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1. Introduction

Jenny L arsson has recently (2003) made an effort to revive Pauli’s and Berneker’s
hypothesis that the spellings <oa> and <ea> in the Elbing Vocabulary denote circumflex
length. She claims that in the majority of cases <oa> and <ea> originate from a retraction
that may be identified with the well-known East Baltic retraction of the ictus from
prevocalic *i, which, in her view, yielded not only metatony but also lengthening
of short vowels, including the first element of so-called mixed diphthongs (see also
Larsson 2004). In Old Prussian, the first element of newly arisen long diphthongs
was not shortened, as happened in East Baltic, but remained intact. It may be clear that
the correctness of the proposed scenario is highly relevant to the reconstruction of a
Baltic proto-language. The two questions which I shall address in this article are:

(1) To what extent do the spellings <oa> and <ea> in the Elbing Vocabulary reflect
prosodic distinctions?

(2) Is there evidence for a retraction of the stress from prevocalic i?

Since the material has already been discussed extensively in Larsson 2003, I shall
limit myself to a survey of the relevant forms. I shall omit from the discussion those
cases in which <oa> and <ea> contain a syllable boundary, such as gertoanax ‘hawk’,
and the words geauris ‘coot(?)’ and panean ‘boggy grove or shrubbery’, where the <e>
seems to denote palatalization, cf. Lith. giaurys ‘water rail’, Latv. pana ‘puddle’.

2. The Pomesanian vowel system

According to Levin (1974, 5), the vowel system of the Elbing Vocabulary can be
analyzed as follows!:

/1l 1 /4l u /i, e /w0
/el e /3/ o, 0a /el e a /2/  a,oa,e

'In Levin’s overview of the vowel phonemes and their representations in spelling, less frequent ortho-
graphical variants, such as <ea> and <ee>, are not mentioned.
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I completely subscribe to this analysis. As to the representation of the vowel
phonemes in the spelling of the vocabulary, I would like to raise the question under
which circumstances <oa> may denote /5/. To my mind, there are no clear cases of <oa>
representing a short monophthong. Since Levin analyzes diphthongs as sequences of
a short vowel + /i, u/ or /r, 1, m, n/, it is possible that this is what he had in mind when
he adduced <oa> as one of the possibilities for rendering /o/2. It cannot be excluded,
however, that in diphthongs <oa> indicates a greater intensity of the first element or
indeed represents /3/, as Levin himself (o.c., 41) is inclined to assume for moargis
‘acre’. For Pomesanian Prussian there is probably no rule which shortens long vowels
followed by a tautosyllabic resonant, cf. woaltis ‘ell’, woltis ‘elbow’ and, possibly,
solthe ‘fancy cookie’. Such a rule is commonly assumed for the earlier stages of the
Baltic languages and is invoked by Larsson to explain the loss of new long diphthongs
in East Baltic. For modern Lithuanian and Latvian there is no longer a constraint on
long vowels followed by a tautosyllabic resonant, e.g. Lith. strti ‘grow salty’, tolti
‘move away’, §onkaulis ‘rib’, vinmedis ‘grape vine’ (Young 1990, 9).

The data of Samland Prussian, the Enchiridion in particular, show that there existed
a contrast between acute and circumflex diphthongs in this dialect. The former were
characterized by greater intensity at the end of the syllable, the latter by greater intensity
at the beginning. It is generally assumed that the acute was rising and the circumflex
falling, though it is possible that distinctive pitch had been lost, leaving behind a
difference in duration and quality of the first element. Since acute length is also marked
in high diphthongs which had only recently developed from acute monophthongs, e.g.
sunon (11), soanon (II1) Asg. ‘son’, it is likely that the pitch accent system had been
preserved®.

Assuming that the dialect of the Elbing Vocabulary also had a contrast between
acute and circumflex vowels, Larsson’s hypothesis about the origin of <oa> and <ea>
implies that <oaRC> and <eaRC> denoted sounds which differed from the realizations
of circumflex /o0RC/ and /eRC/ as well as from acute /o0RC/ and /eRC/(Larsson 2003,
102). In Lithuanian, there are oppositions such as dRC : aRC : 6RC : 6RC : #oRC :
u6RC and éRC : eRC : éRC : éRC, but here we find a considerable difference in quality
between historically short and historically long vowels. T wonder if the scribe who wrote
down the vocabulary would be able to record distinctions of this type in Pomesanian

2Cf.Smoczynski 2000, 70f.,, where doalgis, moargis and also poalis are presented as examples of
<0a> denoting a short vowel. Note that in connection with moargis Levin (o.c., 41) refers to “the general
problem of oa in the Elb orthography”.

* A possible counterexample is passons ‘stepson’ (see below).

*I shall use the designations I, IT and III to refer to the First Catechism, the Second Catechism and the
Enchiridion, respectively.
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unless <oa> and <ea> denoted diphthongized vowels (cf. Trautmann 1910, 99, 110).
In the catechisms, however, we find no evidence for a three-way distinction in mixed
diphthongs. A careful investigation of the distribution of the various spellings of mixed
diphthongs is clearly desirable.

The phonological status and the phonetic realization of the sounds denoted by <oa>
and <ea> are obviously a point of discussion for monophthongs as well. It is clear that
Larsson assumes that <oa> and <ea> do not represent acute monophthongs. Whether
she actually claims that the sounds which these graphemes denote were distinct from
the realizations of circumflex *6 and *€ is less apparent. Larsson speculates about a
more open pronunciation of <oa> and <ea>, which more or less implies that as regular
reflexes of iherited *@/6 and *é she advocates /6/ and /&/ rather than Levin’s /3/ and
/€/. Here, too, one might assume a diphthongized pronunciation for <oa> and <ea>. The
question which needs to be answered first is whether it is possible to argue with a certain
degree of plausibility that <oa> and <o> have a different origin.

3. Monophthongs

3.1. <oa>

e boadis ‘thrust’, cf. embaddusisi (IIT) Npl. ‘stuck’. It is plausible that this is a de-
verbative io-stem, cf. Stang 1966, 39; PKEZ I 1505,

* doacke ‘starling’, cf. OHG faha ‘jackdaw’. Accordingto Smoczynski (1989, 19),
this a borrowing from German. Stang (1971, 19) considers doacke a Baltic and
Germanic “Sonderiibereinstimmung”.

o gramboale ‘beetle’, cf. Lith. grambuolys 3* ‘May-bug’, dial. grambélis 2 “dung-
beetle, May-bug’. The long vowel in the suffix seems to be of apophonic origin.

* Joase ‘blanket’, cf. E. Lith. lozé 4 (DLKZ) ‘place where grain 1s lying flat, lying grain,
bent sheaf” (also attested with AP 2). For semantic reasons it is unattractive to
classify this word as a borrowing from Slavie, cf. Pl. foze ‘bed’. The best solution
is probably to posit a derivative of */eg"- ‘lay’, cf. lasinna (111) 3 sg. pret. ‘put’, Lith.
dial. islezti ‘lay down (crops)’.

* moazo ‘aunt’, cf. Lith. mosa ‘sister-in-law (husband’s sister)’, Latv. mdsa ‘sister’.
Larsson adduces Lith. mdsa and states that a variant with an acute occurs as well.
This seems to be a distortion of the facts, as mdsa is not even mentioned in the LKZ,

> When discussing Maziulis’s etymologies I shall usually refrain from providing explicit references
unless the etymologies cannot be found sub voce.

® Cf. Eng. lay (spelled ledge in the 16™ and 17" centuries), lodge ‘beat down (crops)’, now only of
wind and rain (OED s.v.v.).
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(VHI 360)’. Furthermore, I disagree with Larsson’s remark (2003, 93) that we
should not attach too much importance to this example because we are dealing with
a “Lallwort”.

noatis ‘nettle’, cf. Lith. ndteré 1, noteré 32, notré 4, notra 1/4, néterina 1 (LKZ VIII
874), Latv. ndtre, ndtra ‘id.”, Pl. na¢ ‘leafy top of a root vegetable’. Larsson, who
does not mention any Lithuanian forms pointing to an acute root, concludes that “the
circumflex of the root is comparable to the East Baltic examples” (l.c.). The East
Baltic evidence quite clearly indicates that the root was originally acute.

ploaste ‘sheet’, cf. Lith. dial. pldsté (E. Prussia) ‘sheet, cloth, cloak’, Pl. plaszcz
‘cloak’. Maziulis considers it possible that the Lithuanian form is a Prussianism.
Skardzius (1931 s.v.), on the other hand, argues that Lith. pldste may be a back
formation based on p/éscius ‘cloak’, which is regarded as a borrowing from Slavic.
poaris ‘mole-cricket’. Maziulis reconstructs *paris from BSL *(s)per- ‘fly’. Larsson’s
addition “i.e. *paris < *parijas” represents her own point of view, considering that
Maziulis draws a comparison with plésjs ‘who/which tears’.

poalis ‘dove’. Derived from a colour adjective *pala- by MaZiulis, who assumes an
io-stem *palis. With respect to the ablaut in the root he mentions the pair rétas
‘rare’: rétis ‘sieve’, but cf. Zilis ‘grey-haired man’ vs. Zjlis ‘greyness’, etc. (Derksen
1996, 421.). Smoczynski (2000, 70f.) also starts from an adjective *pala-, but
he interprets <oa> as a labialized short a. Furthermore, he considers this adjective
a borrowing from German, cf. MHG val ‘pale’, which has also been proposed for
Latv. pals, by the way. Hinze (1991, 170) claims that poalis has a Finnic origin,
cf. Wot. panio ‘dove’.

soakis ‘warbler’. This bird-name is traditionally derived from $§6k#i ‘jump’, while
Tenhagen (1998, 169) prefers a derivative of sudkti ‘sing’. Even if soakis is cog-
nate with §6kti, 1t 1s not obvious that an io-stem would belong to the type which
underwent retraction of the stress in East Baltic, cf. Lith. §6kis ‘dance, jump’.
soalis ‘grass, herb’, cf. sdlin (I1T) Asg., Lith. Zole 4, Latv. zdle ‘grass’. The broken
tone of the Latvian noun is analogical after forms in which the root-final laryngeal
remained. Larsson’s Old Lithuanian accentual variant Z6/¢ may be based on the
Nsg. 5dfe in Dauk3a’s Postilla, which occurs alongside $0/é and other forms
pointing to accentual mobility (cf. Kudzinowski 1977, 481). The LKZ (XX 952)
only mentions AP 4. In my view, the long root vowel of this etymon has no
connection with the retraction from prevocalic i but originated at an earlier stage
(cf. Kortlandt 1985, 117).

54

" The accentuation mdsa can be tracedto Berneker (1896, 255).



LLAU SUUIALE WLV U0 ) GLIU AFU LD (e ¥ JU) LIAVY ULLLL LALDPUIVU AU PLUpUsuD ail
emendation soarixti ‘fire’, cf. sari ‘glow’.

e broakay ‘garment covering the upper thighs’. Universally considered a borrowing
from MLG.

e woapis ‘paint’, cf. Latv. vape ‘glaze’, vapa ‘paint’.

o aloade ‘door-hasp’, cf. Lith. alvyta, Latv. elvete ‘switch’, Lith. alvitos, elvitos ‘swing,
swing beam’, elvéde ‘swing beam’, Latv. elvede ‘ein junger, armdicker Tannenbaum,
dessen diinnes Ende, in kleine kliiga verwandelt, zum Befestigen der Flosser am
Ufer dient, die Seitenstange einer Schaukel’.

e poadamynan ‘fresh milk’. Maziulis identifies the root with PIE *peh_- “drink” and
posits a present *poda. I consider the etymology of this noun uncertain.

I disagree with Larsson (2003, 98 fn.) that woasis is the only exception to her
rule that <oa> represents a long circumflex vowel, as it is highly unlikely that moazo
and noatis have circumflex roots. Of the remaining instances, many are borrowings or
nouns with an uncertain etymology. In Standard Lithuanian, borrowings as a rule have
a rising tone, e.g. ponas. There is no reason to assume that Old Prussian borrowings
typically had a falling tone. In my view, only boadis and loase are likely to belong to
the derivational type which in Lithuanian is characterized by a long circumflex root
vowel. Since there is an old layer of original root nouns with lengthened grade, the
above-mentioned nouns do not prove that the retraction of the stress from prevocalic i
must have operated in Old Prussian as well. The long root vowel may have spread to
other derivational types.

There are many examples of <o> continuing acute *6/4, e.g. mothe ‘mother’, brothe
‘brother’, nozy ‘nose’, wosee ‘goat’ (cf. Larsson 2003, 90). In addition, we find a
number of etyma which either appear to continue circumflex *6/a or would have been
likely candidates to show <oa> within Larsson’s framework:

e smoy ‘man’, cf. OLith. Zmud. In spite of Lith. dial. Zmugj, it seems likely that <y>
indicates length here.
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