may have arisen independently
from each other. The former might be a recent nominalisation of an adjective
based on Proto-Balt *Z'emas ‘low’ (in Lith Zémas, Latv zems) and derived
from it following the pattern Proto-Balt nom.sg m *d'esinas ‘on the right’
— *desin'ts ‘on the right’ (see Table 9a above). The latter might be derived
from the i-stem Proto-Slav *zems ‘earth’ (in Ru dial zem’ ‘floor’). Secondly,
the development early-Proto-Slav *-CpjV > middle-Proto-Slav *-CjV >
late-Proto-Slav *-C’V is actually attested in Slavonic: see Table 18 for the
Isg of such iterative presents as late-Proto-Slav *vod’¢ ‘to lead’ (OCS vozdo,
Ru vozil, see W. Hock 1995). It remains unclear why not all forms ending
in early-Proto-Slav *-CpjV developed like the 1sg.prs of such verbs and/or
whether such a development can be assumed for late-Proto-Slav *zem’a.

Table 18
late-Proto-Slav early-Proto-Slav pre-Proto-Balto-
Slav
inf VOdgu(Si§,§Odltl’ < *voditt < *uad-eie-tejiei
*vod’¢ (OCS vozdy, " . " Lz
Isg.prs Ru vo2s) < vodnjo < uad-eio=
T o
2sg.prs VOdﬁu(gogz,§OdlSl’ < *vodisj1 < *uad-eje-si=
*vodits (OCS voditv, .- « Lo
3sg.prs Ru védif) < vodits < uad-eje-t=
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The third and last point to be addressed in the present section is, at
the same time, the least problematic. The lengthening and/or metatony
characteristic of the e-preterit in Baltic verbs with a 3prs in Proto-Balt *-Cia
as well as of Baltic é-stem abstract nouns is also attested in stems ending in
something close to late-Proto-Balt *-Ciu-. A small selection of the relevant
material is given in Table 19; more data can be found in Stang (1966a,
144-145), Derksen (1996, 36—37), Larsson (2004b), and Mikuléniené
(2005, 80).

Table 19

Lith puddzius ‘potter’ cf. Lith piodas, Latv pudds ‘pot’

Lith gifnius ‘maker of millstones’ cf. Lith girna, Latv pl dzifnas ‘millstone’
Lith Satik$cius ‘kitchen-cupboard’ cf. Lith Sdukstas ‘spoon’

The theory of Baltic eé-stems and their root vocalism advocated in the
present paper implies that such nouns must have participated in the early-
Proto-Baltic change *-CiV# > *-CiV# despite the fact that their stem
formative contained a short vowel. However, several oblique cases of such
nouns ended not in a short vowel, but in a true diphthong (early Proto-
Balt gen.sg *-Cjaus) or in a short vowel followed by a tautosyllabic resonant
(early Proto-Balt acc.sg *-Cjiun). As already discussed above, such case forms
should also be affected by the hypothetical sound change.

8. Summary

The paper argues that all é-stems of Proto-Baltic with a lengthening or
metatony in the root should and can be explained in a unitary way. This
can be achieved by assuming a sound change early-Proto-Baltic *-CiV# >
*-CiV# which, in the case of *V = *a or *a, would be feeding the well-
known contraction of early-Proto-Baltic *-ia- and/or *
Baltic *-e-.

-ia- into late-Proto-
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DEL KONTRAKCIJOS IR KOMPENSACINIO PAILGEJIMO
BALTU KALBU &é KAMIENUOSE

Santrauka

Straipsnyje nagrinéjami veiksmazodziy ir vardazodziy € kamienai, kuriems budin-
gas antrinis trumpyjy Saknies balsiy pailgéjimas ir / ar antriné metatonija akiitiniuose
ilguosiuose balsiuose ar dvigarsiuose. Jiems priklauso tam tikra € preterity klasé ir mote-
riskosios giminés abstraktai, padaryti i§ budvardziy ar veiksmazodziy. Abiem atvejais ka-
mieno formantas tradiciSkai aiskinamas kaip atsirades i$ senesnio postkonsonantinio *-ia.
Straipsnyje teigiama, kad abi kategorijos gali buti paaiskintos suponuojant ankstyvosios
balty prokalbés postkonsonantinio *i virtima *i pozicijoje pries ilgajj balsj ar dvigarsj.
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