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Preface

Introductory reference works in Baltic linguistics and philology, com-
pared to other philological domains, are few in number and (with some
important exceptions) they do not usually exceed the measure of an article.
This book would at least fill this vacuum. It could thus furnish a somewhat
modest contribution to the vast amount of material subsumed under the
label “Baltistics”, which would cover the main purpose that the author set
out for himself.

[ am conscious of the fact that many arguments are by necessity hard-
ly mentioned, others are only pointed out and still others are compressed
owing to the necessity for synthesis which characterizes this work. But one
hopes that readers will appreciate the novelty of the attempt to compare
in their entirety from their antiquity up to the present the changes of the
Baltia, and specifically of the Baltic linguistic community, although they
will be displayed according to an original chronological-cultural model
which does not only take the linguistic stages of the Baltics into account.
For these reasons it is hoped to attract a larger number of readers than the
very narrow circle of specialists.

k

From the Middle Ages until the present, the social hierarchy established
in the Baltics has been imposed many times by the presence of élite ruling
foreigners (Germans, Swedes, Russians, Poles) as opposed to the autoch-
thonous subordinate majority (Prussians, Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians,
Livonians and others) who did not have a written language. The appearance
of the written languages in the 16th century with the victory of Lutheran-
ism and then of Catholicism, and the subsequent translation of texts for
religious preaching among the native Baltic populations also signified the
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beginning of the end of the cultural subordination of the Balts and the
linguistic privilege of the other ethnicities (except, of course, for political,
economic and family ties).

The long and slow process of liberation underwent a sudden accel-
eration in the 19th century, but was completed suddenly during the post
World War I period when Lithuanian and Latvian became the official lan-
guages in the Republic of Lithuania and the Republic of Latvia respectively.
Then, with the incorporation of the Baltic Republics into the Soviet Union
in the middle of the 20th century, the use of the two Baltic languages
became still more restricted and their status was reduced again to the rank
of vernacular languages.

Twenty-five years ago the scene radically changed again: Lithuanian
and Latvian are once more official languages in their respective indepen-
dent Republics. Since May 1st 2004 Lithuanian and Latvian are official
languages of the European Union and at the end of secular changes they
find themselves in a position to meet future challenges.

S

This book’s concentration on historical problems is not something to
regret, not only because the achievements of general linguistics notorious-
ly spring from the resolution of problems of historical character. To some it
may still appear that Baltic linguistics has some difficulties in emancipating
itself from the status of a historical discipline, which it has been from its
very beginnings as a part of historical Indo-European grammar in the 19th
century.

I must say that I do not completely agree with this point of view.
Firstly, because I really do not think that it is the case any more, and every-
body can easily observe the abundance of synchronic studies and structural
descriptions of and about the Baltic languages which have been published
both within and outside the Baltic countries. And secondly, because I also
think that it is not necessarily good to follow what is in fashion at a specific
point in time.

Differently from many other linguistic approaches determined by the
prevalent trend of an epoch, the historical approach to the linguistic phe-
nomenon will probably remain, at least in Baltic studies, the fundamental
part of the discipline; the one which does not appear or disappear according
to what is a la page, and the one with which the other approaches will also
converge sooner or later.
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k

It is the aim of this book to provide a starting point for dialogue, where
the disciplinary relations between multiple approaches could be evaluated.
This should also consider the concern and need for interdisciplinary com-
munication and collaboration (instead of the traditional relative isolation
and autonomy of methodology) which arises from the variety of linguistic
methods in use today.

We must note that it is impossible to avoid now and then taking
a middle road, and one which is rich in contaminations, that takes into
account (to put it in well-known Saussurian terms) the point of view of
external and internal linguistics such that one passes often from consid-
eration of the languages to that of the community of their speakers with
frequent references to their history and culture. But this work should also
serve as a preliminary contribution to the social history of the Baltic lan-
guages which has yet to be written. If one observes the last half millenium,
one notes that their status has always been in the balance between that of
vernacular and that of language; moreover their development has been
determined more by the action of external factors than by internal factors.

k

“Baltistics” (or “Baltic philology”) is here conceived as fotius balticitatis
cognitio. Whether the author succeeded in this purpose or not will be deter-
mined by the readers. After all, the same concept of “Baltistics” or “Baltic
Philology” came into being and was elaborated by looking at Baltia from
the outside. Namely, what is historically known by different names (such
as baltische Philologie or filologia baltica or philologie baltique or battycka
filologja and so on), i.e., known by this international label, was capable of
grasping and examining the Baltic linguistic and cultural world as a whole.

Is it not true that a look from outside or from a distance may make
it easier to encompass the entirety and the unity of the Baltia? Every sci-
entific specialization without universalizing is a blind act, whereas every
universalizing without specialization is just a soap bubble. The two aspects
are important for the advancement of the historical sciences: both as spe-
cial investigations and with regard to the universal context of the research.
According to an ancient aphorism, in science it is important to look at the
trees without ignoring the forest... I would dare to say that the maintenance
of the forest’s portrait has probably been the main historical mission of Bal-
tistics practiced outside of the Baltic countries.
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Otherwise, I want to stress that those who are looking at the forest
from the outside do not have any priority in Baltistics, because the con-
tribution to science of those who live close to the trees and know their
characteristics and properties is essential in order not to distort the forest’s
portrait.

It seems to me that both in the past and in the present there has
existed and still exists in this discipline a useful dialectic among Balticists
active in the Baltic countries and Balticists active abroad. This dialectic is,
I would say, harmonious. And it is this way because both kinds of Balticists
together make up a solid and united team of scholars which has as its base
what I like to call “our common balticitas” (cf. KB, 11, 2005; LZAVestis,
64; BF, 19).

P.U.D.
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CHAPTER 1

LINGUISTIC PREHISTORY
OF THE BALTIC AREA

The first question one has to face in dealing with Baltic linguistics is that
of terminology. It is not uncommon to encounter ambiguous terminol-
ogy in the domain of Baltic linguistics. In order to resolve troublesome
misconceptions one should initially define certain terms and fundamental
concepts.

1.1. INTRODUCTION AND ISSUES OF TERMINOLOGY
1.1.1. Baltic and Baltia

If at first glance there is no acknowledged difference between two diverse
usages of a single term in everyday language, the scientific realm recog-
nizes a pressing need for a precise definition (Belardi 1993). In the case of
the term Baltic, among others, European languages recognize two usages:
one appellative and the other toponomastic.'

For English, cf. OED (*1989, vol. 1, p. 916): “1. Of, pertaining to, designating or bordering upon an almost
landlocked sea in N. Europe (Russ. Baxmutickoe Mope), called by the neighbouring Germanic countries
‘East Sea’ (Germ. Ostsee etc.); spec. of or belonging to the states of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia and their
inhabitants; 2. Applied to a branch of the IE languages comprising Lithuanian, Lettish, and Old Prussian,
usu. classified with the Slavic group”. Webster (1911, vol. 1, p. 176): “Baltic. Of or pertaining to the sea
which separates Norway and Sweden from Jutland, Denmark, and Germany; situated on the Baltic sea.”
Webster (1963, vol. 1, p. 144): “!Baltic, 1. pertaining to the Baltic Sea, which separates Norway and Sweden
from Denmark, Germany, and Russia; 2. situated on the Baltic Sea; 3. of the Baltic States”; a second lemma
Baltic is devoted to the languages: “*Baltic, the western branch of the Balto-Slavic languages [sic!], includ-
ing Lithuanian and lettish.” Webster (1989, vol. 1, p. 115): “Baltic, 1. of, near, or on the Baltic Sea. 2. of or
pertaining to the Baltic States. 3. of or pertaining to a group of languages, as Lettish, Lithuanian, and Old
Prussian, that constitute a branch of the Indo-European family. 4. the Baltic branch of the Indo-European
family of languages.” — For German, cf. DW, vol. 1, p. 503: “baltisch 1. das Baltikum betreffend, zu ihm
gehorig, aus ihm stammend.” — For French, cf. GRLF, vol. 1, p. 831: “Balte. Se dit des pays et des popula-
tions qui avoisinent la mer Baltique. Les pays baltes (Estonie, Lettonie, Lituania). Originaire de ces pays. Les
populations baltes. N. Les Baltes” (no mention in DLF). — For Spanish, cf. DLE, vol. 1, p. 169: “bdltico, ca.
[1.] Aplicase al mar comprendido entre Suecia, Finlandia, Estonia, Letonia y Lituania. 2. Dicese de estos
cuatro ultimos paises. 3. Perteneciente o relativo a estos paises o al mar Baltico.” — For Italian, cf. VLI,
p. 391: “Designazione del mare ancora oggi cosi chiamato... fu poi adoperato, con notevole varieta, per
designare sia tutti sia alcuni dei popoli o terre o stati rivieraschi, e loro caratteristiche.” — On the history
of the term ‘baltic’, cf. Berkholz (1882).
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The first usage conveys primarily a geographical and ethnological
connotation, but one immediately realizes that there is a broader mean-
ing in everyday language than in the technical language of philology and
linguistics. From a geographical perspective, all the countries facing the
Baltic Sea are called Baltic; these include Sweden, Finland, Estonia, as
well as Lithuania, Latvia, Poland and Germany as far as its border with
Denmark. However, it is obvious that there is no correspondence between
the geographic and ethnolinguistic descriptions. In fact, peoples that are
very different linguistically and ethnically are combined under the same
label. Finns and Estonians are not Indo-Europeans but rather Finno-Ugric
peoples who speak languages closely related to the Finnic group; while the
rest, on the other hand, are Indo-Europeans: Swedes, Germans and Danes
(Germanic peoples speaking related languages), and Poles (a Slavic people
speaking a west Slavic language). Only two extant peoples — the Lithuani-
ans and the Latvians — are Balts from every perspective: geographic, ethnic
and linguistic.

Thus, when I say Baltic, the term is understood primarily in its
accepted technical and linguistic meaning. On this basis, one cannot speak
exclusively of Latvians and Lithuanians, since in preceding epochs the Bal-
tic peoples — understood as such — were more numerous than their present-
day representatives [see5.and6.].

The second usage of the term in question is toponomastic and serves
to name the sea, and it is firstly recorded in encyclopedic works.? How-
ever, since the 1940s the name has appeared in an accepted geopolitical
meaning that embraces what otherwise is labeled as the Baltic Countries or
the Baltic Republics (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia).” Moreover, the Germ.
Balticum, Baltikum is a relatively recent term, indicating as much a geo-
graphical as a political and administrative reality, in this case limited to the
Baltic provinces (baltische Provinzen, baltische Léinder) of Courland, Livonia
and Estonia, usually excluding Lithuania.* The Russian name IIpubarmuka
is similar: it is used to identify the whole region occupying the eastern coast

2 Cf.e.g. NEB1(1993, p. 847-848) Baltic Sea; EI (1930, vol. 6, p. 3) Baltico, Mare.

This geopolitical designation is found in the titles of many geographical and political science publica-
tions in the period between the two World Wars, e.g. in Germany, cf. Friederichsen (1924); in France,
cf. Montfort (1933); in Italy, cf. Pavolini (1935); Frate (1940); Cialdea (1940); Giannini (1940); in Spain,
cf. Friederichsen (1930) [a Spanish translation of Friederichsen (1924)]), but today as well, e.g. Lieven
(1994); Demskis, Makalajunas (1991); Plasseraud (1991a); Dini (1991b) etc. The vagueness of the question
has also produced dubious neologisms (probably as calque from Russ. I[Tpubanruxa) which could easily be
avoided, but are nevertheless still in use occasionally in scientific literature.

* Cf. Svennung (1953). Such a usage is found e.g. in von Pistohlkors (1994).
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of the Baltic Sea, equivalent to the special expression [llpubarmuiickue
cmpanvt ‘Baltic countries’, noted in official Russian administrative usage
dating from 1859.> The Russian henceforth supports the source of Latvian
Baltija, attested in the press for the first time in 1868, and perhaps also the
source of the Lith. Bdltija, which had a primarily geographical meaning and
only occasionally a political one.

Moreover, the same situation surfaces in the literary realm where the
three literatures (Lithuanian, Latvian, Estonian) are typically combined
under the term “Baltic Literatures”.®

From this brief sketch it is easy to observe that even non-Baltic
ethno-linguistic groups such as the Estonians and the Livs are legitimately
included in the cultural and geopolitical concept “Baltic”. In this context,
one notes the need for a definition which will serve to designate unambigu-
ously the Baltic peoples in the precise sense discussed above. The term
Baltia is a useful neologism for primarily scientific application, and I use it
to indicate an ethno-linguistic Baltic dominion taken in the narrow sense,
although diachrontopically subject to variations. The Baltia is a community
of diverse peoples and cultures speaking Baltic languages of the IE family,
characterized by a specific element of pre-Christian pagan religion. The
term Baltia is also employed to designate the Baltic cultural community in
a broad sense (just as for instance Romania or Slavia, etc.).

1.1.2. Hypotheses regarding the name of the Baltic Sea

A similar sounding name for the Baltic Sea is attested in the Middle Ages
(mare Balticum) and appears around 1300 as well in Arabic sources from
ash-Shirazi [1003-1083].7 On the other hand, the peoples who lived along
its shores called it by quite different names over time (Spekke 1959). Thus,
turning from the west toward the northeast one encounters these primary
names for the sea: Germ. Ostsee ‘Eastern Sea’, Danish @stersoven, Swedish
Ostersjon, Finnic Itidmeri ‘Sea of the Levant’ (a calque from Swedish because
for the Finns it is located to the west and not to the east); the Russians
called it the Bapsorckoe mope ‘Varangian Sea’ until the 17th century, at
which point they introduced the term IIlsedckoe mope ‘Swedish Sea’, and

> Karulis (LEV I, p. 103). Cf. also the adj. npubarmuiickuii ‘Baltic, of the Baltic’ and the designations
Ipubanmutickue napodw, Ipubarmuiiyvl, Ilpubarmer ‘Baltic peoples’. On Russ. npubarm, cf. Klub-
kov (2001).

® E.g. Devoto (1963), which also includes Finnic literature; Scholz (1990a).

For more general information regarding medieval Arabic sources, cf. Spekke (1937).
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only at the end of the 18th century does one find the first occurrences of
banmuiickoe mope ‘Baltic Sea’, the usual contemporary usage. The Esto-
nians, however, called it Lddne meri ‘The Western Sea’; the Latvians Liela
jura ‘The Great Sea’ (Maza jura ‘The Small Sea’ is the Gulf of Riga)® and
in Lithuanian folklore there is no difference between jira and madrios ‘sea’
(directly from Zemailiy jira ‘The Sea of the Samogitians’, as used by the
historian Simonas Daukantas [1793-1864], and the Palanginé jiira ‘The Sea
of Palanga’ in the Samogitian dialect).’

1.1.2.1. Adam of Bremen. A German chronicler of the second half of the 11th
century, referred to as canon Adam of Bremen, was famous for his excel-
lent work in the field of history. He was the author of, among other works,
a history of the bishopric of Hamburg (Gesta Hammaburgensis Ecclesiae
Pontificum 1075-1976, written after a trip to Denmark between 1072 and
1076). In this work, besides useful descriptions of the Nordic countries, he
also provides geographical information concerning the sea:"

Mare orientale seu mare Barbarum sive mare Scithicum vel mare Balti-
cum unum et idem mare est, quod Marcianus et antiqui Romani Scithicas
vel Meoticas paludes sive deserta Getharum aut Scithicum littus appel-
lant. Hoc igitur mare ab occidentali occeano inter Daniem et Nordwegiam
ingrediens versus orientem porrigitur longitudine incomperta.

[The Eastern Sea or the Sea of the Barbarians or the Scythian or the
Baltic Sea are one and the same sea, which Marcianus and the ancient
Romans called the Scythian or Meotican (?) marshes the deserts of
the Gethae or the Scythian shores. This sea, therefore, from the west-
ern Ocean between Denmark and Norway going to the east extends
to an unknown length.]

Besides the customary German name of ‘Eastern Sea’, Adam of Bremen
introduces several interesting variants (Balticum fretum, Balticum mare, Bal-
ticum mare vel Barbarum, Balticus sinus, etc.), from which it can be deduced
that he was probably the first to use the name of the sea with the stem
*balt-. This notwithstanding, many other names for the sea still survived

8 Extensive research on the name of the sea in the Latvian language and folklore can be found in Laumane (2013).

?  Cf. Kabelka (1982, p. 10-14). A broad and comprehensive study of the names for the Baltic Sea is provided
in Svennung (1953) and in Laur (1972); cf. also Berkholz (1882).

10 Pagani (1996, p. 438), Book IV, Descriptio insularum aquilonis, Chap. X, Scholium n. 116. Cf. also Krabbo
(1909), Schliiter (1910), Schmeidler (1917), Christensen (1948), Heine (1986).

38



for a long time, without the stem *balt- (still in normal use even today), and
only in the 17th century are the first occurrences found of German baltisch,
Danish baltisk, English Baltic, French baltique, Russian 6asrmuiickuil.

Another relevant passage in the works of Adam of Bremen reads
(Ibid. IV:10):

Sinus ille ab incolis appellatur Balticus, eo quod in modum baltei longo
tractu per Scithicas regiones tendatur usque in Greciam, idemque mare
Barbarum seu pelagus Sciticum vocatur a gentibus, quas alluit, barbaris.

[This bay is called Baltic by the natives, because like a long belt
drawn through the Scythian regions it stretches as far as Greece, and
the same name is used by the barbarian people which live next to the
Sea of the Barbarians or the Scythian Ocean.]

Whoever the inhabitants (incolae) of the coast were, it is unlikely that
they called their sea by a Latin name. Perhaps Adam of Bremen would
have heard this name from the people whom he met during his travels
in Denmark, or in Bremen proper, a busy Hanseatic commercial center
and charming destination for sailors and merchants from Prussia or from
other Baltic regions. From about 1230 one finds the name Belltis sund in
OIld Icelandic literature, and from 1329 it recurs in Nordic sources, and in
1334 Baltasund even appears in a Papal document. It is very possible that
Adam of Bremen knew the name of the two straits of Jutland, the Great
Belt (already attested in 1228 as Belf) and the Little Belt, as well as the name
Beltessund (also Beltissund), which in Danish refers to a western part of the
Baltic Sea. Since all these names are connected to the Danish noun balte
‘ribbon, belt,” the hypothesis was put forth that in composing his Latin
text the German chronicler probably ended up latinizing this word as well,
especially since — and this is conceivable — he observed the phonetic simi-
larity to Latin balteus, balteum ‘belt’: he therefore wrote Balticum (in place of
*Belticum). Thus, the name of the Baltic Sea was derived, according to this
very prevalent hypothesis (for more detail cf. Svennung 1953), with the aid
of Adam of Bremen from the Danish name for the strait."

1.1.2.2. The island of Balcia in Pliny. According to others, the Latin name mare
Balticum can be explained as coming from the name of an island referred

' Endzelins (1945, p. 6) poses the question whether Adam of Bremen could have also heard a word with the

stem *balt- from the Germans of Samogitia (Low Lith. region) as reconstructed on the basis of its corre-
spondence with palz ‘ribbon’ in Aukstaitija (High Lith. region).
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to by Pliny the Elder (Plinius Secundus Gaius [23 A.D. — August 25, 79
A.D.], Nat. Hist., 1V, 95):

Xenophon Lampsacenus a litore Scytharum tridui navigatione insulam esse
inmensae magnitudinis Balciam tradit, eandem Pytheas Basiliam nominat.

[Xenophon Lampsacenus'® reports that after three days’ navigation
from the Scythian coast there is an island by the name of Balcia, of
indeterminate size; it is the same one that Pytheas calls Basilia.]

It is further narrated that this island was rich in amber and that its inhab-
itants sold this valuable material to the neighboring Germans at a great
profit. Nevertheless, it is not entirely clear what island is being referred
to. It appears that Pliny used a work of Pytheas, which tells of a large and
wild island facing the ‘Scythian coast’ called Basilia, meaning ‘kingdom’ or
‘royal place’, because of its size or because it was governed by many rulers.
However that may be, Pliny refers to it by various names: the name Baltia
is found in more recent manuscripts and Balcia in older ones, so that some
have thought that this last reading (and the variants abalcia and abaltiam
in Solino) could reflect the Greek form BaAxia. More than a few propos-
als have been advanced regarding the identification of the island. Firstly
by Voigt J. (1827), followed by the ethnographer and linguist Smits (1936),
the island was identified as Sambia (Germ. Samland) the Prussian territory,
rich in amber and encircled by the sea on all sides, so that it appears to be
a true island. Paleography has also shown that in the works of Pliny <t>
and <c> often alternated (and are used promiscuously), and linguistics that
a certain phonetic approximation between the groups ti plus vowel and ci
plus vowel had already taken place in the 2nd century B.C. On this ba-
sis, Svennung (1974) does not consider it necessary to amend Pliny’s text,
and in explaining the name shows a distinctive relationship on the basis
of which the island Baltia is related to balteum ‘belt (of the sea; today
Kattegat)’, more or less as *Skapnia (Latin Scandiae, with successive me-
tathesis) is related to *skapan ‘harm’, from which arose ‘injured country’.”?

2. Xenophon of Lampsacus was famous as a geographer of the 2nd-1st century B.C. The scattered reports of
Pliny create the impression of a fantastic voyage around the northern part of the continent; the various
designations for the island and the fact that several reports are contradictory probably indicate a multitude
of sources, at the basis of which lies, however, an imprecise notion of an amber island. On the ancient ideas
about the lands where amber was produced, cf. Kolendo (1985).

One should, however, also mention the opinion expressed by Nalepa (1971d) according to whom the name
Scand- is to be connected with the OPr. place-names Skanda, Skandawa, Skandlack and further to OPr.
au-skandisnan ‘Stindflut; flood’, Lith. skesti, skandinti ‘to drown’ et al.
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Structurally, one sees the same toponymic designation ‘near, close by’ in
Balt-ia and in *Skapn-ia.

The Latvian linguist Brence (1985) completed a study of all the ref-
erenced variants of the island Balcia (Baltia) in the works of the ancient
historians and comes to the conclusion that in any case the name can be
traced back to the concept of ‘white, clear’, for example: Basilia, Balisia <
*Bals-, cf. Lith balsis ‘a white animal’; Balcia < *Balk-, cf. Lith. bdlkti ‘to
turn pale; to become white’; Abalus < *At-bal-, cf. OLatv. atbala ‘reflection
of the setting sun’.

Karalitinas (BPIS 1I, p. 93-136) has asserted the balticity of all the
above mentioned names (Baltia, Balcia, Basilia, Abalus), and considers them
as types of denominations of the Baltic Sea, which might have been inter-
preted as ‘the island of enormous magnitude’.

1.1.2.3. The theories of Bonfante and Blese. Bonfante (1936) proposes a differ-
ent approach to the problem. He suggests a derivation of the name of the
Baltic Sea from the Illyrian word *balta, which is reconstructed on the
basis of Alb. balte ‘mud, slime’ and Romanian balta ‘marsh, pond, lake’,
related to OCS blato, Pol. bloto, Russ. 6omomo (< Protosl. *balto). The
comparison with Baltic anticipates Lith. bala ‘pool, puddle’, Latv. bala
id., OPr. *balta- ‘marsh, bog’ (cf. e.g. the toponym Namuynbalt); in addi-
tion related to Lith. bdltas ‘white’, bdlti ‘to turn pale’, Latv. balts ‘white’,
bals ‘pallid’. According to Bonfante’s argument the origin of these terms
can be traced to words signifying colors by virtue of the empirical
observation that a marsh region, with its particularly thick vegetation,
can effectively produce in the observer the impression of a variety of
colors. An analogous phenomenon is found in Lith. pelké, Latv. pelce,
OPr. pelky ‘marsh’ and Lith. pilkas ‘gray’ or from Lith. pufvas, Latv.
purvs ‘mud’ and OGr. mvpEog ‘red fire’; from Swedish alv, Norwegian elv
‘river’ and Latin albus ‘white’."!

On the other hand, according to Blese (1938), it is possible to dem-
onstrate the Baltic origin of names occurring in Adam of Bremen (mare
Balticum) and in Pliny (Balcia, Baltia) and in similar sources, traceable in a
vast area of Europe, based essentially on the fact that the stem *balt- occurs
in toponyms of the Baltic region (especially hydronyms cf. Latv. Balt-inava,
Balt-ina ezers, etc.; Lith. Balta, Balt-élé, Balta-balé, Balt-ezeris, OPr. Peuse-
balten, etc.; the scant Curonian data [see5.2.4] also attest hydronyms with

14

Regarding the linking of the designations of swamp and of colors, cf. Schiilze (1933, p. 117-118).
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this root, cf. Balteuppe, Baltegallen, Balthe), all of which can be related to
the Latv. appellative balts ‘marsh, stagnant water’. In the marshy region of
Belarus, toponyms also occur containing 6esbiii ‘white;’ they retain fea-
tures of calques from Baltic (Lithuanian) toponyms with the stem *balt-
‘a marshy place’.

1.1.2.4. The theory of Toporov. The obvious limitation of Bonfante’s theory is
that he assigned the lexeme *balt- exclusively to Illyrian, when in fact it
is found in all the languages from the Baltics to the Balkans as far as the
Mediterranean coast, in northern Italy (cf. palta, pauta, paltan, palte which
occur in the dialects of Piedmont, Lombardy, Liguria, Triest, Friuli, etc.,
which can be connected to the hydronym Dora Baltea), in the Adriatic
(ct. Dalmatian balta, Dibaltum) and in the Balkans (Thracian AeBeltog;
Phrygian Belta, cf. Crevatin 1973). Toporov (Prf I, p. 189) integrated
these factors in an important way, providing a valid foundation based
on hydronymic data. Thus, taking into consideration a) the existence of
pairs such as OPr. Namuyn-balt along with Namoyum-pelk, from which
it can be argued that the Prussian lexeme *balt probably meant ‘swamp’
(cf. Lith pélké id.), and b) the opposition between Lith. jira, OPr. iarin
‘(open) sea’ on the one hand, and Lith. marios, OPr. mary ‘mare (closed)
lagoon’ on the other hand,” Toporov puts forward the theory that the
original meaning of the OPr. root *balt- was ‘a zone of a closed sea’,
understood both as ‘white’ or ‘marshy, swampy’, cf. the hydronym Bala-
ton in Hungary; a meaning preserved in the present-day Lith. stem mar-

(Biolik 1993ab).

1.1.3. Linguistic Baltia

Given that the Baltic languages and the languages of the Baltics are two sepa-
rate realities, it becomes clear that only the former constitute the subject
of the present work. The official designation of the Baltic languages cur-
rently in use today throughout the world (French langues baltiques, Eng.
Baltic languages, Germ. baltische Sprachen, Russ. 6anmuiickue ssviku, Lith.
bdlty kalbos, Latv. baltu valodas) goes back to the German name for the
Baltic Sea (Baltisches Meer), which in turn is a calque from the Latin name

1 The same meaning of ‘closed sea, lagoon’ is preserved in Engl. mere and moor, as well as in the derivative
marsh; also Germ. Moor ‘swamp’, Marsch ‘marsh’ and Meer ‘sea’ (in opposition to Germ. See ‘lake’); finally,

Latin mare also originally meant ‘swamp’.
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(mare Balticum). Today the Baltic language group consists of only two living
languages (Lithuanian and Latvian), a few other dead languages and lan-
guages that are meagerly attested (Prussian or Pruthenian, Curonian, Yat-
vingian, Galindian, Selonian, Semigallian). Many of the linguistic changes
which give a particular profile to the Baltic linguistic family took place long
before the appearance of the first written texts (16th century) and even be-
fore the Baltic peoples made their entrance into history with the Crusades
on the medieval Baltic frontier (12th-13th centuries). The notable impor-
tance of these languages for comparative IE linguistics is the abundance of
research material for their prehistory, while overall studies devoted to more
recent epochs are relatively few.

The first modern evidence of a particular interest in Baltic lan-
guages — i.e. if one omits data from classical antiquity [see1.31 and from
so-called Renaissance palaeocomparativism [see7.3] — goes back to at least
the 18th century, when the famous Russian scientist Lomonosov became
interested, in a surprisingly modern way, in the linguistic connections
among the Baltic languages themselves and between Baltic and Slavic lan-
guages.'® However, it was only with the advent of the historical-compara-
tive method that it became possible to evaluate fully the specific character
of the Baltic linguistic family. Among the founders of modern linguistics,
the first to realize the importance of the Baltic languages — and of Lithu-
anian in particular — for comparative purposes was Rasmus Chr. Rask
[1787-1832] in his work Undersogelse om det gamle Nordiske eller Islandske
Sprogs Oprindelse (Kobenhavn, Gyldendal, 1814 [1818]). From 1823 Lithu-
anian also entered the sphere of interest of Franz Bopp [1791-1867] as well,
who later included it in his famous comparative grammar Vergleichende
Grammatik des Sanskrit, Zend, Griechischen, Lateinischen, Lithauischen,
Gothischen und Deutschen (Berlin, Diimmler, 1833-1852). Subsequently a
study by August Friedrich Pott [1802-1887], De Borusso—Lithuanicae tam
in Slavicis quam Letticis linguis principatu commentatio (2 vols., Halle, in
Libraria Gebaueria, I 1837, II 1841) was published, relating to the con-
nections between Baltic and Slavic (cf. Lotsch 1987; Bense 1994), and
Schleicher published the first modern scientific grammar of Lithuanian,
Handbuch der litauischen Grammatik (2 vols., Prague, Calve, 1856-1857),
basing it on a version of eastern Prussian (Schleicher 1856-1857, 2008-).
However, during this period the Baltic languages had already become

© Cf. Lomonosov (1952, vol. 6, p. 205-209). For an overview, cf. Tichovskis (1973); Palionis, Sabaliauskas
(1990, p. 4).
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the common domain of IE scholars, and many linguists of succeeding
generations became interested in them and made references to them in
varying degrees. Still at the end of the 18th century, Lorenzo Hervas y
Panduro considers both the Baltic and the Slavic languages as Scytho-
llyrian (Dini 1997a).

In 1837 the German linguist Zeuss, followed by certain Russian
scholars, applied the term aistisch to denote the Baltic languages; this name
also became well accepted in the Lithuanian context (disc¢iai, disciy kalbos)
by Jaunius and at an early stage by his student Baga (1908, 1924c¢.): both
are convinced of the Baltic origin of the historical Aesti [see1.3.31."

Toward the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th
century, other scholars, primarily German, used different terms, e.g. Let-
ticae linguae (A. F. Pott), Lituslavisch (A. Briickner, A. Leskien), Letto-
slavisch; or simply Litauisch or Lettisch (Prellwitz 1891) to indicate all of
the languages in the group. It was only in the second half of the 19th
century that Nesselmann (1845, p. xxviii) proposed the present term,
having analyzed the misunderstandings caused by the use of various terms.
He wrote:

Ich wiirde vorschlagen, diese Familie die der Baltischen Sprachen oder sonst
irgend wie zu nennen

[I would propose calling this family the family of Baltic languages or
something similar.]

The new term was not immediately accepted, but after competition with
the other variants, it became definitively affirmed in the first decade of the
20th century.'

At the beginning of the 20th century the Baltic languages be-
came a subject of interest for many linguists:" besides the already men-
tioned August Schleicher [1821-1868], August Leskien [1840-1916], Karl
Brugmann [1849-1919] and Aleksander Briickner [1856-1939] (1917,
p- 80) recommend to their students a kind of pilgrimage to Lithuania to
hear with their own ears: “das getreuste Abbild der Ursprache” (i.e., the

17

Curiously enough, considering Baltic a rather “unhappy denomination”, Alinei (2000b, p 262-263) re-
gretted the fact that the term aistisch (and its correspondences in the different languages) has been aban-
doned. An exhaustive investigation of the Aistian from an archaeological point of view has been begun
by Jovaisa (2012).

The first to accept the new term was Caspar Wilhelm Smith [1811-1881] in his work De locis quibusdam
grammaticae linguarum Balticarum et Slavonicarum, Havniae, 4 vols., I-1I (1857), ITI-IV (1859).

" Cf. LKTII; a good sketch centered on Latvian is Stradins (2009, p. 471-496).
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truest reproduction of the original language).?® At this point many im-
portant works by Adalbert Bezzenberger [1851-1922], Friedrich Kurschat
[1806-1884], Maximilian J. A. Voelkel, Antanas Baranauskas [1835-1902]
appeared and support this idea. Antoine Meillet [1866-1936] probably also
wrote something similar:*!

Qui veut retrouver sur les levres des hommes un écho de ce qu'a pu étre
la langue commune indo-européenne, va écouter les paysans lituaniens
d’aujourd’ hui.

[Whoever wants to rediscover on the lips of men an echo of what
could have been the common IE language, that person should listen
to the Lithuanian peasants of nowdays.]

Since it is impossible to enumerate the many other linguists who pursued
these languages,? 1 limit the discussion to Ferdinand de Saussure, who
expressed his desire to hear this language in a live setting.

In connection with de Saussure’s trip to Lithuania, Benveniste was
still writing of “un point obscure dans sa bibliographie” in 1965 (Benveniste
1965, p. 23). For a long time it remained wrapped in a sort of mystery
because of the haste with which it was apparently arranged, and also
because Saussure’s fellow students remained unaware of it. Equally un-
known remained the duration, destinations and itinerary of the trip.
Thanks to the investigation of Daniel Petit, it has become evident that the
famous linguist went to Lithuania in the summer of 1880.* His trip, which
was brought about by a growing interest in the Lithuanian language, was
arranged in the interval of time between his studies in Leipzig and his
Parisian period. Now many details about this trip are known, thanks to
the evidence recently discovered among Saussure’s papers; a great deal of
material collected in Lithuania by Saussure himself is now available.*

20

On Brugmann’s trip to Lithuania, cf. Schmitt, Brugmann (2009, p. 87-91). Leskien and Brugmann (1882)

also published an anthology of Lith. popular songs and tales.

* This sentence by Meillet has been cited in various places (e.g. Schmittlein 1937, p. 9; Sabaliauskas LKTT
I, p. 109), but it is impossible to discover its exact source. A special study, in which D. Petit also actively
participated, gave no results. One gains the impression that Meillet never wrote these words.

2 For more details, cf. LKTI, LKE, VL.

% On Saussure’s travels in Lithuania, cf. De Mauro (1968, p. 298-299) and the latest works of Godel (1973),
Redard (1976). Still more recently, Petit started a fundamental study on this point thanks to newly discov-
ered material, cf. Petit (2009a, 2011, 2012, 2013); Petit, Mejia (2008).

2% Saussure’s interest in Lithuanian and Baltic linguistics is exemplified by about ten papers which have

now been collected in a single volume by Petit, Stundzia (2012). Specifically for the manuscripts on Lith.

accentuation, cf. Jager, Buss, Ghiotti (2003) within a more general project digitizing Saussure materials,

cf. Buss, Ghiotti (2001). See also Joseph (2009).
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1.2. GEOLINGUISTIC RANGE OF BALTIA IN PREHISTORY

There is no doubt that our knowledge of the prehistoric range of Bal-
tia underwent a notable qualitative advance with the intensification of
hydronymic studies. After the research of the first half of the 20th century
(Sobolevskij 1911, 1927; Buga 1913ab; Vasmer 1941, 1960), this particular
field received a vigorous impetus from the hydronymic research under-
taken in the basin of the upper Dnepr (Toporov, Trubacev 1961, 1962)
and from the numerous and varied reactions, both critical and accepting,
which it evoked.* The picture which emerges allows us, on the one hand,
to confirm the presence of Baltic hydronymics in certain areas where they
appeared only sporadically or were only presupposed, and, on the other
hand, allows us to expand the range of their diffusion into areas hereto-
fore inconceivable. If the research in the upper Dnepr region particularly
brought to light the diffusion of the Baltic element in the northeast, then
its diffusion in the west was studied to no less a degree. The opinion is now
accepted that the traditional boundary along the Vistola must be adjusted,
although the question as to how far this zone should be moved toward the
west still remains open; this western border appears in Baltic philology as
the “new frontier”, in the sense that it opens up untapped perspectives for
research. However, it should be noted that if, with the discovery of Bal-
tisms in the hydronymy of vast regions, it is possible to delineate two large
Baltic Randgebiete, situated at the two opposite ends of the Baltic region
proper, this notable — and from certain standpoints surprising — area of
expansion of the Baltic element demands a rigorous methodology for stud-
ying hydronyms to avoid the rise of a new panacea capable of explaining
everything: panBaltism. This warning could also be beneficial in attempts
(both legitimate and inevitable) to prepare a map of the dialectal assign-
ment of hydronymic Baltisms, given that it is only a single step to under-
mine the traditional internal subdivision of the Baltic into two branches
(one western and one eastern [see 1.4.2.]).

1.2.1. A brief overview of archaeologic research

The first archaeologic excavations date back to the 16th-17th centuries,
but only toward the middle of the 19th century did research on this region
progress appreciably, thanks to the historical societies and commissions

# Pisani (1963); Schall (1964-1965); Antoniewicz (1966); Tret’jakov (1966); Arumaa (1969).
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which were formed in the Baltic capitals, e.g. Gesellschaft fiir Geschichte und
Altertumskunde (Riga 1834); Gelehrte dstnische Gesellschaft (Tartu 1838) and
Altertumsgesellschaft Prussia (Konigsberg 1844).

The results of a series of excavations carried out by Tiskevicius in
Lithuania and Belarus promoted various publications and the creation of an
Archaeologic Commission and museum in Vilnius; through intense pub-
lishing activity and excavations, the Prussian Museum in Konigsberg also
gained distinction. In the Baltic territories, former provinces of the Tsar,
no independent initiatives of any kind were undertaken; still, toward the
end of the 19th century, an Archaeologic Society was founded in Mos-
cow in 1864. The Society presided over archaeologic congresses through-
out the Empire, and turned its attention to the antiquities in the Baltic
region; finally in 1876 the first works in this field appeared (O. Montelius,
C. Grewingk). But the epoch of the excavations crucial for the formation
of the description of present knowledge was between the two World Wars,
during the period of independence of the Baltic Republics. During these
years the study of the western and southern zone of eastern Prussia, of
Masuria, and of the territories of the Yatvingians [sees.3]was undertaken
by Polish archaeologists; in subsequent years Soviet scholars, on the other
hand, concentrated their interests upon the area around Kaliningrad (for-
merly Konigsberg; Sturms 1954).

After World War II many new and important discoveries were made
by the noted Lithuanian-American archaeologist Marija Gimbutas; these
are contained in her numerous contributions, to which I will return later,
and which of course will be referenced isee1.21.21.

1.2.1.1. More remote cultures. Regarding the study of the more remote epochs
(Mesolithic and Neolithic) in the Baltic region, some researchers have
discovered numerous sites relating to the extended period from 7000 to
2500 B.C., which allow us to identify the so-called Culture of Kunda which,
thanks to the improvement of climatic and ambient conditions, flourished in
the eastern Baltic region during the Mesolithic period and then continued
to exist into the Culture of Narva during the Neolithic period.*® These cul-
tures, the principal centers of which, besides Kunda and Narva, were Sventoji
in Lithuania and Sarnate in Latvia as far as the region of Kaliningrad, are
% Zagorskis (1967); Jaanits (1968); Vankina (1970); Rimantiené (1979, 1980); Loose, Liiva (1989); Girininkas

(1994a); Rimantiené, Cesnys (1994). For a summary, cf. Gimbutas (1992b) and for a more detailed contem-
porary picture, Girininkas (1994b, 2011).
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characterized by rich layers of peat; also well attested is the presence of wood
handiwork, amber ornaments, and the cultivation of vegetable fibre.

The cultural picture underwent a radical change with the subsequent
arrival of the carriers of two other cultures. At first the so-called Cul-
ture of the Comb-marked Pottery spread over a wide territory in northeast
Europe, with offshoots in western Lithuania; the carriers of this culture,
which emerged during the Neolithic period, were nomadic tribes, given to
hunting and fishing, probably predecessors of (Ugro-)Finnic populations.
These peoples retreated to the north in successive waves and introduced into
these same territories the so-called Culture of the Corded Pottery, which
extended between the natural boundaries of the Rhine in the west and the
Volga in the east. It is supposed that its carriers were Indo-Europeans, based
on the fact that its establishment in the territory of central-eastern Europe
corresponds with the generally accepted date for the diffusion of IE lan-
guages in this region. However, the identification of the center from which
this culture spread throughout Europe remains a subject for research (as has
been noted, not a few hypotheses have been put forth on this score).

The period of maximum expansion of the Culture of Corded Pot-
tery relates to just before the end of the Neolithic period (circa 2000-
1800 B.C.). Already in this epoch this culture was not presented as ho-
mogeneous, but was broken up internally into several groups: one of
these is known as the Baltic coastal Culture (Lith. Pamariy kultura, Germ.
Haffkiistenkultur),”” comprising a territory between the river Vistola in the
west, the Pripjat’ in the south, the Dnepr basin in the east and extending as
far as the Daugava (western Dvina) in the north; almost all the traces of this
culture have been discovered in the strip of land between the Hel penin-
sula (in the Gulf of Danzig) and the Nemunas, next to the bay of the Aesti
(Lith. Aismarés, Germ. Frisches Haff), the Curonian lagoon (Lith. Kursiy
marios, Germ. Kurisches Haff) and especially in certain villages (Rzuce-
wo, Suchacz, Tolkemit) situated on the Baltic Sea. Generally researchers
unanimously identify the carriers of this culture with the ancestors of the
IE Balts (Kilian 1955; 1983, p. 93; Loze 1994), and it seems that one can
discern similar features in the discoveries related to cultures found in the
upper and central streams of the Dnepr in the upper Volga (Fat’janovo) and
in eastern Russia (Balanovo); in these territories are found traces of isolated
and particularly rich burial sites (perhaps a remnant of the so-called Battle-
Axe Culture). It is much more difficult, on the other hand, to establish the

7 On the Pamariy kultira, cf. Butrimas, Cesnys (1990) [see 1.2.1.1., 1.5.3.3.].

48



derivation of the indigenous populations that were already inhabiting these
areas, who integrated with the newly arrived Indo-Europeans to create the
Balts; research by Cesnys (1986, 1994) also indicates the possible presence

of an eastern element in the anthropological substratum of the Balts in
Prussia and Lithuania.

Early neolitic cultures in east Europe.
1. Narva, 2. Nemunas, 3. Volga High Basin,
4. Dnepr-Donec

1.2.1.2. The theory of Gimbutas. At the risk of diminishing some of the rich-
ness of the exceptional research of the Lithuanian-American archaeologist
Gimbutas, one can attempt to summarize her principal conclusions, also
useful for linguistics, in five points.?

a) The speakers of one of the IE dialects from which the linguistic sys-
tem called Proto-Baltic would develop advanced across the territory
of modern Ukraine, along the Dnepr as far as western Russia and
modern Belarus; a second group cut across Poland and settled in turn
on the Baltic coast, from the Oder to the east and to the southwest
from Finland in the north.

b) The division of the Balts into two groups, western and eastern, dates
from the Bronze Age: the former (which Gimbutas also calls the mar-
itime Balts), the ancestors of the Curonians and Prussians, were carri-
ers of a culture connected with the Illyrian culture of central Europe,

2 Cf. Gimbutas (1963ab); other summary studies set forth her subsequent research, cf. Gimbutas (1992a,
p. 16-21; 1992b, p. 405-406).
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<)

d)

e)

and during the first Iron Age, with the Celts and Germans; the latter
(also called continental Balts), were ancestors of the Lithuanians, Lat-
vians, Selonians, eastern Galindians and others, and were less mobile
and more connected with their southern (Slavs) and eastern (Volga
Finns) neighbors; it is not possible to establish whether there existed
a linguistic distinction as well as a cultural differentiation between
the two groups.

Regarding relations with adjacent populations, the close linguistic
affinity between Baltic and Slavic can be explained by the long-
lasting period of closeness between the Balts who lived in the basin
of the Pripjat’ river in modern Belarus, and the Slavs who occupied
the south territory of the Volyn, the Podolsk and the central basin of
the Dnepr to the south of Kiev.

Archaeology does not provide sufficient evidence of the existence of
a common Balto-Slavic culture [see3.1], but it seems obvious to Gim-
butas that both groups were originally descended from the same
roots, and had belonged to the same culture in the period preced-
ing the 2nd millenium B.C.; but judging from the number of Baltic
linguistic borrowings in the Balto-Finnic languages [see3.2], there were
prolonged and intense exchanges with the Finnic peoples who settled
in the north and east.

In its turn the Amber Road provided the Balts contact with central
Europe and with the Mediterranean world [see 4.2.31; along this route
the ancestors of the present Baltic people had interrelations with
other peoples of the ancient world; the Phoenecians valued Baltic
amber and Greek and Roman coins have been discovered in excava-
tions carried out in Latvia.

1.2.1.3. Mid-1980s discoveries. Archaeologic excavations conducted in the
mid-1980s along the lower reaches of the Nemunas in Lithuania (e.g. in
the regions of Dauglaukis, Greizénai, Kreivénai, Sodénai, Vidgiriai, etc.;
cf. Siménas 1989, 1990a) produced surprising and in many aspects unique
discoveries which have no equal in the bordering Slavic and Germanic
areas. Comparable analogies have been found only in areas very distant
from the Baltic arena (e.g. in the Altai Mountains, on the coasts of the
Black Sea, along the middle Danube or on the Islands of Gotland and
Oland). Thus, while earlier research (Puzinas, Gimbutas) suggested a gen-
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eral decline of material culture in the middle of the Iron Age (1st millenium
B.C.), new evidence discovered in the lower Nemunas incline us toward al-
ternative and more innovative interpretations (Kazakevicius, Sidrys 1995).
Archaeologists (e.g. Kazakevicius 1983 where he examines the possibility
of an invasion of Huns into Lithuania), historians (e.g. Gudavicius 1987)
and anthropologists (Cesnys 1987; Denisova 1989) agree on the now rather
probable proposition that the Baltic area was affected by the great migra-
tions, and consider it necessary to re-evaluate several aspects of the eth-
nogenesis of the Balts. This process is not simply an uninterrupted devel-
opment of indigenous tribes, but rather a participation in the great migra-
tions and the formation of diverse, ethnically mixed groups. It also appears
certain that around the middle of the 5th century A.D. a wave, probably
not more definable than as being poly-ethnic, advanced from the southern
regions of the middle Danube as far as Baltia (Siménas 1990b).

This direction in archaeologic research is also of notable interest for
linguistics, which, through its independent investigations of prehistoric
Baltic hydronyms see 1.2.2.3], confirms the data. Still, at present there are
no specific discoveries, although the participation of the Balts in the great
migrations, as archaeologists today represent them, can give new vigor to
the discussion of linguistic questions [see3.4.3].

1.2.2. Survey of hydronymic research

During the opening years of the 20th century our knowledge regarding the
territory occupied by the Balts in the prehistoric era changed significantly.
The conception prevalent until then, based mainly on archaeologic data,
was that the Balts lived in a limited territory, delineated in the north by
the ethnographic border between the Latvians and Estonians, in the south
by the plateaus of the Nemunas and Narew, and in the west by the lower
stream of the Vistula. I make no claim of presenting an exhaustive exposi-
tion of all the arguments, but rather will dwell here only upon the most
important ones, according to the chronology of the research.

At the congress of Russian archaeologists which was held in Riga in
1896, Kocubinskij (1897) presented a paper in which he proposed for the
first time the thesis that this area must be significantly widened toward the
east and south, as far as the northern basin of the Pripjat’, and to the east,
as far as the basin of the Berezina. This important methodological innova-
tion consisted in the fact that in his investigation the Russian scholar relies

51



extensively on the analysis of hydronyms. On the same basis Pogodin and
Sobolevskij altered the borders again even further to the east, as far as the
basin of the Oka, while Sachmatov (in his courses on Russian historical
dialectology at the University of St. Petersburg) expanded them to a broad
territory in northeast Europe. This research on the relations between the
Slavs and Celts in antiquity stimulated important contributions by Biiga
(1913ab, 1924ac), similar in approach to the linguistic conceptualization of
Otto Schrader in which the problem of the prehistoric resettlement of the
Balts was re-examined.

The works of Buiga in themselves constitute an entire epoch for the
study of Lithuanian (and Baltic) hydronyms, but here I will indicate Buga’s
most important discovery: a significant number of Baltic hydronyms in the
territory of modern Belarus, thus proving that prior to the Slavic expansion
to the north the Balts had already inhabited the zone to the north of the
Pripjat’ river, in the basin of the upper Don and the upper Nemunas.? Buga
established his claim based on the inventory of the numerous names of
rivers found in the Belarussian territory (e.g. the Russ. river-names JIyueca,
Oueca, Bomnueca etc.) which, after reconstructing the original form (bear-
ing in mind that Russ. u < *au; Russ. ¢ < *k), reveal their Baltic origin, just
as the corresponding Lithuanian names (e.g. Laukesa a left tributary of the
Daugava, cf. Lith. laiikas ‘field’), as well as Latvian names (Latv. Laucesa,
another left tributary of the Daugava)®® see3.1.71. According to the traditional
theory of migrations at the time, Btiga holds that after the 6th century A.D.
the great masses of Balts had moved from the east to the west as a result of
the Slavic expansion to the north from the Kievan region.

The problem as a whole was taken up by Vasmer (1932), who sig-
nificantly extends the eastern boundary of the prehistoric territory which
should be considered ethnically Baltic, given the large number of new
hydronyms he discovered in the districts of Smolensk, Tver (Kalinin),
Kaluga, Moscow and Cernigov; he was also the first to try to establish the
historic borders between the Baltic and Ugro-Finnic populations.

Subsequently as well one can note important contributions to the
subject such as those of Rozwadowski (1948), Lehr-Sptawinski (1946),

» In answer to Sachmatov, Biiga wrote (1913b, p. 526): “Auf baltischem Gebiet hat es niemals Kelten gege-

ben. Positiv kann aber nur die Erkenntnis sein: das heutige Weissrussland war vor der Einnahme dieses
Landes durch die Dregovi¢i und Krivic¢i — baltisch”. Cf. Buga’s summaries (1924cd), and also Katonova
(1981).

3 Holzer (2006) also considers the possibility that the palatalization (e.g. *Akesa > Acesa) could have already

taken place in a (defunct) Baltic dialect before passing into Slavic (Ocesa ).
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Serebrennikov (1957), Schmittlein (1963-1964; cf. Vanagas 1966), and
others.

Particularly important was the study by Krahe (1943), who found
Baltic hydronyms to the west of the Vistula, in Pomerania (Karwen, Labehn,
Powalken) as far as the river Persante (Polish Parsgta); several interesting
researches have been conducted in this direction (e.g. Schmid 1989c¢), and
there are even those who advocate recognizing Baltic hydronyms as far as
the Elba, in Saxony, on the island of Riigen, and in Niedersachsen, but
these views are still awaiting confirmation (cf. Udolph 1999).

The geographical area which has been investigated most during
recent years is without doubt Prussia (Blaziené 2005; Deltuviené 2011) in
general, and Sambia in particular (Blaziené 2000, 2001; on dehydronymic
place-names Blaziené 2006, 2009). Deltuviené (2011) has investigated the
process of adopting the names of Prussian living places by Germans.

1.2.3. The boundaries of Baltic hydronymics

Although it is not impossible to definitively delimit the borders of Bal-
tic hydronymics, and our knowledge of them changes according to the
advances of research in this area, it is nevertheless possible to establish
with a limited degree of certainty the area of maximum diffusion of Baltic
hydronymics (Vanagas 1987). Its borders, chronologically encompassing
the period of change of the two epochs (the last centuries B.C. - the first
centuries A.D.), are given in the figure.

In this maximum area it is possible to distinguish a principal
nucleus where Baltic hydronymics is indisputable, an area which covers the
basins of the Nemunas, the Berezina, and the Soz’, the territory between
the Volga and the Oka, the basin of the upper Dnepr, the Desna, and the
Narew, and the left bank of the Pripjat’ marshes. I will discuss later the
other marginal areas under study where traces of Baltic hydronyms have
been discovered (such as the Moscow region, the basin of the Sejm, the
right bank of the Pripjat’, the vast region to the west of the Vistula). Now it
is appropriate to note in very general terms that in this markedly expand-
ed area of diffusion of Baltic hydronymics there is a much greater number
of isoglosses common to the entire region than those which attest to a
dialectal differentiation. As for lexematic structure, Vanagas (1981b,
p. 130-138) has brought into in clear relief the existence of a surprising
parallelism with IE hydronymics, extending over the whole Baltic area,
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and more particularly, parallelism between Lithuanian hydronymics and
hydronymicsdiscoveredinthestreamoftheupper Dnepr,whichdemonstrates
a connection between geographical areas very distant from each other;
in addition a preliminary comparison of hydronyms of the three
principal Baltic languages has revealed a strong similarity of word-
formation models.

The extension of Baltic hydronymy. 1. High density, 2. Low density, 3. Rare and doubtful

1.2.3.1. Northern and northeastern borders. Thanks to the work of Toporov
and Trubacev (1961, 1962) we possess complete toponomastic information
relating to the upper Dnepr and the adjoining region, where the original
Baltic toponomastic stratum underwent frequent and various changes in
the territories of later Slavic colonization. It is probable that the Baltic
races settled here as a result of successive invasions; moving from the
south, in their expansion toward the northeast, they crossed unpopulated
lands and very rarely encountered other tribes, probably of Finnic origin.
Here the processes of assimilation and integration must have begun rather
quickly, thus rendering it very difficult to recognize Baltic hydronyms in
this immense territory today. This situation became further complicated
by more recent slavonization. This also explains the considerable distanc-
es that separate the Baltic hydronyms. In the hydronymics of the upper
Dnepr, researchers particularly observe that the traditionally stable pho-
netic peculiarities are not valid (based on the Baltic and Slavic lexicons)
for Old Prussian, Lithuanian or Latvian hydronymics; proceeding from
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the conclusions of the two Russian linguists to explain the source of Baltic
toponomics, it is preferable to rely more on the study of affixation rather
than on lexical analysis.

A primary result is that the prehistoric Baltic boundary traced in
this way reaches in the northeast to the basin of the Soz’, a place particu-
larly dense with Baltic hydronyms; e.g.: Yuunska (< Balt. *up- ‘river’, cf.
Lith. upé, Latv. upe id.), Bynenxka (< Balt. *up-, with Slavic labialization in
anlaut), Hatoma (< Balt. *Nat-up- ~ *Nat-ap-, cf. Lith. noteré ‘nettle’, OPr.
noatis id.), Pypmes (< Balt. *Rudéja, cf. Lith. Pyne, Pynus; OPr. Rudenik,
Ruditen ecc.), Pecta (cf. Lith. raistas ‘bog, swamp’, OPr. Reisten, Raystopelk),
and many others.

This confirms the previous hypotheses put forth by Buga (1913ab)
and Vasmer (1932), as well as working on the basis of the larger number of
Baltisms compared with what was known previously (or at least proposed).

From the basin of the upper Soz’, Baltic hydronymics then crossed
over to the middle and upper basin of the Desna; in this region the quan-
titative incidence of Baltisms diminishes gradually by about a third com-
pared to the basin of the Soz’, and the Baltic etymon is often less evident;
e.g.: bonsa (cf. Lith. Balvis, Latv. Bolva, OPr. Balowe), Jlokua (cf. Latv.
Lukna, it. Lukné, OPr. Lockeneyn), Csupina (cf. OPr. Swyden, Sweiden) and
others.

In the more northerly regions (the middle and upper basins of the
Desna and further) no Baltisms had so far been discovered, and in fact
names of non-Baltic origin occur more frequently; some newly discovered
examples are: Abonbua (cf. Latv. Abula, Abuls, Obole, O6ob, Obonsitka),
Hpsiraoska (cf. drégnas ‘humid’, Latv. dregns id.); Bons and Bomnern (< Balt.
*up- ~ ap- ‘river’), Heponns (< Balt. *Ner-upie ~ *Ner-apie). This leads
us to consider that the northern boundary with its Finnic populations of
the Volga’ was probably located here, which brings up the question of the
possibility of direct contact between the Balts and Finns during prehistory
see3.2]. Nevertheless it is not possible to define precisely the Baltic bounda-
ries in the northeast; and research has continued progressively adding new
territories to the Baltic hydronymics: for example, initially the substratum
of the Moscow region was considered to be Baltic.*

A Baltic etymon — along with others — has also been proposed for the name of the Volga, cf. Lith. Ilgupé
‘long river’ from Lith. upé ‘river’ and ilgas ‘long’, a feature which completely fits the Volga; this hypothesis
formerly proposed by Trubeckoj was made popular by Toporov (1991).

Toporov (1982ab) who connected this with the question of the presence of Galindians [see 5.4.]; also con-
sidered it probable that the name of the Moscow river was from a Baltic etymon, cf. Lith. mazgéti ‘to wash’.

55



Specific studies have defined more precisely the relationship between
the hydronymics of Latgalia and the eastern Slavic area (Toporov 1990b), as
well as the hydronymics of Balto-Finnic origin in Latgalia itself (Zeps 1977,
1995; Breidaks 2003). Still other studies have again promoted for clarifica-
tion of the discoveries of Toporov and Trubacev in the region between the
Volga and the middle course of the Oka (and on rare occasions the lower
course as well),”” in the upper course of the Don, where several dozens of
possible Baltic hydronyms have been found (Toporov 1992, 1997c¢), and in
the northeast of the Russian area (Toporov 1995). The presence of Baltic
elements has been proposed equally for all these territories, even though
at times they are less obvious and less certain than elsewhere, and are of
questionable dating.*

These new discoveries have raised the question of the fate of the
Baltic tribes located here in prehistory, as well as the characteristics and
linguistic derivation of their dialects which left traces in the toponomastics
of the upper Dnepr (Sedov 1985). It should be noted that even from their
first appearance the works of Toporov and Trubacev have not lacked criti-
cal opinions; these have related especially to the final argument and can
be summarized by two points: a) the particular hydronymic dialects of the
region studied were not sufficiently distinct, and b) there is insufficient
consideration of the border areas where archaeologically mixed cultures
occur;” if the second observation can be established from the archaeologi-
cal perspective, the first often appears unfounded (especially when it comes
from archaeologists).

However, one of these, Antoniewicz (1966) proposes a useful way
to pose the problem: he departs from the interesting observation that in
regions earlier occupied by Baltic tribes, various types of material culture
correspond to particular hydronymic dialects, and he thus attempts to co-
ordinate hydronymic and archaeological data, giving particular emphasis
to the ancestors of the eastern and western Balts.

Ultimately it is useful to remember that in his favorable review of the
works of the two Russian researchers, Pisani (1963, p. 219) observes:

* Smolickaja (1971, 1974); Toporov (1988b, 1990a, 1997b); Otkupscikov (1989b, 2004).

3 Cf. Tret'jakov (1966, p. 302-303). The present state of research is well summarized by Toporov (1995,
p. 14): “Indeed, the quest for and research on the Baltic hydronyms of Eastern Europe for all of their
advances are still far from the desired synthesis — especially since the inventory of Baltic elements in the
hydronymics of the eastern European region is not completed and respective facts continue to come in
from places where not so long ago no one thought to look.”

*  Thus according to Tret’jakov (1966); Antoniewicz (1966); cf. also Arumaa (1969).
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Spesso gli autori parlano di Balti, Irani, Finni, Slavi; ma 'elemento uma-
no sara stato suppergii sempre lo stesso, e si trattera per la pitt gran parte
di diffusione di tipi linguistici, adottati successivamente, sempre dalle
popolazioni stabili, a seconda di supremazie politiche, culturali, econo-
miche ecc. In secondo luogo le ‘lingue’ non sono organismi perpetuantisi
nel tempo e costituitisi fin dalla *divisione’ di un’ipotetica lingua madre:
una lingua é ad ogni momento la somma delle isoglosse esistenti nell’'uso
di una determinata comunita, somma formantesi pel confluire di elementi
di varia provenienza negli atti linguistici degli individui appartenenti a
quella comunita.

[Often the authors speak about Balts, Iranians, Finns, Slavs; but the
human element is always more or less the same, and deals for the
most part with the diffusion of linguistic types, gradually adopted by
stable populations in correspondence with the political, cultural, eco-
nomic hegemony, etc. In the second place, the “languages” are not
organisms unchanging in time and constituting from the moment of
“division” a hypothetical parent language: a language is at any given
moment the sum of isoglosses existing in use within a determined
community; a sum forming itself as a result of the confluence of ele-
ments of diverse origin in the linguistic acts of individuals belonging
to that community.]

According to Ageeva (1980; 1981; 1989), however, it is also possible to
detect several Baltic hydronyms in the northwest region of the Lake [I'men’,
in the Novgorod oblast’ (cf. also Toporov 2001). Toporov (1999, 2001) and
Vasil'ev (2009) enlarged the study of hydronymy to the area at the fron-
tier between the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the towns of Novgorod
and Pskov, and he also found here several new Baltisms along with other
already known elements. This research, if continued successfully, could
permit the enlargement of the prehistoric Baltic area toward the north and
individuate a “peripheral” zone in the territory from Pskov to Novgorod
and from Rz’ev up to the Volga river.

1.2.3.2. The southern and south-eastern borders. New results in the study of
the prehistoric expansion of the Baltic territory have furnished new data
regarding the southern border as well; contrary to the theses of Buga
(regarding the original area of the ancestors of the Yatvingians [sees.31), it
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has now been established that the traditional boundary of the Pripjat’ must
be expanded, since Baltic hydronyms have been discovered on both sides
of the Pripjat’ marshes; e.g.: Maoca (cf. Lith. Maz-upé); bepxuya, (cf. Lith.
berzas ‘birch’, topon. Berzuona, Latv. berzs ‘birch’), Meimeuya (cf. Lith.
Mituva, Latv. Mitava), Opasxcnust and Opuxcns (cf. OPr. Aryngine).

This makes us think that for the Balts this was not a zone of isolation,
but also of transition and contact with bordering regions.”® The boundary
on the southeast was also significantly moved back as far as the source
of the Sejm, where today about twenty Baltisms have been found. Here
Baltic hydronymics bears witness to contacts of Iranian origin, and this
circumstance throws new light on the possibility of direct Balto-Iranian
contacts; in fact, since by moving all the names of major rivers (Dnestr,
Don and perhaps even Dnepr) and the hydronymics in general even further
to the south and east, one already sees an Iranian character, which allowed
Toporov and Trubacdev (1962) to hypothesize that the basin of the river
Sejm was a place of direct prehistoric contact between the Baltic (Slav) and
Iranian populations [see 1.4.4.2..

The contribution of Sulimirski (1967) concentrates on the southern
border and offers a critical analysis of archaeological results regarding
the ethnic relatedness of various prehistoric cultures discovered in the
area between the Pripjat’ and the basin of the Sejm.”” Also rather in-
triguing is the observation that the lines of maximum penetration of the
Baltic tribes to the south coincide with the borders of different ethno-
logical phenomena placed in relief by the Polish school of ethnography
(Czekanowski, Nasz) and are concentrated along an imaginary matrix
which runs more or less parallel to the courses of the Vistula and Bug,
then turns toward the east into western Volynya. This would coincide
approximately with the boundary between central Europe and the east-
ern Baltics, or with the Belarussian-Ukrainian linguistic frontier, which
has remained valid until today.

In addition, the territory of contemporary Ukraine has become the
object of hydronymic research. The study of the basin of the Ros’ river
was carried out by Petrov (1966, 1971, 1972), who underlined the presence
of Baltic elements in this region. This investigation is being continued by

3 The situation in the territory of the actual Ukraine is being investigated by Zeleznjak (1999); Lucik (1999).
7 For example, Jukhnovo, Zolni¢naja, Milograd, Zarubincy, etc. Sulimirski is inclined to consider that the
carriers of Jukhnovo culture were not of Baltic stock, but rather Thracian or Cimmerian. Attention to the
presence of these cultures has been focused on in several recent studies, for example Holzer (1989), totally

relying on the hypothesis of a Cimmerian substratum and its reflections in Proto-Baltic and Proto-Slavic.
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other Ukrainian scholars (Abakumov 1999; Zeleznjak 1999) who are add-
ing precision to the already known data and still discovering new data.

1.2.3.3. The western border. Traditionally, the Vistula is considered the west-
ern boundary for the expansion of Baltic hydronyms, although by the 1940s
scholars of different schools had shown that to the west of the Vistula there
were Prussian settlements in the historic era, evidence which extended the
border as far as the Persante river (Pol. Parsgta) in Pomerania.”® Again, in
the mid-1960s Antoniewicz (1966) lamented that this area had still not
been sufficiently studied by linguists. However, almost as a reaction to the
intensified research in hydronymics in the watershed of the upper Dnepr
in the east, research also started to appear based on material in the western
regions, separating out Baltic toponyms not only generically in the region
to the west of the Vistula,” but more precisely in the region between the
Vistula and the Oder," that is, in Pomerania and Mecklenburg (Toporov
1966a; Schmid 1987a), along the course of the Vistula;*! and according to
some scholars also to the west of the Oder or even as far as the Elba (Schall
1964-1965; an opposing point of view can be found in Witkowski 1969,
1970), or in Niedersachsen (Udolph 1999; Casemir, Udolph 2006). Indeed,
as Toporov also observes, a significant portion of the toponomastics of
this region, today inhabited by Slavic populations and labelled Slavic in
the classic work of Trautman (1948-1956), could be re-interpreted anew
as originally Baltic on the strength of exact correspondences found in the
toponomastics of the present Baltic territory.

Schall (e.g. 1962, 1963, 1964-1965) has studied toponyms of Baltic
origin, subsequently adopted and later modified by successive Slavic colo-
nizers. He calculates that one can count at least a score of toponyms of
this type in the entire northern zone of western Slavdom as far as the Elba
(e.g. in Brandeburg-Lower Lusatia, including Berlin,** and in Mecklenburg-

¥ Lorentz (1905); Kilian (1939, 1980); Krahe (1943); Brauer (1983, 1988), as well as extensive commentary
contained in Toporov (1983a); cf. also Birnbaum (1984, p. 236-242).

¥ Cf. Pospiszylowa (1981, 1987) and related to this, Udolph (1991). Pospiszylowa (1989-1990) studied the

toponomy of southern Warmia (Germ. Ermland), dividing it according to semantic fields reoccuring there, in

light of the interaction of Prussian, German, and Polish; Kondratiuk (1985) examined the toponomy

in the region of Bialystok, and Kondratiuk (2001) the process of slavization. Extensive material is found in

the works of Brauer (1983, 1988).

Regarding hydronymics in the region, see the excellent collection Hydronymia Europea edited by W. P.

Schmid; cf. Gérnowicz (1985); Rzetelska-Feleszko (1987); Duma (1988); Biolik (1989); Przybytek (1993);

Blaziené (2000, 2005). Cf. also Orél (1997).

# Schall (1970); the South-Western area of the Lower Vistula was investigated in Orél (1991).

* For a differing opinion cf. Witkowski (1966).
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Pomerania, cf. Schall 1966), and for many of them there are interesting
correspondences in the eastern Slavic area, where one finds that their Bal-
tic base is better preserved. On several occasions and in various contexts
Witkowski (1969, 1970) has underlined that there is no historical proof of a
Baltic presence to the west of the Oder, but rather the archaeological data
attest the presence of Slavs and that, finally, one can explain the toponyms
catalogued above as Slavic, German or generically IE. Schall, in a rath-
er questionable formulation, coins for these toponyms the term slawobal-
tisch, basing the attribution of such a category on the following criteria:
a) the recurrence of an Urform or forms similar to Baltic; b) their diffusion
in settled territories populated in the past or still today by Slavs; ¢) the
changes in single sounds in Baltic forms according to rules of the individ-
ual Slavic languages.” This last condition seems particularly weak, since
it is not at all required because one is dealing with forms of known Baltic
languages. Whether this is true and to what degree must be proven! The
hypothesis of some western Baltic dialect, related to known languages, but
not necessarily identifiable with them, has been effectively pointed out by
Schmid (1987a), who along with other scholars maintains an intermediate
and more cautious position. In spite of this, several interesting conclusions
follow:

i) that only to the east of the Persante can one track Baltic onomas-
tics from the 12th to 13th centuries; ii) that internally in the area enclosed
by the rivers Persante, Gwda, and Vistula one finds a type of onomastics
showing close ties not only with Baltic onomastics in general, but espe-
cially with onomastics of the Curlandian coast; i) that the chronological
priority of Baltic in the region to the west of the Vistula also allows us to
explain the exclusive lexical interchanges which the dialects of Pomerania
have with Baltic (but not with Slavic),** which in its turn allows us to offer
the hypothesis of a dialectical continuum along the shores of the Baltic Sea
(traces are preserved in the correspondences between Prussian, Curonian,
and Baltic of Pomerania).*

# Toporov (1966a, p. 104) speaks clearly of the essential limitations in the application of the concept slawobal-
tisch and similar labels in order to avoid confusion with the term Balto-Slavic.

*  Labuda (1974, 1979); Hinze, Lorentz (1966); Hinze (1984); Popowska-Taborska (1991). Regarding the ma-
terial collected in Pomerania, one should not ignore an (attempted) etymon on the basis of a Kashubian
legacy, as pointed out by Hinze (1989a). Lauciuté (1982) recognizes eight Kashubian words as Baltisms; the
question has been considered again by Popowska-Taborska (1998, 2007) who regards only two of them (i.e.
kukla ‘doll, puppet’ and kuling ‘kind of water bird’) as relics of the past lexical Baltic-Slavic similarities,
whilst the remainder are explained differently.

In this context one should also mention Curonian-Polabian and Prussian-Polabian toponymic correspond-
ences investigated by NepokupnyT (2006a, 2007).
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Understandably, the new western border also remains open and again
awaits a more precise demarcation; therefore it is a very relevant subject
of research for Baltic scholars.*

1.3. BALTIC LANGUAGES AND PEOPLES
IN ANCIENT SOURCES

Owing to the almost total absence of historical documents concerning the
Balts, the entire 1st millenium relating to this area still remains proto-
history. The general impression derived from the study of evidence from
antiquity is that it contains only random episodic information concerning
the Baltic ethnolinguistic region, especially concerning its outer borders
(above all the southwest); this is probably thanks to the existence of the
Amber Roads."

Among the limited reports in the ancient world the references of

9

Herodotus stand out, as well as those of Ptolemy*® and Tacitus,” char-

acterized by a rather exotic supplementary assignment in the reporting
of certain presumably Baltic ethnonyms: thus Herodotus mentions the
Budini and Neuri, who are unknown to Ptolemy and Tacitus; while Ptole-
my mentions the Galindians and the Sudovians, both unknown to Heroto-
dus and Tacitus; finally, Tacitus mentions the Aestiorum gentes, who remain
unknown to the other two ancient authors.”

1.3.1. Herodotus

The most ancient source for geographic and ethnographic informa-
tion concerning northeast Europe is the works of the Greek historian
Herodotus [500-424 B.C.]. While describing the geography of ancient Scyth-
ia and narrating the march of Darius through the lands of the Scythians

# For example, Dambe (1988), who uses data taken from old geographic maps; Szczesniak (1993, 1994), who
relies on a manuscript of Torun (mid 19th century), where he analyses Baltic place-names and mountain
peaks of Masuria, Warmia and Silesia.

7 Gudavic¢ius (1987); Nowakowski (1990). Concerning the Amber Roads, cf. Spekke (1956); Todd, Eichel
(1976); Bliujiené (2007); Btazejewski (2011); Kursite (2012); on the names for amber in the Latvian dainas,
cf. Gaters (1979). For the alleged Etruscan presence in the Baltic area, cf. Fogel, Makiewicz (1989). In
addition, Trombetti (1928, p. 6) proposed a rather bold connection between the Etruscan god of death Calu
(< *cvalu), OPr. gallan ‘death’ and Lith. Giltiné so that the criticism in Canuti (2008, p. 72) does not surprise
one at all.

4 Cf. Lowmianski (1964).

“ Cf. Matthews (1948); Smits (1936, p. 53-67); Fraenkel (1950a, p. 19-23); Kabelka (1982, p. 19-30).

There is almost never any reference to Baltia and the Balts in later Byzantine sources; nevertheless Spekke

(1943) contains a thorough examination. On Calcondyla, cf. Aliletoescor, p. 117-122, 284-285.
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(512 B.C.), he also includes limited and fantastic reports concerning vari-
ous peoples, including among others the Neuri and Budini.

Just as in the 19th century the opinion was circulated among linguists
(Rask) and historians (Narbutt, Pierson) that the Geloni were ancestors of
the Lithuanians, so also early in the 20th century there was a similar idea
about the Getae, Dacians, Thracians, and among the latter, about the Neuri
and Budini. Opinions differ regarding these two peoples as the ancestors of
either the modern Slavs® or the Balts.”

1.3.1.1. Neuri. This ethnonym is mentioned six times in the Herodotian
text in passages containing reports of varying value. These references are
divided into a) geographical, b) historical, and ¢) ethnographical parenthe-
sis (Corcella 1993, p. 30-31 and 118-121):

a) (IV, 17, 2) vmep ¢ Alaldvwv oiréovotl Zxnvboat aQoTfeeg, Ol OV €Tl
oLtrjoeL oelPOVOoL TOV O1ToV, AAAa €l TENoeL. ToUTOV 88 natimepbe
owxéovor Nevpot, Nevpdv 8¢ 10 mEog Poénv dvepov gonuog
avBowmov. 6oov Nueig Wduev. Tadta uev mapa Tov “Yraviv totapndv
¢otL £€0vea mEOg €oméEng tol Bopuabéveog.

[North of the Alizones are farming Scythian tribes, who sow corn
not for food but for selling; beyond these are the Neuri, and north
of the Neuri the land in the direction of the Borea wind, so far as
one knows, is uninhabited. These are tribes along the river Hypanis
(= the Bug), west of the Borysthenes (= the Dnepr).]

by (IV, 102, 1-2) oi 6¢ Zn00ar dSvteg opiol Mdyov dg ovx olol Té elot
tov Aagelov otpatov tBupayin diwcacbar podvol, émepmov £g TOUg
TANoLoywEovg ayyéhoug tdv 8¢ xal 01 ot Baocihéeg ovvelOovreg
¢Bovietovto hg oteatod Emehadvovrog peydlov. mooav O6F ol
ovvelOovteg Baoihéeg Tavpwv xal Ayabigowv xai Nevodv xoal
Avdogaywv rat Mehayylaivov xol I'eAovdv xal Boudivov xal
2aVQOUATEDV.

[The Scythians, after concluding that by themselves they were not
able to repel Darius in open warfare, sent off messengers to their
neighbors, whose chieftains had already met and were forming plans
to deal with a great army marching against them. The conference
was attended by the chieftains of the following tribes: the Tauri,

> In Golab (1974 and later works) the discussion is undoubtedly about two ancestral peoples of the Slavs.

2 Cf. Smits (1936, p. 36); Kabelka (1982, p. 19-21).
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<)

Agathyrsi, Neuri, Androphagi, Melanchlaeni, Geloni, Budini, and
Sauromatae.]”

(IV, 105, 1-2) Nevpot 8¢ voporor pev xoéwvtar Zxvlwoiot, yevet) 8¢
uLf] opeag mEdtegov thg Aaetov otpatnracing xatéhafe exhimelv
TNV XOENV TTdoav Vo Oplomv: dgLag YaQ oL TOAOVE UEV 1 XDE™
avépaive, ol 8¢ mhedveg Avmbév opL €x TOV EQUV EmEmECOY, £¢
o0 meléuevol olxnoov uetd Boudivov v fwutdv €xAmdvreg.
xwvdvvetvovol 88 ol dvBowmol ovToL yonTeg eival. Aéyovtal Yo VIO
Zrvbéov xal ‘EAMvov tdv év 10 Zxubwf ratownuévov mng €teog
g¢xaotov anag tdv Nevpdv €éxaoctog Mrog ylivetat nuégag OAlyag nat
adTig Omiow ¢ TOLTO AmoxatioTatal. £ut uév vuv tadta Aéyovteg
oV meiBovot, Aéyovor 8¢ 0vdEV ooov, xal ouviol 8¢ Aéyovteg.

[The Neuri share Scythian customs and beliefs. A generation before
the coming of Darius’s army they were forced out of their country by
snakes, which appeared all over the land in great numbers, while still
more invaded them from the desert in the north, until the Neuri were
so hard pressed that they were forced to move out, and dwell among
the Budini. It is not impossible that these people were wizards; for
there is a story current amongst the Scythians and the Greeks in
Scythia that once a year every one of the Neuri is turned into a wolf
for a few days, and then turns back into his former shape again. For
myself, I do not believe this tale; all the same, they tell it, and even
swear to its truth.]

To the extent that Herodotus relied on the stories of his informants, one can

identify certain characteristics of the Neuri. From geographical informa-
tion one can deduce that Herodotus placed the Neuri north of the Scyth-
ians, separated from them by a large lake often identified as the Pripjat’
Marshes (Smits 1936, p. 42). If one accepts this information as true, then
it can be deduced that the Neuri were located in the northern basin of the

Dnepr, that is, in a territory corresponding to the data of the hydronymic

research, coinciding with that zone which archaeologists have assigned to

the Vysocko culture or the Milograd culture.”* All the historical accounts

53

54

Similar accounts also occur in IV, 119 and IV, 125.

There are differing opinions regarding the ethnic association of this latter culture; cf. Antoniewicz (1966,

p. 12): “It seems that the Milograd culture should not be taken into account in our further considerations, as

it has not much in common with peoples of Baltic origin,” while according to Sulimirski (1967, p. 7): “It [the

territory of the Milograd culture] lay entirely within the reach of the Baltic toponymy and it has, therefore,
been considered to represent one of the ancient Baltic speaking peoples”; cf. also Gimbutas (1963a, Chap. IV).
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are connected with attempts of the Scythians to defend themselves against
the military campaign carried out against them by Darius. The Neuri are
among those peoples who did not immediately form an alliance with the
Scythians, but declared their neutrality until they were attacked directly,
something that happened rather quickly and that prompted their flight to
the north. Much more interesting are the ethnographical accounts con-
cerning the Neuri.

Among other things one learns that they were emigrants from their
land in the 6th century B.C. as the result of a huge invasion of snakes and
that for two or three days every year they were transformed into wolves
(Ridley 1976), something Herodotus himself seems to doubt. The refer-
ence to snakes causes scholars to ponder, given that these reptiles played
an important role in the pagan mythology of the Balts see4.3]. One should
note, however, that beyond the region of the Neuri begins the terra incog-
nita, a fantastic world populated by tribes whose expressive ethnonyms
(Androphagi,” Melanchlaeni) emphasize the absence of reliable informa-
tion.

References to the Neuri occur as well, albeit sparse, in Pliny the Elder
(Neuroe), Ammiano Marcellino (Neruiorum)®® and Bavarian the Geographer
(Neriuani).”

Regarding the etymology of the form Neuri, there are still varying
and opposing points of view.’®

There are three principal versions:

a) it is of Slavic origin (per Niederle, Lehr-Splawinski, Safarewicz,
Golab), coming from the hydronym Nur < *nouro- (cf. Nurzec a
tributary to the right of the Bug), OCS nwréti ‘to immerse’, Russ.
HpIpATH ‘to dive’, Pol. nurzyc ‘to plunge’;

*  According to the opinion of Tomaschek, cited by Wiklund (1926), and accepted by Smits (1936, p. 46),
and confirmed by archaeologists, the Androphagi can be identified with the Mordvinians (< Old Iranian
*mard-x‘ar ‘eaters of men, cannibals’).

% Selem (1973, p. 548): “Dein thenes a montibus oriens Nerviorum... intimatur” (i.e. And then the Borysthenes
|= the Dnepr| which has its origin from the mountains of the Nervi... flows into); ibid., p. 1030: “Inter hos
Nervi mediterranea incolunt loca, vicini verticibus celsis, quos praeruptos geluque torpentes, aquilones
adstringunt” (i.e. Among them the Nervi inhabit Mediterranean places, close to high peaks, which are
broken and stiffened by the frost and beaten by the north winds).

3 Cf. Niederle (1923, p. 173 ['1902]); Matthews (1948, p. 53); Kiparsky (1970c); Dini (1996); Karalitinas

(BPIS 1, p. 31-42, and 52-80).

In the form of the ethnonym Neriuani found in Bavarian the Geographer (Descriptio civitatum ad septentri-

onalem plagam Danubii: “Neriuani habent civitates LXXVIII”), Otrebski (1961a) recognized the Latinized

Baltic name of the inhabitants of the Narew basin, derived from the form *Neruv-énai ‘location of the

inhabitants of the *Nerus, i.e., of the Narew’.
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b) it is of Baltic origin (Smits, Gimbutas, Kabelka) on the basis of similar
hydronymic (cf. the names of the rivers Neris, Nurupis and Nurupis)
and lexical parallels (Lithuanian niaurus ‘gloomy, dark’);”

o it is of Balto-Slavic origin (per Czekanowski, Kiparsky, Schmid).

Given this uncertainty there is a possible explanation whereby this etymon
in question is not of hydronymic origin, but is a Baltic word adapted into
Greek, and reconstructed on the ethnolinguistic principal ‘to speak clearly/
distinctly’” vs. ‘to speak obscurely/indistinctly.” The Baltic root *neur- is
probably hidden in the Greek form Neuvgol with the diphthong eu still
preserved (as in the resulting Baltic *eu > Lith. au isee 21.1.31), reflected in
Lith. niauras ‘nasal speech’ and in the recent derivatives niurnéti ‘to emit
noises; to speak indistinctly’, niaurdti ‘to speak through the nose,” with
various semantic nuances compared to niurti ‘to become dark’; supporting
this explanation one can cite analogues in a Baltic context (OPr. mixkai ‘in
German’ < *miksiskai < *miks(a)-, cf. Lith. mikséti ‘to stammer, to stutter’,
miksa, miksius, miksis ‘one who stammers or stutters’;®’ Lith. Gudai, Latv.
Gudi the name for Belarusians, cf. Lith. gaiisti (gaiidzia) ‘to moo, to sound,
to complain,” etc., Latv. gaust id., gudat ‘to complain; to sing’, etc.”’) and in
a Slavic context (Russ. semiipr ‘Germans’ from memon ‘dumb’, roopurs
HeMo ‘to speak muddled’, etc.); in the same way the principal functions for
the common label of peoples as ‘barbarians’. It remains to be asked who
is referred to by this ethnonym,; it is probable that it was not an autonym,
but rather in antiquity Baltic and Slavic populations designated each other
reciprocally with this name.

Karalitinas (BPIS 1I, p. 52-80) offers a new, interesting, although
very complex, proposal. Firstly, one has to connect etymologically the eth-
nonym Nevgol with OGr. vedgov ‘sinew, tendon; cord; nerve; strength’,
Latin nervus id. (with -ur- metathesis), Toch. B srAaura ‘sinew, tendon’
(< IE *(s)neurom). Secondly, one should assume that in the Baltic languages
the primitive forms *neura-, *neuria- changed their root vocalism from
eu to au (in a similar way to IE *feuta and Lith. tauta ‘people’), and gave
% Wherever the Neuri are equated with the Balts (cf. Smits 1934, 1936) the identification of the Sx00at

&gotilges of Herodotus with the ancient Slavs is also accepted. In this regard, Schmid (1978a) noted that if
one admits that the Neuri were Slavs, then the hydronymics in the territory between the southern Bug and
the Dnestr must have been of Slavic origin and the influence of Old Iranian on Slavic should have been
greater than it actually is.

%0 Cf. Mikkola (1925); Gerullis (1926); Van der Meulen (1943); Karalitinas (2008).
U This idea was widely investigated in Karalitinas (BPIS I, p. 154-218).
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arise to *naura-, *nauria- (cf. Lith. naur-itkas, naur-tikas ‘handle, grip,
haft’). Thirdly, one should also assume for the Baltic form *neuroi, plur.,
the semasiological shift: ‘tendon; cord > crowd, company, regiment’ (in a
similar way as for Lith. vifvé ‘cord, string’ and ‘row, line, company’, Latv.
valgs and wvaldzini id., et al.). Finally Karalitinas joins Sulimirski (1967,
p- 15) and maintains that it is very likely that the Neuri were a Baltic speak-
ing people, the bearers of the Milograd culture.

1.3.1.2. Budini and Geloni. If the ethnic connection of the Neuri to the
Baltic group remains largely a suggestion — but not without reservations —
demonstrating this connection for the Budini is even more problematic.
Herodotus’s text, besides a mere mention, often together with the Neu-

ri, provides a few brief references to these people (Corcella 1993,
p. 120-123):%

(IV, 108-109) Boudivor 8¢, €0vog €0v péyo nal oAV, yhavrdv
TE AV LOYVEAOE €0TL Ol TVEQEOV. TOMG O¢ €v avToiol memOALOTOL
Eulivn, oUvoua 8¢ tf) moher £oti I'ehwvog (...) elol yap ot I'ehwvol
0 agyaiov "EAAnveg, éx tdv 8¢ éumoglov eEavaotavteg olxnoayv
¢v tolol Bouvdivoior nat yAooon ta pev ZxvOuwxf], ta 8¢ "EAAnvix]
yofwvtat. Bovdivor 8¢ ov 1) avti] yAooon yofwvtar ral I'ehwvol,
ovde dtawta 1 avTy

[The Budini are a numerous and great people; all of them have blue
eyes and red hair. They have a city built of wood in their territory
called Gelonés (...) For the Geloni were Greeks by origin who were
driven from their trading posts and settled among the Budini. Their
language is a mixture of Scythian and Greek. The Budini do not
speak the same language as the Geloni and do not live the same way.]

Thus the Budini lived together with the Geloni at least in a large city with-
in their territory and among them, just as the Neuri after the invasion of
snakes referred to above. This means that these neighbors of the Neuri,
as well as the Budini, can be placed along the stream of the upper Dnepr,
where it has been established that Baltic populations lived in antiquity
tsee 1.2.3]. This line of reasoning leads Kabelka (1982, p. 21) to advance the
hypothesis of the ethnic connection of the Budini to the Baltic group as

2 QOther references to the Budini occur in IV, 22, 102, 108, 119, 122, 123, 136. For an updated status for
the question and bibliography, cf. Karalitinas (BPIS 11, p. 35-42).
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well; as further evidence of this he also offers the etymology of the eth-
nonym which shows the suffix -in-/-in-, typical for Lithuanian, Latvian
and Prussian and the root *bud-/bud-/baud-, likewise recurrent in Baltic
onomastics. One can further add this observation: if the language of the
Budini, according to the text of Herodotus, differed from that of the Gelo-
ni, being ‘a mixture of Scythian and Greek’, it was probably neither exclu-
sively Scythian (= Slavic?) nor exclusively Greek, since such an attribute
would have been easy to report, but it was rather something quite different.

According to Karalitinas the passage of Herodotus should not be
read literally. Basing on the fact that Lith. geluonis ‘sting (of a bee or ser-
pent); core’, Latv. dzeluons id. (< Baltic *gelon- < IE *ghelon-) coincide for-
mally with the ethnonym I'eAowvol, he assumes that in Proto-Baltic times
*gelon- meant pars pro toto a serpent, and considers both the ethnonym and
the tribe to be of Baltic origin (for a more detailed discussion cf. Karaliinas
BPIS 1, p. 42-51).

1.3.2. Ptolemy

Among the rare ancient citations probably referring to the Balts, the
accounts of Ptolemy [90-168 A.D.] take on a definite significance, as con-
tained in the fifth chapter of the third book of his Geografia. Ptolemy’s
knowledge of northern Europe does not represent anything new as distinct
from that of Latin authors preceding him (Pliny, Tacitus); however, regar-
ding the area covering the entire space of ancient Sarmatia Europaea (in
modern terms: approximately from the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea), the famous
Greek scholar mentions several other ethnonyms to the east of the Veneti,
which probably also indicate Baltic tribes: Galindians and Sudovians.®

1.3.2.1. Galindians and Sudovians. Several questions still remain unresolved
regarding these Baltic tribes: in particular the question of their geographi-
cal location. The majority of scholars tend to identify the Galindians and
the Sudovians (or Yatvingians) of Ptolemy with those peoples mentioned
about one thousand years later (10th-13th centuries) by Peter Dusburg see
43141, and to consider them to be continually distributed throughout the
regions where they are placed during the historic period. Therefore the
former are connected with the Mragowo Culture and the latter with the

% Book III, Chapter V, p. 425. The former name appears later in old German and Russian sources [see. 5.4.],

and in place of the latter the name Yatvingians was recognized [see 5.3.].
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Wegorzewo Culture, situated in the Masurian Lakes region (Lowmianski
1964). Together with this traditional point of view this absence of sig-
nificant differences between the archaeological cultures to the east and
west of the Masurian Lakes has subsequently been pointed out.®* Thus,
on the basis of new analyses of the text and maps of Ptolemy,* Astrauskas
(1990) considers it possible to call into doubt the commonly acknowledged
location and proposes alternatives (the eastern Masuria alone, the entire
Masuria, the peninsula of Sambia, the middle course of the Nemunas, the
region between the upper course of the rivers Sedtipé and Merkys).®

1.3.2.2. Other names. According to certain other scholars, ethnonyms men-
tioned by Ptolemy can also refer to the Balts, for example, those placed to
the east or lower in respect to the Veneti, that is: the Bogoboxrot with the
Borussi (Bednarczuk 1982, p. 57-58), the Prussians; the Kagedtar with
the Curonians (or perhaps the Karelians, a Finnic race); the o0Awveg with
the Selonians (Lowmianski 1964; Bednarczuk 1993). Obviously there are
many more names and the question remains open and very vague.

An attempt at an exhaustive investigation both of ethnonyms and
toponyms (hidronyms: Ouiototra, Xedvov, Polvdwv, Xépowog) in
Ptolomy’s European Sarmatia has been carried out by Karalitnas (BPIS 11,
p. 191-317).

1.3.3. Tacitus, Jordanes, Cassiodorus and others

The three authors considered here and others mention the Aistians in their
works. A huge investigation on the Aistians has been begun by Jovaisa
(2012). He observes that Aistians is very probably a group name because
Tacitus wrote Aestiorum gentes, i.e. the Aistian peoples, although it is diffi-
cult to know precisely who the Aistian peoples might have been at the time
when Tacitus was Writing [see ultra for different hypothesis].

1.3.3.1. Aesti. In a passage from Germania of Tacitus, we find the most detailed
account of the Aistians, which it is useful to report in full (Germ. 45:1-4):%

o Cf. Okulicz (1973); Powierski (1975).

65 Cf. Petrulis (1972); Siménas (1994, p. 26-30).

This question can be further clarified by a retrospective study of the cultural heritage of the Yatvingians;
however, one should keep in mind the objection of Siménas, according to whom one must rely on the maps
of Ptolemy, which have not undergone modern changes.

% Cf. Rives (1999, p. 95-96).
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Ergo iam dextro Suebici maris litore Aestiorum gentes adluuntur, quibus
ritus habitusque Sueborum, lingua Britannicae propior. Matrem deum
venerantur. Insigne superstitionis formas aprorum gestant: id pro armis
hominumque tutela securum deae cultorem etiam inter hostes praestat.
Rarus ferri, frequens fustium usus. Frumenta ceterosque fructus patientius
quam pro solita Germanorum inertia laborant. Sed et mare scrutantur, ac
soli omnium sucinum, quod ipsi glesum vocant, inter vada atque in ipso
litore legunt. Nec quae natura quaeve ratio gignat, ut barbaris, quaesitum
compertumuve; diu quin etiam inter cetera eiectamenta maris iacebat, donec
luxuria nostra dedit nomen

[To continue, then, the right shore of the Suebic sea washes the tribes
of the Aestii, whose rites and fashions are those of the Suebi, although
their language is closer to British. They worship the Mother of the
Gods, and wear images of boars as an emblem of the cult: it is this,
instead of the arms and protection of mortals, that renders the goddess’
votary safe, even amidst enemies. The use of iron weapons is rare, but
that of cudgels common. They cultivate grain and other crops more pa-
tiently than one might expect from the indolence typical of Germani.
But they also search the sea, and are the only ones in the world to
gather amber in the shallows and on the shore itself; they themselves
call it glesum. As usual with barbarians, they have neither asked nor
ascertained its nature or the principle that produces it; quite the con-
trary, it long lay unnoticed amidst the other jetsam of the sea, until our
extravagance gave it a name. To them it is utterly useless: they collect
it crude, pass it on unworked, and gape at the price they are paid.|

The Baltic Sea is called by Tacitus the Suebic Sea, and the inhabitants
of its eastern coast (dextro litore is correct from the Roman point of view)

are, however, designated as Aestiorum gentes, a name which the Germanic

peoples gave to their northeastern neighbors and has today been inherited

by the Estonians.®®

The Aesti have long been an object of particular attention and study

on the part of Baltic scholars: much has been written about them as the

68

Cf. Latin Estii, Estones; ONord. Eistr; Germ, Esten, Estland; Eston. eesti, Eesti [see infra]; both Buga and
Endzelins posit that this came about through the Germans who had already given this name to the Finns
during the rule of the Aesti, when they discovered that the latter were called differently (Prussians, Prutent),
and the Finns simply maarahvas ‘people of the land’; citing these opinions Kabelka (1982, p. 26) emphasizes
that all this is pure speculation, however. On the ethnic identity of the Aistians and the origin of their
name, cf. Karalitinas (BPIS 11, p. 138-180).
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supposed ancestors of Baltic peoples, and opinions are varied. Meanwhile it
seems that the hypothesis has been rejected that they are identified with a
people located between the Rhine and Scythia, mentioned by Pytheas and
revived by Strabo, whose name is phonetically similar to that of the Aesti,
but in fact attested in variants.”” However, other scholars are still prepared
to see in them the ancestors not of the IE Balts, but of the present-day
Finnic Estonians (Saks 1960).

Although there is no reliable basis to directly identify the Aesti of
Tacitus with the Balts, still the fact that prior to this Tacitus mentions the
Finns as well, makes one suppose that perhaps by this name the Latin histo-
rian indicated the Prussians or some segment of them, and that it was per-
haps then extended to other Baltic tribes (Pr] I, p. 65). This is the prevalent
opinion today, but there are other different points of view, such as that of
Smits (1936, p. 57), who maintains that this name does not indicate all the
Balts, but only the Curonians isees.21, neighbors of the Prussians, located on
the Baltic coast. Laur (1954) dedicated a careful examination to this ques-
tion, which leads us to definitely rethink the problem: having refuted the
theories according to which either the Finns or Germans are the peoples
identified with the name Aesti, Laur considers it a title of Germanic origin,
but referring to the Prussians; he also poses the question whether such
a name indicates a single people or a conglomerate of Baltic and Balto-
Finnic peoples, with which the peoples of the east coast of the Baltic Sea
between the Vistula and the Narva become designated. Karalitinas (BPIS
I, p. 11-187) rejects the hypothesis of a collective name to indicate various
peoples of the Baltic coast and does not doubt that the first accounts of this
people referred to the southern Prussians [see1.3.3.5.].

According to Jovaisa (2012) one might believe that Tacitus had in
mind the mouth of the Vistula, Sambian and Lithuanian coastal Aistians
because it is just those coasts that are richest in amber, the collection of which
Tacitus considered an important distinguishing feature of the Aistians.

1.3.3.2. Jordanes. In his works on the Goths, Jordanes twice refers to the
Aesti, specifying their abode thus (V, 36):"°

% This ethnonym is noted by Strabo (Geografia I, 5; IV, 4,1 and 3) in one place as ’Ootidéovg, in another

’Ootidapviov; their identification with the Aesti of Tacitus is supported by Zeuss; Lasserre (1963) opts

for the variants "Ootiaiovg or ‘Ootidalovg and places the corresponding people on the other side of the

Rhine, distinguishing them from the Ostim(n)ieni of Armorica.

70 Cf. Giunta, Grillone (1991, p. 17). On Vidivarii, cf. Labuda (1948); on the ethnonym as an ancient Ger-
manic formation in a Latin shape, meaning ‘inhabitants of the *Vida’ (> Wda, a river in Pomerania),
cf. Schmid (1987c).
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Ad litus autem oceani, ubi tribus faucibus fluenta Vistulae fluminis ebibun-
tur, Vidivarii resident, ex diversis nationibus adgregati. post quos ripam
oceani item Aesti tenent, pacatum hominum genus omnino.

[But on the shore of Ocean, where the floods of the river Vistula
empty from three mouths, the Vidivarii dwell, a people gathered out
of various tribes. Beyond them the Aesti, a subject race, likewise hold
the shore of Ocean.|

In another passage it is told how they were subjugated to King Hermanaric
(XXIII, 119-120):"!

tunc omnes Hermanarici imperiis servierunt. Aestorum quoque similiter
nationem, qui longissimam ripam oceani Germanici insident, idem ipse
prudentia et virtute subegit, omnibusque Scythiae et Germaniae nationibus
ac si propriis labores imperavit.

[yet at that time they were all obedient to Hermanaric’s commands.
This ruler also subdued by his wisdom and might the race of the Aesti,
who dwell on the farthest shore of the German Ocean, and ruled all
the nations of Scythia and Germany by his own prowess alone.]

On the basis of the testimony of Jordanes, the archaeologist Siménas (1994,
p- 30-36) has developed several original hypotheses. He does not reject
the idea that, together with the Goths, a portion of the western Balts could
have reached the Black Sea (and the Dnepr) to establish close ties with the
Goths under Hermanaric [died 376] during the 2nd-4th centuries. More-
over, after the invasion of the Huns into the Baltic lands a portion of the
Balts participated in the great migrations. These displacements of large
masses of people could explain why in the Baltic area (as in the whole of
northern Europe) great changes in material culture took place toward the
middle of the 5th century [see1.2.1.31.

1.3.3.3. Cassiodorus. In the 6th century A.D. the Aesti (Haesti) are mentioned
by Cassiodorus in the heading of a letter’” in which Theodoricus thanks
him for some gifts of amber, and in which it is revealed that the Aesti lived
on the edge of the sea, carried on relations with other tribes by means of
ambassadors (“Illo et illo legatis vestris venientibus”) and knew the Gothic

7 Cf. Giunta, Grillone (1991, p. 53).
72 Cf. Fridh, Halporn (1973 V, 2; p. 182-183): Hestis Theodoricus Rex; cf. also Spekke (1939).
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language. One tends to confer importance to this document and bring it
into play in the orbit of connections between the Balts and Goths, since
it may show the Aesti, perhaps for the first time, in an active role, and not
an object of episodic narration on the part of others, particularly because
it signals their willingness to restore the interrupted trade in amber. More-
over, the relations with Theodoricus would, on the one hand, indicate the
willingness of the Aesti to consolidate their power with important diplo-
matic connections, and, on the other hand, would strengthen analogous
archaeological discoveries along the entire territorial zone which connects
the Ostrogoths in Italy, the multiethnic group of the Baltic area and the
islands of the Baltic Sea.”

1.3.3.4. Wulfstan. One must advance a full three centuries to when Eginhardus
[770-840], the biographer of Carolus Magnus [742-814|, wrote Vita Caroli
Magni, an important source for the period. The Aisti are mentioned in
this work in chapter 12. Later repeated verbatim by Adam of Bremen,
Eginhardus cites the Aisti, along with the Slavs, among the inhabitants
of the east coast. At the end of the 9th century the name of this people
reoccurs in the detailed account of Wulfstan of his trips and stay in Truso
[later: Germ. Elbing, Pol. Elblgg], near the mouth of the Vistula;"* here it
is reported that Estmere (that is, the lagoon of the Aesti, cf. Lith. Aismarés
and Kursiy Nerija, Germ. Frisches Haff) belonged to the Esti whose land
(Eastlande) was great, with many castles and ruled by a prince; these
people were militant, practiced special funeral rites, conducted special
competitions on horseback (from which one can perhaps detect a nomadic
influence)”” and did not make beer but large quantities of hydromel mead
(mid Estum). It is probable that Wulfstan recalled this ethnonym as he had
heard it from Germanic peoples of the Samogitian coast in whose lan-
guage ai > e, and he was, therefore, motivated to equate his Esti with the
Aesti of Tacitus; on the other hand, the toponyms which he cites (Eastland,
Estmere) are probably ad hoc formations by the traveller himself and both
must refer back to the idea of ‘East, Orient’, suggested to him by the geo-
graphical position of the region.

75 Cf. Siménas (1994, p. 36-38); Werner (1977).

7 The narrative of Wulfstan is given as an appendix in King Alfred’s translation of Orosio’s Historiarum
adversus paganos libri VII. Cf. (SRP I, p. 732-735); Poruciuc (1994). On the phenomenon of the Baltic
transmigration of souls quoted by Wulfstan, cf. Krégzdys (2010). On Wulfstan, cf. Karalitnas (BPI§ 11,
p. 88-112); on the Estmere (Lith. Aismarés) question Karalitinas (2005, p. 180-187).

7> Pasuto 1959 (= 1971, p. 79-80); Toporov (1990d).
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1.3.3.5. Ethnonymics. In this regard there are at least three principal
interpretations: common IE, Germanic and Baltic.”” On the basis of the
first thesis Gaters (1954) wanted to trace back this ethnonym to the stem
*au(e)- ‘water, spring’ plus the suffix -ist-. Others have explained it on
the strength of comparisons with data on Germanic languages, cf. Goth.
aistan ‘to respect’, from which its meaning ‘respected people’ (Miillenhof);
Anglo-Saxon dst, Dutch eest ‘drying stove, oven’, from which ‘men of
ovens (for the drying of grain)’ (Much, Falk); Olcel. eisa ‘fire,” which re-
calls the luminescence of amber, or Olcel. eista ‘foam’, eid ‘isthmus’, with
reference in one case to the breakers along the coast, in another to the
lagoon (Karsten).

Advocates of the third line of interpretation are divided further
among those who want to trace the ethnonym back to the Lith. hydro-
nyms Aista and Aisetas (Basanavi¢ius, Endzelins, Kuzavinis, Sabaliauskas;
however this variant is not even considered in Vanagas 1981a, s.v. Aisé),
or among those who look to Latv. ists ‘true’, istnieks ‘kinsman, kindred’
(Jaunius, Buiga), according to the ethnolinguistic principal ‘we = true men’
(cf. Istuasones / Istaevones).”’

A rather skeptical word on this matter is offered by Karalitinas (1991,
1994b, and widely BPIS 1I, p. 11-54), who shows how the two opposite
interpretive proposals are both insufficient to explain this ethnonym; as
for the specific designation Aesti, it corresponds to an ethnolinguistic mod-
el diffused in the eastern Baltic area, according to which this ethnonym
derives from the words for ‘land’, ‘ground’ and similar derivations.

1.3.3.6. Lingua Britannicae propior (Germ. 45:7). If the question posed above
remains controversial, the assertion that the Aesti spoke a no less definite
“lingua britannica” (lingua Britannicae propior [quam Germanicae|) gener-
ates several perplexities. This problem has been much discussed, not only
because the Baltic languages are more akin to the Germanic languages
than to the Celtic languages Isee3.4.1., but also because Tacitus himself else-
where uses the expression lingua Gallica. So it was supposed that the pur-
pose of such an assertion was to reproduce the impression of phonetic simi-
larity perceived by a certain Roman cavalryman in Pliny (Nat. Hist., 37,
3:45-46):
7% For a specific bibliography, cf. Laur (1954); Kabelka (1982, p. 21-27). The possibility of a Finnic origin for
the ethnonym has found little favor, and this thesis is disputed in Laur (1954, p. 228-233); the author tries

to explain how this ethnonym subsequently came to designate the Estonians.
7 Gaters (1954); Kuzavinis (1966); Pr] I, p. 65.
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DC M p. fere a Carnuto Pannoniae abesse litus id Germaniae, ex quo
inuehitur [sc. sucinum], percognittum nuper, uituitque eques R. ad id com-
parandum missus ab lIuliano curante gladiatorum munus neronis prin-
cipis. Qui et commercia ea et litora peregrauit, tanta copia inuecta, ut
retia coercendis feris podium protegentia sucinis nodarentur, arma uero et
libitina totusque unius diei apparatus in uaratione pompae singulorum
dierum esset e sucino. Maximum pondus is glaebae attulit XIII librarum.

[The distance from Carnuntum in Pannonia to the coasts of Ger-
many from which amber is brought to us is some 600 miles (i.e. ca.
889 km), a fact which has been confirmed only recently. There is still
living a Roman knight who was commissioned to procure amber by
Julianus when the latter was in charge of a display of gladiators given
by the Emperor Nero. This knight traversed both the trade-route and
the coasts, and brought back so plentiful a supply that the nets used
for keeping the beasts away from the parapet of the amphitheatre
were knotted with pieces of amber. Moreover, the arms, biers and all
the equipment used on one day, the display on each day being varied,
had amber fittings. The heaviest lump that was brought by the knight
to Rome weighed 13 pounds.]

This Roman cavalryman, under Claudius, had travelled to Britain and
along the Baltic coast as far as Sambia, in order to transport to Rome
a large quantity of amber for a gladiator munus ‘gift’ in honor of Nero
(Kolendo 1981).

The two languages could have perhaps seemed similar to him simply
because both were very different from Germanic. Fowkes (1972) develops
this speculation concerning the presumed Roman cavalryman in rather
bold terms and seeks to give weight to the similarities between Baltic and
Celtic which could have impressed a traveler; but the efforts do not seem
to be crowned with success and it would be easy, however, to produce
more numerous and better founded parallels between the Baltic and other
linguistic families than between Baltic and Celtic. It should be noted that
Tacitus, generally respectful of the importance of linguistic data as a cri-
terion of ethnic differentiation, does not seem to have given much faith to
the information from the presumed cavalryman, in as much as he consid-
ers all the Aestiorum gentes to be Suebi; this makes us think that in this
case the Roman historian attributed more importance to the similarity of
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their customs (ritus habitusque) to those of the Germanic tribes. However
that may be, the importance of this passage in Tacitus is significant; and
from it originated the so-called Celtic theory, which in regards, indeed, to
Prussian, passed through the Renaissance (Conrad Gessner, Angelo Rocca
and others see73], cf. Dini 1997b) and re-emerged in modern times, for
example in the works of Pierson (1873, 1874, 1875), who tries to give a
linguistic foundation in the accounts of Tacitus.” It has had a continuation
in the Slavistic arena, where Sachmatov (1911) maintains that on the ba-
sis of several lexical and toponomastic parallels direct prehistoric contacts
between the Slavs and Celts existed (this did not however endure the
prompt objections of Endzelins 1911a, and Buga 1913b).

1.3.3.7. Glesum. The Aesti are portrayed by Tacitus as soli omnium [Germano-
rum|, who gather amber, that is sucinum, quod ipsi glesum vocant. Since the
term glesum is Germanic (cf. Anglo-Saxon gldr ‘tree sap’, OHG glas)” and,
according to Tacitus, the Aesti shared with the Germanic peoples com-
mon customs, habits and religious beliefs (for example the veneration of
the Mother of the Gods, which is not found among the Prussians), Sittig
(1934-1935) has maintained ‘the Germanic origin of the Aesti and their
membership in the group of Swabians. The argument was refuted by
Endzelins (1943, p. 11): external customs can change with time, and too
little is known of their religion to build any serious hypotheses based
on it; besides, the word glesum could be a borrowing taken by the Aesti
from their Germanic neighbors or from travellers arriving from the south;
finally Latvian dialect form glisis id. is attested, with the same development
1 < € as in the Prussian dialect. Etymologists differ concerning the Baltic
name for amber (OPr. gentars, Lith. gifitaras, Latv. dzintars and dzitars).®

1.3.3.8. Hypotheses concerning the Lemovi. Another people among those men-
tioned in Germania of Tacitus have been offered to demonstrate the con-
nection or at least a special closeness with the Baltic group. These are the

78 Pierson tries to show that in Prussia there is a strong Celtic (Gdhlisch) element which is impossible to con-

sider a common legacy.

7 PKEZ 1, p. 380, has traced the name for amber from the IE verbal root *ghlés-/ghlés- ‘to glitter’, consid-
ered a common isolexeme for Germans and Western Balts. See the wide discussion in Karalitinas (2005,
p. 54-79); for the hypothesis during the Renaissance period, cf. Aliletoescor, p. 619-650.

80 Cf. LEW, p. 152; Bonfante (1985); finally, Schmid (1994), with a rich bibliography on the topic, embraces
the hypothesis of Much, who connects the Baltic words with Olcel. kynda ‘to set fire to’ etc. from the stem
*gnt-, which would mean that the name amber consists in the simple concept of igniting, and not in protec-
tion (cf. Lith. ginti ‘to defend’) from illnesses.
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Lemovi, whom Tacitus merely mentions without, however, providing fur-
ther details (Germ. 44:1):

Protinus deinde ab Oceano Rugii et Lemovii; omniumque harum gentium
insigne rotunda scuta, breves gladii et erga reges obsequium.

[Straight on from there by the Ocean are the Rugii and Lemovii. The
distinguishing marks of all these peoples are circular shields, short
swords, and subservience to kings.|

Gudavicius (1981) has hypothesized that there is something here more than
a mere phonetic similarity between the ethnonym Lemovi in Tacitus and
the terra Lamata mentioned in certain Danish sources from the 12th cen-
tury and located on the Lithuanian coast. In this connection it has been
emphasized that the archaeological facts of the culture of the Lithuanian
coast resemble those of Germanic sites; on the basis of this, and still other
speculations, he has posited the problem of the supposed existence of a
Germanic presence in the interior of the culture of the Lithuanian coast, or
of the possibility that German linguistic and ethnic islands had penetrated
into the Baltic bloc and only subsequently became assimilated by it. The
question remains sub iudice and awaits confirmation or rejection above all
by archaeological research.

1.3.3.9. A lost tradition? Tacitus’s Germania became known thanks to the dis-
covery of the Codex Hersfeldensis (together with the Agricola and the Dia-
logus de oratoribus) in the Fulda Abbacy in 1425. Parasole (2013) has inves-
tigated the attestations of the ethnonym in the works of some authors of
the 16th century (e.g. Andreas Althamerus [ca. 1500-1539], Jodocus Wil-
lichius rsee6.1.41 and Justus Lipsius [1547-1606]). It is interesting to note that
in their editions and comments on the Germania they write Ef(f)luorum
gentes instead of Aestyorum gentes. Only Beatus Rhenanus [1485-1547]
gives Aestyorum (Aestiorum) from *Aestuorum of the archetype. The var-
iant of Rhenanus was successful and progressively eliminated Ef(f)luo-
rum, Ef(f)lui which are totally unknown in modern editions. For all their
antiquity, these forms represent, however, a variant which should be ac-
counted for.

Beyond that, during the 16th century there was also a connection
between Aestii and Lemovii with the ethnonym (or hyper-ethnonym) Efluif3
/ Eyflender / Lifflinder (and further with Livoni and Livonia).
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1.4. PROTO-BALTIC AND ITS LINGUISTIC FRAGMENTATION

Direct evidence of a the existence of common language used in Baltia an-
tiqgua does not exist, but on the contrary doubts have been raised concern-
ing the real possibility of reconstructing such a language, variously called:
Proto-Baltic, common Baltic or simply Baltic (Lith. balty prokalbé, Latv. baltu
pirmvaloda). According to certain scholars the differences existing within
the Baltic group are so absolutely profound that not only do they preclude a
satisfactory reconstruction of prehistoric linguistic facts, but they even place
its very existence in question.” Especially inadequate for the reconstruction
of prehistoric linguistic facts are the data (incomplete, fragmentary and of
use only with caution) relating to what may be called today marginal Baltic
(or traditionally: western Baltic and Baltic of the Dnepr), while our knowl-
edge of central Baltic (or traditionally eastern Baltic) is somewhat fuller.
Still, on the basis of internal and external comparison, the majority of schol-
ars identify certain characteristic features which can be attributed to the
common proto-language of the Balts — in light of present knowledge — which
serve to characterize it in the framework of IE; it is traditionally classified
as a dialect of the northern IE area, which has undergone a certin peripheral
Satemization [see2.1.2.2]. Moreover, archaeological and hydronymic research
has established that such a group extended over a much vaster geographical
area than that which is today occupied by the surviving Baltic languages.

1.4.1. Principal characteristics

Keeping in mind that I will return to individual points further on, I will
provide here the principal characteristics of the Baltic group within the IE
framework:

I i) free accent; ii) transition of short vowels IE *o, *a > Baltic *a (Lith.
avis ‘sheep’, OLatv. avis, avs, cf. Latin ovis, OGr. 6(f)ig id.; Lith. asis
‘axis’, Latv. ass, cf. Latin axis id.); iii) preservation and development
of IE vocalic alternation (apophony); iv) preservation of m even
before dentals (Lith. Sirfitas, Latv. simts, cf. Latin centum).

Il o) productivity of stems in -e (?< *-(i)ia-); vi) characteristic diminu-
tive suffixes; vii) common personal terminations for each tense and
8 Cf. Endzelins (1931b); Otrebski (1956-1965 1, p. 44); Schmitt-Brandt (1972). Mayer (1981) speaks decid-

edly against the hypothesis of Proto-Baltic (and Balto-Slavic) and proposes his own classification of the
Baltic languages in terms of North (= Lith., Latv.) and South (= OPr.) Baltic, cf. Mayer (1994, 1996).
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verbal mood; viii) typical absence of opposition of number in the
3rd pers. (Lith. geria, Latv. dzer ‘he drinks; they drink’)®; ix) total
absence of the IE perfect and aorist tenses; x) preterite formed with
formants *-a- and *-e- (OPr. wedde[din] ‘he carried [it]’, kura ‘he
constructed’, Lith. védé, kiiré id.).

m  xi) the presence of a large number of common characteristic lexical
features, among which are onomastic elements.

1.4.2. Baltic dialects

The genealogical classification of Baltic dialects in traditionally schema-
tized thus:

Proto-Baltic

Western Baltic Eastern Baltic

Today the formulation of the problem in a form corresponding to the data
(on the whole already well established) produced from hydronymic studies
on the northeastern borders of Baltia permit us to question if there is still a
basis for validating the traditional subdivision into western and eastern Baltic.
The traditional scheme can probably be expanded in the following way:

Proto-Baltic

? Pomeranian Western Fastern Dnepr
Baltic Baltic Baltic Baltic

The traditional division into two groups, western and eastern, is based on
linguistic criteria regarding the treatment of the diphthong *ei. It is pre-
served in western Baltic, cf. OPr. deiw(a)s ‘god’; in eastern Baltic *ei has
rather a dual development ie/ei (e.g. Lith. diévas, Latv. dievs ‘god’; Lith. deivé
‘goddess’; precisely this diphthong serves to fill the characteristic hole in
the pattern of Proto-Baltic vocalism. Its dual development in eastern Baltic

82 In Baltic languages the difference between 3rd pers. sing. and plur. verbal agreement can only be deter-

mined in those forms with participles.
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is one of the more complex and controversial points of Baltic diachronic
phonology. Two prevalent and non-interchangeable hypotheses exist to
explain this: one is based on the position of the accent, the other on the
nature of the consonant following the diphthong.

I) *ei > Proto-Balt. *ei

West Baltic *ei (OPr. deiws)

I *ei >
) [~ accent] e + [palatal Cons.] *ei
East Baltic > a) b)

[+ accent] > *e > *ie + [velar Cons.] > *ie

Today there are three hypotheses to explain the origin of eastern Baltic
*ei; to the two traditional theories presented above one can add a third,
offered by Karalitinas (1987, p. 152-167), which schematically anticipates
the following changes: a) the monophthongization of IE *ei in eastern
Baltic (>*¢) produced in atonic position in the forms with mobile accentual
paradigms; b) at first the long diphthong *eéi became monophthongized;
c¢) the change *ei > *¢ (> ie) came about gradually and in conditions of
competition within the dialect itself between old variants (with ei) and new
(with *¢ > ie) variants, whose affirmation became determined by the acqui-
sition of differentiated semantic values. Mathiassen (1995) offers a survey
of the opinions on this subject.

1.4.2.1. Divergences between western and eastern Baltic. Western Baltic is
reconstructed on the basis of Old Prussian alone [sees; the principal char-
acteristics attributed to western Baltic are: the preservation of *ei; the pos-
sessive adjectives mais, twais, swais ‘mine, yours, theirs’ (cf. Lith. mano, tavo,
savo id.; the preterite bei, be (cf. eastern Baltic buv-) from the verb ‘to be’;
a portion of the lexicon distinct from eastern Baltic.

The basic differences in eastern Baltic are indebted to relatively recent
innovations, so that one can reconstruct a homogenous eastern Baltic. The
principal innovations attributable with confidence to eastern Baltic in this
still prehistoric period are mainly of a phonetic nature: in Latvian (shorten-
ing of the long final vowels, dropping of the final short vowels, alterations
of the combination vowel + nasal tauto-syllabic consonant, fixing of the
accent on the first syllable) these show several interesting analogies with
modern changes taking place in the Slavic area; in Lithuanian the innova-
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tions took place more slowly (e.g. the shortening of vowels at the end of a
word, traces of which were preserved in the modern language, for example,
the Lith. fem. adj. gera ‘good’ < *gera along with the def. fem. adj. gerdé-ji
‘that good’, sometimes with accompanying displacement of the accent on
the preceding syllable). It is thought that the eastern Baltic linguistic com-
munity had been in its turn “broken up” already before the historic period
since the 7th century or a little bit before (Urbutis 1962).

According to the investigation carried out on word formation by
Ambrazas S. (2004; 2011, p. 124-138) there are important differences
among western and eastern Baltic with regard to the derivational structure
of substantives. Many derivational isoglosses connect Lithuanian to Old
Prussian and oppose it to Latvian, e.g. in the categories of nomina collectiva
(in *-i-no-, *-a-to-), nomina agentis (in *-i-ko), nomina attributiva (in *-in-
i-ko-, *-eno-, *-at-rio-, *-ol-io-), nomina qualitatis (in *-ibe, *-i-s-ta, *-is-
ko-), and diminutives (in *ol-io-, *-i-s-t-io-). Ambrazas S. observed that
some of these categories might reflect the influence of western Baltic upon
the formation of the Lithuanian language (especially upon its western and
southern dialects).

Very little is known about the so-called Baltic of the Dnepr, and

therefore this question is deferred for later discussion [see1.4.4..

1.4.2.2. Chronology of the divergences. Recently it has become possible to
establish in more precise terms the scattered and intuitive attainments,
gained until now by traditional linguistics, primarily thanks to Buga
(1924a). At this point Girdenis and Maziulis (1994), operating on the basis
of glottochronological principles, have confirmed that: a) western Baltic
OPr.) first began to differentiate itself from eastern Baltic not long before
the 5th century B.C.; b) the differentiation internal to Baltic was initiated
much sooner than that internal to Slavic; on the other hand, evidence of a
convergent development of the Baltic language is rather weak.®

1.4.3. Endobaltic dialectology

As was seen above, the extent of Baltia antiqua is today established by
scholars on the basis of the diffusion of Baltic hydronymics in the prehis-

8 Worthy of mention as an attempt to establish an absolute chronology of the disintegration of the Balto-
Slavic linguistic continuum using the glottochronology method (enlarged according to S. Starostin’s indi-

cations) is Novotna, Blazek (2007).
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toric epoch. Summarizing, one notes that its vast territory extended from
the Elba to the upper course of the Volga, and from the Oka basin to the
Pripjat’ marshes, where today the bulk of the population is Slavic.

1.4.3.1. Center/periphery. It is felt that in the prehistoric period, approximate-
ly in the beginning of the 2nd millenium B.C., the linguistic area of Proto-
Baltic began to diverge internally into two principal dialectal zones, which
one is not able to circumscribe more precisely than as a central zone, which
contained the dialect from which the Lithuanian and Latvian langauges
would develop, and a peripheral zone, from whose dialect the Prussian and
Yatvingian, and perhaps Curonian, languages were formed. According to
the norms of spacial linguistics it is felt that the dialects of the peripheral
zone are characterized by a greater degree of archaism compared with dia-
lects of the central zone; but this tendency was subjected to changes caused
by contacts of the adstratum and substratum with non-Baltic languages
and dialects. With time one can detect a gradual and progressive separation
of the peripheral Baltic dialects from the central ones; the disintegration
of Proto-Baltic should be properly understood in this sense precisely. It is
thought that the two groups of western Baltic and eastern Baltic began to
assume a distinct character beginning from the 5th century B.C., when
Prussian and Yatvingian, two peripheral Baltic dialects, began to separate
from the central zone and formed the western (southern) Baltic branch;
subsequently Curonian also joined the same western (northern) branch,
which itself separated from the central dialectal zone approximately two
centuries later.

The dialects of the central zone, on the other hand, remained sub-
stantially unified until the end of the period (circa 3rd century B.C.) when,
as is thought, the eastern Baltic branch (Lithuanian-Latvian) broke off. In
the meantime arriving Slavic groups settled in the peripheral zone and had
direct contact with the Baltic tribes. The proposed connection between
these Slavic and western Baltic dialects [see3.1.4.3] is supported by the pres-
ence of linguistic peculiarities which are found in Prussian and also in Cu-
ronian (however, the latter probably never entered into direct contact with
Slavic), but are, on the other hand, absent in Lithuanian-Latvian.

E.g.: Curon. *cela < *kela ‘wheel’, OPr. kelan id., Slavic *kolo id.
(cf. Russ. komeco, Pol. kolo, Bulg. xomeno id. (Maziulis 1981a); OPr.-
Sambian *sen- ‘with’, Curon. Sentatze, the name of a river attested in
1422 (< Baltic *san-, cf. Pomeranian OPr. som- ‘with’; Lith. sdntaka ‘con-
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fluence’® Thus, for the prehistorical epoch it is customary to divide the
Baltic dialects into a western group and an eastern group. The reasons for
this differentiation still provoke questions; some scholars have advanced
the hypothesis that the two groups became separated at a certain period by
a foreign people (the hypothesis of the Finnic wedge, cf. Otrebski 1956-
1965 1, p. 44).

It is not possible to establish if the linguistic differentiation between
the two groups was accompanied by a cultural diversity, but according to
the archaeologist Gimbutas the division of the Balts into two groups, west-
ern and eastern, can be traced back to the Bronze Age [see1.21.2; the repre-
sentatives of the first group, which she otherwise calls maritime Balts, were
probably carriers of a culture connected with the Illyrian culture of central
Europe, and at the beginning of the Iron Age with the Celtic and Germanic
peoples; the representatives of the second group, also called continental
Balts, were less advanced and more connected with their southern (Slavs)
and eastern (Finnic peoples of the Volga) neighbors. Several more recent
researchers, based on methods of interment, have indicated that during the
Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron Age the western Balts buried
their dead on small hillocks, while the eastern Balts buried their dead in
cemeteries. It is thought that this circumstance reflects a different cultural
substratum in the formation of the two cultures and a different ethno-
cultural situation, wherein the former were tied to the coastal region and
were influenced by the populations of central and northern Europe, while
the latter were located far from commercial routes and preserved a more
archaic culture. The change to cremation for the western Balts can be dated
to the first period of the Bronze Age, and to the 5th or 6th period for the
eastern Balts (Merkevicius 1994).

1.4.3.2. Conservation/innovation. The first clear recognition of the character-
istic conservation of the Baltic languages, founded on typical spacial data,
must be given to Italian Neolinguistics [see 3.1.1. footnote 2311. The research be-
gan with Bartoli (1925, 1933, 1937; Bertoni, Bartoli 1928) and was taken
up by Maziulis (1974b), specifically for the Baltic area; he offers an origi-
nal method to include this area in the prehistoric sociolinguistic context.
Maziulis tries to answer two questions: how do the separate Baltic dialects
relate to each other in terms of the degree of antiquity (conservation) or

8 Maziulis (1994b). Concerning the distinction between the Prussian dialects of Sambia and Pomesania

[see 6.1.2. and following].

82



innovation, and what factors determined their evolutionary diversity? He

operates on the basis of two principles: that of the greater antiquity of the

peripheral linguistic zones and the less noted principle of the diverse influ-

ence which is exerted between linguistic systems more (e.g. Slavic and east-

ern Baltic) or less (e.g. Finnic and eastern Baltic) similar to each other: fewer

innovations are produced in the first case, more in the second.

1.4.3.3. Endobaltic isophones. Traditionally four principal isophones are iden-

tified, capable of accounting for the evolutionary stages of each Baltic dia-

lect:

a)

b)

<)

d)

the Baltic diphthong *ei, preserved in western Baltic undergoes
a characteristic change to ie in eastern Baltic;

the Baltic diphthongs *Vn (= *an, *en, *in, *un) are preserved in
Prussian, Yatvingian, Curonian, Selonian and partly in Lithuanian;
denasalization (an innovation) takes place in Latvian and perhaps
Semigallian;

the Baltic velar palatals *k, ¢ produce the affricatives [t[], [d3] in
Selonian, Curonian, Latvian and perhaps Semigallian, but are pre-
served in Old Prussian, Yatvingian and Lithuanian;

the Baltic nexus *ti, *di, preserved in Old Prussian and Yatvingian
are already producing the resulting #, d’ in Latvian and perhaps in
Semigallian from the 10th century; such a result was, on the other
hand, foreign to Selonian, Curonian and until at least the 13th to
14th centuries also alien to the majority of Lithuanian dialects.

Maziulis offers the following scheme of the phonetic developments of the
Baltic languages (about 14th century):*

Baltic West Baltic East Baltic
OPr. Yatv. Lith. Cur. Sel. Semig. Latv.
ei + + +/-7? +/- +/- +/- +/-
*Vn + +7 +/- + +7 —? -
*g, %g + +? + = —? =2 =
i, *di + +? - -7 -? +7? _

85

The “+ sign” indicates the preservation of the phoneme or of the older sequences; the “— sign” an innova-

tive change.
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From this scheme one can visualize the major conservatism of western
Baltic; within eastern Baltic Lithuanian is the more archaic language and
Latvian is the more innovative; the status of the “minor” Baltic languages
[see5] remains very uncertain.

1.4.4. Baltia submersa

Concerning the subsequent fate of the Baltic tribes of prehistory which set-
tled in the vast territories stretching approximately from the basin of the
upper Dnepr to the Oka basin, as well as information about the characteris-
tics and linguistic attachment of their dialects, of which there remains a trace
in the toponomastics, various positions have been already recorded isee1.2.3.1.

1.4.4.1. The fate of Baltic in the Dnepr region. According to Biiga such Baltic
tribes migrated toward the north, crowded out by the Slavs around the
6th to 7th centuries, while the hypotheses of Toporov and Trubacev (1961,
1962) describe a rather different picture on the basis of the study of about
800 Baltic hydronyms found in the region, and from their relatively uni-
form distribution, their structure, and their probable lexical and semantic
parallels with the hydronymics of the Baltic area. Some of the important
conclusions of the two Russian scholars are as follows:

a) from the time when an assessment is possible based on linguistic data,
the fundamental ethnic element of the region of the upper Dnepr is
Baltic;

b) one should speak not about a displacement of great masses, but rather
about a long and slow period of “symbiosis” and bilingualism between
the Balts and the Slavs; the Slavs penetrated into the territories inhab-
ited by Balts, and over a long time assimilated them, while individual
linguistic islands were preserved until at least the 13th century;

o one can definitively reject the hypothesis shared by certain scholars
that this toponomastic stratum relates to a later period and owes its
existence to prisoners and colonizers.

Somewhat less precisely definable is the question of the linguistic attribution
of these Baltic dialects; the toponomastics of the upper Dnepr demonstrates
the rich extent of gradual transition, sometimes not easily recognized, of
Baltic hydronymics to Slavic; this allows the formation of hybrids, calques,
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and borrowings, often only partial, whose classification is of noteable
interest. Toporov and Trubacev are nevertheless skeptical about previous
attempts to distinguish dialects based on hydronymic evidence of the upper
Dnepr (in particular they mention the evidence offered by Vasmer on the
basis of different variants of the word for ‘river’ in the hydronyms: up- or
ap-), which probably reflects chronological differences resulting from the
different stages of the Slavic colonization of the region. From one perspec-
tive, the attempts to compare western and eastern Baltic evidence do not
go beyond certain parallelisms (in affixes and certain lexical elements) with
Old Prussian, Lithuanian and Latvian, but they do not allow for the abso-
lute attribution of such elements to any of these languages. On the other
hand, it is nevertheless possible to establish a series of lexical isoglosses,
often only partial, which connect the upper Dnepr with the Baltic area.
This leads to the conclusion about the necessity to consider the presence
in the upper Dnepr of a group of Baltic dialects distinct from those others
already known. The hypothesis, however vague and indefinite, about the
possibility of the existence of a group of dialects unknown today (for this
group the label has been invented, just as vague and indefinite, of Baltic
language of the Dnepr) still remains in force and rich with implication.

The discovery of such a vast prehistoric Baltic area, extending over
territories later inhabited by Slavic peoples, has also supported the ex-
planation in a Baltic key of a whole series of typical features of eastern
Slavic until now unexplained (such as pleophony, the more protracted
preservation of I and u; the so-called akan’e;*® the frequency of dimin-
utives in -ukid and in -ail-; the so-called syntactic Baltisms (Prochorova
1988); a large portion of common lexicon), and henceforth attributed to the
effect of the Baltic substratum [sees.4.3]. Attention has also been drawn to
some east Slavic (especially in the Polese dialect) appellatives without a
clear Slavic etymology (e.g. Russ. 6anma ‘an overgrown lake’, Blruss. 6empa
‘a large pit’, Ukr. noxuo ‘water lily’)* which could be considered to be bor-
rowings from the Baltic substrate.

1.4.4.2. Contacts with Iranian? The proposed displacement of the southwestern
boundaries of the Balts as far as the Sejm basin [see1.2.3] and the identifica-
tion of approximately twenty Baltisms in the hydronymics of this region
suggest a reconsideration of the possibility of direct linguistic contact be-

8 Cf. Cekman (1975a); Lekomceva (1978, 1980). On the question in its entirety Holvoet (1991).
8 Cf. Nepokupnyi (1976, p. 27); Otkups¢ikov (2004, p. 90); Lauciate (2000).
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tween the Baltic and Iranian languages. According to the traditional theo-
ry, these contacts led to well-known archaisms of a general IE legacy and
to certain not exclusive innovations in phonetics (e.g. s > § after i, u, r, k [see
21.22], in morphology (e.g. locative plur. -su, pronoun with stem *jo-s for
the formation of definite adjectives, etc.), also shared by Slavic and other
linguistic groups; these innovations could simply be the result of paral-
lel developments; also the lexical agreements always touch upon at least
Slavic (e.g. Lith. atliekas, atlaikas ‘remainder, surplus’, Olnd. atireka-, OCS
otv-lekwv). Nevertheless, after the discoveries derived from the hydronymic
studies of the 1960s, the possibility has gained favor of considering the for-
mation of the sigmatic future (e.g. Lith. duo-si-u and Old Indian da-sy-ami,
both leading back to IE *do-si-0-) as a common Balto-Iranian innovation
lsee 2.2.2.3.3]; this is considered as the result of the period of Balto(Slavic)-
Iranian contact which took place in the Sejm basin (that is to say, within
the limits of the new southeastern frontier of prehistoric Baltia).
According to Toporov and Trubacev (1961, p. 195-196), this interpre-
tation of the facts extends to several cases of semantic calques observed in
the hydronymics of the Sejm basin based on Iranian.?® But since there is no
reliable evidence of lexical coincidence between Baltic and Iranian, Aru-
maa (1969) poses the theoretical question whether it is possible to be cer-
tain that the Sejm basin was completely Slavicized in the presumed period
of Baltic-Iranian contact; therefore he discusses the merits and considers
“tres fragiles” many of the etymons proposed by the two Russian scholars
to support the theories of direct Baltic (Slavic)-Iranian linguistic contacts,
and in the final analysis rejects such a possibility. On the one side, Arumaa
tends to give as much credit as possible to archaeological data from the
1950s, especially relating to the Iranian world, but on the other side, he
recognizes the difficulty of a unanimous interpretation given the absence
of proper criteria to separate Iranian from Slavic or Baltic culture in the
prehistoric period and to define their relative chronology in the Dnepr
basin. Thus he prefers to concentrate attention rather on the study of Irani-
an dialects of southern Russia and on the numerous borrowings, relatively
ancient, from Iranian in the Finno-Ugric languages, in order to also best
elucidate the question of Balto-(Slavic-)Iranian contact®’ (see3.4.4.4.1.].

8 For example, the hybrid Xaprucnosa, the name of the river, can be explained on the basis of Iranian har-
‘to flow down’ and Slavic slov with a Balto-Slavic parallel Ceprisictoska, with the first part *serti, cf. Lith.
Sartai and Ceprest, attested in the basin of the Berezina; but cf. the opposing argument in Arumaa (1969,
p. 80-81).

8 On Iranian loanwords in Finnic, c¢f. Schmid (1979b).
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1.5. GLOBAL HYPOTHESES

Before proceeding to an examination of the original periBaltic context
see3], it is necessary to give an account of at least three important general
hypotheses, wherein scholars have frequently called into play the Baltic
linguistic area and have sometimes placed the Baltic languages at the center
of attention.

It is certain that along with the noted (Indo-)Mediterranean hypoth-
esis, long discussed in the scientific world, one should mention among the
innovations regarding the IE arena of the last decade the contributions
of W. P. Schmid, in which he develops the theory of ancient European
hydronymics of H. Krahe. In turn this also reflects a distant echo of the
19th century research of Latham (1851) and Poesche (1878), who proposed
Lithuania (rather than the Indo-Iranian area) as a possible location of the
original seat of the Indo-European peoples. It is therefore worth dwelling
on these hypotheses (Mediterranean and Ancient European) more fully.

1.5.1. Baltic and Mediterranean

After World War II, research on the (Indo)European substratum, led pri-
marily by the Italian and German schools of linguistics, acquired renewed
vigor. This concept is relevant for its explicit and consistent reference to
the language/culture dialectic projected in a geographical context. The
(Indo-)Mediterranean hypothesis is not particularly characterized (as dis-
tinct from that of Ancient European) by special relations with the Baltic
area, although there is no absence of contributions allowing for agreement
with Alessio (1947) that ‘pre-IE populations speaking Aryan languages’
lived in the Baltic area. Thus arose the question of the existence of an
emerging pre-IE substratum in which are found, according to Alessio,” ob-
viously, several linguistic elements attested in the Baltic regions with cor-
respondences in western and southern Europe. This pre-IE linguistic oasis
stands out in particular thanks to hydronyms (e.g. Jura, Minija, Nava, Neris,
Samava, Sumina, etc.), but also thanks to the specific lexicon of the Baltic
languages; to illustrate Alessio’s reasoning I offer certain of his examples:

a) Lith. korys ‘cell of a honeycomb’, Latvian kare, connected with the
Aegean-Tyrrhenian pair OGr. xnpdg, Latin cera, and considered as
Mediterranean words (rather than coming from IE *karios);

% Alessio (1947) based on Schmittlein (1934-1935).
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b) Latv. briedis ‘stag’, leading back to a Mediterranean root *brento ‘horn’,
which is found in a series of phytonyms (‘lettuce craved by the stag’);

o Latv. erms ‘chimpanzee’, without correspondences in other IE lan-
guages and presumably related to Etruscan apipog; etc.

Thus treating Baltic material from this particular perspective served ‘to
demonstrate that the peoples speaking Mediterranean languages had
occupied a much larger expanse than generally acknowedged’ and to refute
the contemporary opinions of Devoto (who preferred to speak of the Baltic
regions as “a more distant antiquity” of India, Asia Minor and Greece), and
the opinions of Pisani (who tried to explain such facts rather as borrowings
coming from the Mediterranean to the Baltic coasts); Alessio (1947, p. 166)
came to the conclusion that “if we admit that the peoples linguistically close
to those pre-IE tribes of the Mediterranean basin had also inhabited the
Baltic region, it is not necessary to construct suppositions which cannot be
confirmed by factual data”. However, this reasoning, precisely because of
its explicit call for factual data, seems circular; keeping in mind the many
lexicological investigations in Lithuania and Latvia after the publication of
Alessio’s contribution, it is now worth re-examining the question, and veri-
fying how many of Alessio’s bold propositions have been upheld over time.

a) For a satisfactory explanation of Lith. korys, Latv. kare(s), LEW 1,
p. 283, confirms the difficulties arising in connection with the apo-
phonic degree of the root vowel, but this does not adhere to the
Mediterranean theory.”!

b)) All the extant etymological proposals for Latv. briedis ‘stag’ are from
an IE perspective and relate it to the connection with toponyms of
the Italian and Baltic area.”

o) According to LEV' 1, p. 270, Latv. erms is now considered a borrow-
s 03

ing from MLG erm ‘poor’.

In the further developments in research on the Indo-Mediterranean sub-
stratum there were other attempts to connect with the Baltic area, but they

' Wilchli (1996a) studied the diffusion of Baltic *kariias as a borrowing in Finnic and perhaps Turkic lan-
guages.

2 In this regard LEW I, p. 57, and Pr] I, p. 245, propose that IE *bhren-to *horned’ comes from *bhren- ‘horn’;
LEV1, p. 144, proposes the series Latv. briédis < Eastern Baltic *bried- < Proto-Baltic *breid- < IE *bhreidh-
< *bher- ‘to swell’.

For a full picture it should be noted that the possibility of the existence of a Baltic-Etruscan isogloss is
considered valid by ME I, (p. 571) and Ivanov (1987, p. 9).
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always lacked the specificity and density of Alessio’s contribution; this later
became questioned in the 1960s and 1970s by the works of Pisani (1970)
on the basis of the word ‘mullet [Mugil cephalus|’, and of Mastrelli (1967,
1970) on the basis of the term for the control of the helm, based on the
word for ‘pilchard’. These, together with many other original researches,
were collected in a volume on the Indo-Mediterranean substratum, edited
by Silvestri (1976), who also makes frequent reference to facts of the Baltic
languages. It is worth citing — also as a viaticum to the section which fol-
lows — the words of Silvestri (1985-1986, p. 591):

Cio che chiamiamo complessivamente ‘i.e.” e uno e plurimo non solo nella
storia ma anche nella preistoria; ma giova sottolineare che anche il ‘non
i.e” non presenta — proprio in rapporto dialettico con [I’indoeuropeita
emergente nella tarda preistoria e nella protostoria linguistica di gruppi o
entita specifiche — carattere monolitico, nonostante certe incursioni di “sud-
isti’ [Alessio|, magari intesi a ritrovare suggestive quanto improbabili ‘oasi
mediterranee’ in aree di fredda o freddissima settentrionalita e nonostante
certe ritorsioni ‘nordiste’ [Krahe| con felici quanto improbabili scoperte di
“idronimi paleuropei’ persino nella meridionalissima Calabria...

[What we call by the collective name IE is unifed and diverse not
only in history but also in prehistory; but it must be emphasized that
even ‘not’ IE does not have — precisely in its dialectal connection
with IE which shows in late prehistory and in linguistic protohistory
specific groups or entities — a monolithic character, notwithstanding
certain incursions of “southerners” (Alessio), ready to find suggestive
as well improbable “Mediterranean oases” in areas of a cold or very
cold northern dominion, and in spite of certain “nordic” deviations
(Krahe) with happy as much as improbable discoveries of “paleo-
european hydronyms” even in the most southern Calabria...]

1.5.2. Baltic and Ancient-European (Alteuropaisch)

One owes the theory of Ancient Europe (Alteuropa) to the German scholar
Hans Krahe (1957, 1964), a theory formulated in the 1940s and 1960s,
systematically analyzing the hydronymics of ancient Europe. I will try to
summarize this theory in a few essential arguments:

a) Ancient-European hydronymics shows an historical stratification and
demonstrates an abundant geographical expansion in the heart of

89



b)

c)

d)

e)

the old continent (from Scandinavia to southern Italy, from western
Europe to the Baltic) in territories where IE languages are (or were)
spoken.”

The concept of Alteuropdisch (with the corresponding definition alt-
europdisch ‘Ancient European’) is toponomastic, although it is applied
more broadly, and serves to designate a definite class of hydronyms.
This term should not be confused with the term Old Europe used by
the archaeologist Gimbutas to specify non-IE Europe, prior to the
arrival of Indo-Europeans (Gimbutas 1992a; Schmid 1987b).

An Ancient European hydronym must satisfy conditions of structural
order (it must consist of a lexical element L, a formation word M, and
a flexible element M, with M, + M, # @, and all the components of
an IE heritage and of a semasiological order (derived from the seman-
tic field of water and its properties).

Generalizing the data obtained for the phase older than Europe, one
can propose a linguistic stage called Alteuropdisch, a stage relative-
ly unified, verified in the onomastic (above all in the hydronymic)
sector and only postulated for the linguistic sector.

Ancient European hydronymics is considered to be of notable
antiquity (its appearance goes back to the second half of the 2nd mil-
lenium B.C.); Krahe identifies the Ancient European linguistic com-
munity with that which predated historical languages attested in this
very area and considers that such unity can be traced into the historic
period as well.

Jurkenas (2012) attempts to establish an Old European onomastic union,

exemplified on the basis of the component Al- occurring in many different

onomastic fields.

1.5.2.1. The theory of W. P. Schmid. Basing himself on the research of the mid-
fifties, Schmid (1966a, 1968, 1983a) has worked out the individual points
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In this respect it is interesting to observe that considerable attention to the Baltic onomastic material is

also to be found in the works of Villar (although the author does not accept the concept of Alteuropdisch)

on the hydronymy and toponymy of the (old, pre-Roman) Iberian peninsula, and especially in the treat-

ment of the onomastic series with -uba ‘water; river’ (and its dialectal variants: *up-, *ab-, *ap-) often

attested as the second element of hydronymic compounds both in the south (Andalucia) and in the north

(from Ebro to the Pyrenees mountains, Catalunya) of contemporary Spain (cf. Villar 2000, p. 119-178,
and 379-414; 2002).
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of this theory ab ovo, and although he depended on the same premises as
Krahe, he arrived at very different conclusions. Today one considers that
the data obtained from historical grammar or from the lexicon of the IE
languages now found (or found in the past) in the limited territory of the
Ancient European hydronymics do not allow for the reconstruction of a
linguistic stage characteristic to them alone; the common features between
the IE languages which occupy the area of Ancient European hydronym-
ics do not denote geographic dialectal differences (as Krahe thought), but
are rather explained chronologically; accordingly general innovations are
lacking, both grammatical and lexical, which could justify the definition
of Ancient European languages understood as antecedents of the IE lan-
guages in central Europe.

Therefore, which linguistic stage antecedent to the division centum/
satom is reflected in the Ancient European unified hydronymics? For
Schmid there never existed in the center of Europe a language younger
than IE, and Ancient European is nothing more than IE itself. This is
evidenced by a series of lexical and grammatical correspondences deduced
from Indo-Iranian hydronymics. From Schmid’s argument it follows that
the Ancient European hydronyms are treated in accordance with IE meth-
odology:

a) the comparison between the Ancient European hydronyms taken
from a vast area which extends from Scandinavia to the Balkans and
to the entire central portion of Europe, shows for every hydronym an
exact corresponding one (not only in the lexeme, but also in the suf-
fixes) in the Baltic region (modern or prehistoric);

b) in the Baltic area one finds the largest concentration (Hdufigkeitszen-
trum) and the perpetuation (Kontinuitdtszentrum) in the tradition of
Ancient European hydronymics (Schmid 1972); the isoglosses shown
in the figure and the comparisons below serve as examples of this.

Schmid’s assertions are clearly fraught with theoretical implications. Once
you consider as valid the equation Alteuropdisch = IE, then the definition
of the geographical boundaries of Ancient European hydronymics indi-
cate for Schmid the delineation of the confines of the Urheimat of the
common IE language; that is to say the study of Ancient European
hydronymics acquires a different purpose from that attributed until now:
it becomes a new argument to identify the original homeland of the Indo-
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Europeans.’”” Beyond the impressive series described by Schmid, if an Achil-
les heel also exists in the present version of the theory of Alfeuropdisch, it
probably resides in the equation cited above sic et simpliciter: it risks leveling
in one blow all the complexity of the historical relations which took place on
European soil in antiquity and in the ensuing necessity to liberate the so-called
Kerngebiet of the Ancient European area from any presence of non-IE. The
discussion of these weak points has for some time found substantial response
in the works of various scholars,”® who in their research on the complex events
of the indoeuropeization of Europe (especially western) have rather preferred
to underline the moment of reciprocal interaction between the various com-
ponents which participated in the process; their point of view does not grant
the genealogical moment, but rather the diatopic aspect, and they are inclined
to consider the IE language of Europe as being the result of a long process of
fusion between local traditions and the currents of Indoeuropeization.

The indication of the centrality of the Baltic area for linguistic com-
parison has a very different weight and leads Schmid (1976a, 1978b, 1983a,
1995a, 1998a) to formulate and to define the main concepts (Schmid 2006)
of his original theory of connection between the IE languages in the pre-
historic period; such a theory anticipates among other things:

a) that similar connections can be better represented in the form a con-
centric model [see3.1.4.2], wherein one can distinguish an inner ring
and an outer (peripheral) ring;

b) that in this concentric model the centum languages occupy the outer
ring; the satam languages occupy the south-eastern sector; Baltic, on
the basis of methodical, linguistic, and geographic considerations, as
well as from data obtained from Old European hydronymics, occu-
pies the center;

o that Baltic is a centum language satemized, and that a prehistoric
Balto-Slavic period never existed [see3.1.6..

With this theory, indeed more appreciated by the scholar of onomastics
than of historical-comparative linguistics,”” Schmid gradually introduced

%> Similar to what was used during the last century (the birch tree for Bartholomae, the Salmon for Thieme
etc.), but also in later times (e.g. the lexical frequency for Manczak).

% Especially of the Italian linguistic school, e.g. Pisani (1954); Crevatin (1981); Silvestri (1985-1986), as well
as Neuman (1971) or Tovar (1977) and Schmid’s review (1977).

The discussion is open: one attempt to establish a different vision of the linguistic antiquity of Europe
from that of Krahe-Schmid, is the ancient Basque hypothesis shared by Vennemann (1994), with Schmid’s
response (1998¢).
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what Klimas A. (1988) has called his Trojan Horse in the fortified citadel of
official comparative IE science, founded above all on data from the three
classical languages: Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin. The revolutionary signifi-
cance of this theory for the rather conservative comparative IE science is
obvious if it is accepted in its fundamental assumptions; it goes without
saying that to place Baltic at the center of the system of relations between
the IE families would obviously imply the reconstruction of the phonologi-
cal system (e.g. there would be no need for labio-velars or aspirants) and
of the verbal system very different from those accepted today. Returning
to the image of the Trojan Horse, I will close by saying that, “it is not yet
clear when the soldiers will make the conquest” (Klimas A. 1988, p. 25).

Alteuropdisch Baltic Alteuropdisch Baltic
1. At(h)esis Atesys a. Ala Ala
2. Drava Drawe b. Alia Alys
3. Drawen Dravine c. Alsa Alsa
4. Eisa Aise d. Varina Variné
5. Isla Jiesla e. Vara Vareé
6. Laca Laka f. Arsia Arsé
7. Limena Limene g. Mara Mara
8. Margus Marga h. Neta Nedé
9. Nava Nova i. Nedd Nieda
10. Filisa Pelesa k. Sala Sala
11. Fala Pala 1. Arga Arga
12. Aisne Apsuona m. Aka Aga
13. Aura Aura n. Sava Sava

0. Apsos Apsa

93



1.5.3. The Balts in the context of Continuity Theory
(Teoria della continuita)

Toward the end of the 1990s, various research projects were carried out,
including scholarship in archaeology,” linguistics,” ethnolinguistics'® and

genetics.'"!

The researchers, independently from one another, coincided
in affirming that the traditional theory which explains the origin of the
Indo-European languages as the result of an invasion of a warrior popula-
tion toward the middle of the Neolithic period (circa 4000 B.C.) lacked
solid archaeological evidence. This traditional explanation had linked the
expansion of the IE languages to the infiltration of Neolithic cultures from
Anatolia (approximately 6000 B.C.).

Instead, as has happened with other linguistic groups, the period of
the Indo-European linguistic community should be retro-dated to much
more ancient epochs, as far back as the Paleolithic age, and consequently
not linked to a warrior culture based on farming and animal husbandry,
but to a peaceful expansion of hunters and gatherers. One of the prin-
cipal supporters of this point of view in the field of linguistics is Mario
Alinei (1998, 2000a),'* the author of numerous works on the subject,
among which two weighty volumes stand out (Alinei 1996, 2000b). In these
innovative works Alinei attempts to reconstruct European linguistic de-
velopment, beginning with the Upper Paleolithic and extending to the Iron
and Bronze Ages. Consequently, the traditionally accepted explanation of
the Indo-European invasion is rejected and in its place Alinei postulates a
kind of “autochthonous continuity” for the languages of Europe, at least as it
relates to the final period of development of homo sapiens sapiens in Europe.

It is evident that this formulation of the problem challenges the data
and epistemological paradigms accumulated during two centuries of his-
torical and comparative linguistics. Such a change in the interpretation of
the data implies a revolution of an almost Copernican significance within
the traditional theoretical paradigm for linguistics, both general and Indo-
European. So it is not at all surprising that from its first appearance Con-
tinuity Theory aroused a lively discussion and that it often received a less
than positive reception, and for the majority of linguists it retained the smell
% Cf. Thomas (1991); Otte, Adams (1999); Otte (2000).

»  Cf. Poghirc (1992); Cavazza (2001, pp. 167-229); Costa (2001); Ballester (2004, 2006, 2009).
0 Cf. Benozzo (2011).
1 Cf. Cavalli-Sforza, Piazza, Menozzi, Mountain (1988).

> Notoriously other scholars (e.g. Mallory, Renfrew, etc.) also expressed themselves against the traditional
conception.
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of heresy. The so-called scientific community emphasized the difficulties
of a general nature as well as the inaccuracy of details, and, moreover, the
lack of firmly verifiable data in the newly proposed theoretical structure.
Therefore, one should point out that such precision, although desirable,
is not always possible, even for the traditional hypotheses. Therefore, it is
perhaps more reasonable — if it is not possible to accept Continuity Theory
in its totality without prejudice — at least to suspend judgment about it.
The best judge will be the inevitable generational change of scholars. The
theory itself will then show the validity of its heuristic and explanatory
potential or clearly reveal its own limits.

In the following narrative I will concentrate my attention on Alinei’s
pages dedicated directly to the Baltic languages. This critique is not only
informational, but also serves to achieve further precision regarding details
and to offer some personal remarks.

In general, it must be said that in backdating the date to the Pale-
olithic era, the European geographical landscape was totally different
because of the effect of glaciation. If one holds that with the end of glacia-
tion, there was a “great” movement of populations from southern Europe
toward the abundant territories of northern Europe, the linguistic conse-
quences have not yet been seriously appraised.'” According to Alinei and
his followers, two (proto-)populations played an important role on the Eu-
ropean continent in this description of the most ancient phase: the Celts in
the West and the Balts in the East.

The new point of view for the study of the most ancient phases of
the linguistic history of Indo-Europe is known as the Paleolithic continuity
paradigm (see www.continuitas.org, with a full bibliography) and is without
doubt — however it still needs to be evaluated — one of the most important
innovations in the field of linguistic studies during recent decades. There-
fore, one cannot fail to acknowledge it here, at least relative to its role as
preserved in the area of Baltic linguistics.

A further general observation is along methodological lines. Alinei
adopts what he calls “an up-to-date perspective” whereby he considers the
present as a key to the past. A further requisite connected to Continuity
Theory is the constant effort to make the archaeological and linguistic doc-
umentation agree. It follows that either the differences or the similarities
are shown in relation to the precise prehistoric or proto-historic contexts

103 For an attempt at connecting prehistoric protolanguages reconstructed by linguists and prehistoric cultural
complexes reconstructed by archaeologists for the Baltic Sea region, see Kallio (2003).
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(as will be better shown later, it seems to me that this axiom reveals the
problematic aspect in the case of Baltic linguistics).

In his monumental work, Alinei (2000, p. 261-300) dedicates the
seventh chapter to Baltic linguistics. In an attempt to identify the original
Baltic linguistic area, the scholar runs into several intrinsic difficulties,
lacking an ethnogenetic aspect (the relations between Baltic and Slavic
and the possible Balto-Balkan relations) and also lacking an archaeological
aspect (the role of the Balts in the diffusion of the Corded Pottery culture
and of the Battle-Axe culture from warrior culture. There is an absence of
stable and marked boundaries for the most ancient cultures in the region,
which were still pre-agricultural and mobile. The borders were no long-
er ethnolinguistic, but “colonial” for the first cultures which introduced
agriculture).

Through the lens of Continuity Theory the Balts quickly settled in
a fringe area of Europe, and this determined their limited participation in
the processes of contact and ethnic and linguistic hybridization. Based on
this reasoning, the relations of the Baltics with the other European phyla
(Alinei’s preferred term) are interpreted in an innovative way among the
phyla. The situation can be summarized in the following points.

1.5.3.1. Relations between the Balts and other groups. The Balto-Slavic, Balto-
Germanic and Balto-Uralic relations examined are: A Balto-Slavic uni-
tary continuum would eventually show up in the Paleolithic. It is believed
that at the beginning of the Holocene period the Balts, already separated
from the Slavs, would settle along the southern shores of the Baltic Sea. In
their turn, the Slavs must have already been found more to the south in
the Mesolithic and Neolithic periods. Alinei is rather far from stating the
problem in Gimbutas’s terms fsee 1.2.21 and is instead (without realizing it)
quite close to Toporov’s position fsee3.1.4.3.etutral. The existence of Balto-Ger-
manic isoglosses, typical for the Mesolithic and Neolithic periods, supports
the idea that a phylum of a Germanic language was present when practical
and technical agriculture was introduced in the Baltic area. The relations
between the Balts and the Uralians must have been very intense and per-
haps coincided with the evolution of the Balto-Slavs among eastern Slavs.
Already features observable from Mesolithic (according to the opposing Bal-
tic cultures near the Nemunas — the Estonian Kunda culture), continue in
the Neolithic (the Nemunas culture — the Uralic Narva culture) and others
(the coastal culture — the Ceramic Ware and Comb Culture).
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1.5.3.2. The original Baltic area. Initially Alinei (2000, p. 263-270) argues
against several archaeological-cultural issues (sun symbolism, hill fortress-
es, large iron scythes, etc.) of Gimbutas (1963ab, 1965). Later he solves
(rather unexpectedly and in an ideological way) the hypothesis of a prehis-
toric Baltic area, reconstructable on the basis of the expansion of hydro-
nyms, considering (p. 270) a predetermined view of the myth of the Blitz-
krieg and of “Baltic nationalism” (sic). Alinei (2000, p. 271-272) claims
that the Balts reached the coast of the Baltic Sea only after glaciation
(a site where in the previous era the Baltic Sea itself did not exist), that is
in the Mesolithic, which is why:

I'area autoctona dei Balti sarebbe [stata] quindi un’area piu limitata di
quella toponomastica massimale, e corrisponderebbe a quella della cultura
meso- e neolitica del Nemunas, I'unica che per assenza di stratificazione
sociale e di tendenze espansive potrebbe riflettere ancora da vicino la realta
etnolinguistica baltica.

[the autochthonous area of the Balts would have thus been an area
more limited than that of maximum toponomastics, and would corre-
spond to that of the Mesolithic and Neolithic cultures of the Nemunas,
unique for the absence of social stratification and of expansion tenden-
cies which could still reflect the nearby Baltic ethnolinguistic reality.]|

The area which more or less corresponds to the present western Latvia would
produce the “Balticization” until the Neolithic period, but the eastern part
would remain subject to the influence of the Narva culture at least until the
Bronze Age. Traces of this influence remained in the linguistic system of
Latvian and in the very presence (until recently) of Livonian in Latvia.

To sum up, according to Alinei, the original Baltic area would have
largely corresponded to the western half of what was postulated by Gimbu-
tas; the eastern half, on the other hand, would have been an area of sub-
sequent expansion (colonization), where the Balts would have overlapped
with other autochthonous populations.

1.5.3.3. The role of the Balts. Beginning at around the end of the 4th millen-
nium (Rimantiené, 1992, p. 126), the Balts would have played an impor-
tant role in the propagation of the Corded Pottery and Battle-Axe cultures
(those cultures which introduced to Europe the values of a warrior ide-
ology, patriarchal and individualist). In even more general terms Alinei
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(2000, p. 272) attributes to the Balts, in the eastern European context,
an important role comparable to that carried out by the Celts in western
Europe:

dal punto di vista della tipologia storica, I'espansione baltica sarebbe quin-
di confrontabile a quella dell élite celtica nell’ Europa del Ferro, dell’ élite
etrusca in Italia o, per citare un esempio della stessa Gimbutas, dell élite
scitica rispetto ai cosiddetti “Sciti slavi”

[from the point of view of historical typology, the Baltic expansion is
comparable to that of the élite Celtic expansion in Iron Age Europe, of
the élite Etruscan in Italy, or, to cite an example of Gimbutas herself, of
the élite Scythian expansion as regards the so-called “Scythian Slavs”.]

Following Telegin (1994), Alinei assigns to the Balts a ‘prevalent “domi-
nant’ influence” in the northwest of the area, and to the Altaians in the
northeast and in the south. Ultimately, Alinei (2000, p. 287) actually rec-
ognizes the merits of Gimbutas’s argument (and so certain earlier opinions
are harder to understand):

In parte, insomma, sembra che la Gimbutas avesse ragione. Sembra cioe
essere esistito un vero ‘impero’ baltico, che rappresenterebbe un vero e
proprio pendant orientale dell’ancora piu vasto ‘impero’ celtico, che
dall’estremo occidente europeo si spingera fino all’Asia. Non solo, ma i
Balti est-europei avrebbero condiviso con i Celti centro-europei e con gli
Illiri balcanici anche un altro destino: quello di ‘consumarsi’ nella loro
impresa coloniale, finendo assorbiti dalle popolazioni autoctone dominate,
e riducendo cosi quasi a nulla la loro area linguistica.

[It appears that Gimbutas is at least partially right. It seems that there
did not exist a true Baltic “empire” which represented a genuine and
characteristic eastern pendant of the even more vast Celtic “empire”,
which extended from the extreme west of Europe all the way to
Asia. Not just this, but the Balts of eastern Europe shared with the
central European Celts and the Balkan Illyrians still another destiny:
that of being worn out in their colonial undertakings, finally be-
ing absorbed by the dominant autochthonous populations, thereby
reducing their linguistic territory to almost nothing.]

The archaeological documentation confirms this reconstruction on the
basis of the data provided in this vast territory of later cultures (Dnepr-
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Desna, Volga-Oka, Fat’janovo, Volosovo, Balanovo). An eastern Baltic var-
iant of the Corded Pottery culture and the Battle-Axe culture (variously
called Shipform Axe or Shore or Rzucewo) is set in the 3rd millennium
B.C. (Rimantiené 1992, p. 127-129). Animal husbandry and agriculture
also begin to appear at this time.

The Bronze Age period in the Baltics represents the development of
the Corded Pottery culture, which develops primarily in the coastal area, is
influenced by the metallurgical cultures of central Europe and is based on
the export of amber, which serves as barter to acquire bronze. The produc-
tion of bronze on site is considered to take place only later. The border with
the Urals maintains its importance (Alinei 2000, p. 291-292).

At the beginning of the modern era, the so-called Baltic “Golden
Age” (2nd-5th centuries A.D.) takes place with an expansion second only
to that of Rome. From the perspective of Continuity Theory it is preferable
to distinguish between an autochthonous center and a previous zone of
influence of a Slavic language. Coins and products of Roman significance
are concentrated in the Baltic coastal area (Puzinas 1976), where dominant
autochthonous social classes were likely found.

From the perspective of Continuity Theory the Slavic expansion,
which traditionally begins from the 5th-6th century, and is considered the
principal cause of the shrinking of the ancient Baltic area, did not take
place. The determining factor for the increasing demographics of the Slavs
was instead the success of the Neolithic southern Slavs, who had partially
integrated with the ethnic Balts even where they were autochthonous (re-
gions of present-day Poland and Belarus).

1.5.3.4. Linguistic observations. The data presented are in agreement — accord-

ing to Alinei — with the data regarding the expansion of Baltic hydronyms

and with the presence of Baltic borrowings in the Uralic languages. In ad-
dition, the diffusion of polytonality in the peribaltic area, understood geo-

graphically, is attributable to the Baltic languages. However, Alinei (2000,

pp- 295-297) considers it the principal feature of the Baltic Sprachbund,'™

and in conclusion states that:

104 At this point Alinei states that up to now there has been a paucity of treatment of the problem of the Baltic
Sprachbund, but this is not quite correct, cf. Stolz (1991); Nilsson (1997). Likewise, Alinei states that a
discussion of it is lacking in Dini (1997c) and this is equally imprecise, cf. Dini (1997c, p. 400-403). The
difference is rather the following: while Alinei places the Sprachbund in the more remote past, the schol-
ars cited project it in the future; the same direction is also found in CBL. For another hypothesis about a

Sprachbund existing around the Baltic between 800 and 1100 A. D., cf. Ureland (1979); during the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania, cf. Bednarczuk (1994, 1997).
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fra le culture preistoriche dell’area baltica... vi é un solo complesso cul-
turale la cui influenza e diffusione in tutta 'area del mar Baltico potrebbe
aver causato la diffusione di un tratto linguistico baltico: quello delle cul-
ture delle Asce naviformi... l'unico rispetto al quale la cultura lituana che
lo rappresenta, quella del Litorale, del III e del II millennio, e I'unica che
presenti aspetti di autoctonia e di dominio economico e culturale (espor-
tazione dell’ambra, influenza che continua anche nell’eta del Ferro)...

la politonia della “lega linguistica baltica” e un fenomeno attribuibile
all’influenza della cultura lituana del Litorale, responsabile della diffu-
sione delle culture delle Asce naviformi su tutta la costa del mar Baltico.

[among the prehistoric cultures of the Baltic area... there is a single
cultural group, whose influence and diffusion in the whole area of the
Baltic Sea could have caused the diffusion of a Baltic linguistic char-
acter: namely, that of the Shipform Axe culture... the only respect in
which the Lithuanian culture represents it, is that of the Coastal cul-
ture of the 3rd and 2nd millennia (B.C.), and the only respect which
shows aspects of autochthonous culture and of economic and cultural
sovereignty (the export of amber, an influence which continues even
in the Iron Age)...

the polytonality of the “Baltic linguistic union” is a phenomenon
attributable to the influence of the Lithuanian Coastal culture, re-
sponsible for the diffusion of the Shipform Axe culture along the
entire coast of the Baltic Sea.|

Alinei (2000, pp. 297-298) also underlines that polytonality is character-
istic not only of the languages of the Baltic Sea area, but also of those
languages of the Balkans, and he attributes great importance to this Balto-
Balkan isogloss. In following this thought it is appropriate to remember all
the other elements of similarity between the two zones [see3.3.1, which the
evidence augments [see7.4.3.4].

In conclusion, several reflections are worthwhile. From the per-
spective of Continuity Theory Alinei’s opinions can never be considered
trivial. One thing is certain: they certainly do not lack either interest or
originality in attempting to connect the specific facts of the Baltic area to a
generalized conception of the prehistory of northern Europe.

Leaving aside the questions of detail (with which one does not always
agree) it cannot be ignored that Alinei — considering the obvious impos-
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sibility of covering the immense literature — has chosen as his principal
target Gimbutas’s most noted (but also most vulnerable) thesis. In fact, one
needs to point out that regarding the archaeological research done by Baltic
scholars,'” Alinei’s study is based solely on the unique work of Gimbu-
tas (1963ab, 1965) and in small measure that of Rimantiené (1992). This
narrow horizon obviously limits the remarks of Alinei himself. Therefore
it will not be surprising (or disappointing) that he (using Meskell 1995 as
a guide) attacks (with a vehemence worthy of a better cause) the theories
of the Lithuanian-American archaeologist Marija Gimbutas [see 1.2.21, which
he labels as “Baltocentric” and “nationalistic” (but he then goes on to con-
clude his own Baltic chapter by acknowledging his agreement with many of
the attainments of the aforementioned scholar...). At present this approach
to the problem allows little room for discussion. I will, therefore, limit my-
self to observing that it is not appropriate to blend a hypothesis based on
the study of prehistoric Baltic hydronyms with their uses made in an ar-
chaeological sphere. As has been noted, the study of prehistoric Baltic hy-
dronyms began much earlier than Gimbutas’s work and has continued until
today Isee1.2.2-3], and so it does not seem to me methodologically defensible
to interpret the whole of the results through the prism of the archaeologi-
cal literature (or to base the findings on the opinions of a single archaeolo-
gist). One cannot escape the impression that one of the prerequisites of
Continuity Theory is the necessity to always combine archaeological and
linguistic data, thus revealing the difficulty in all its intrinsic complexity.
Similarly, regarding the original Baltic expansion one can only lament
that Alinei did not confront it more deeply, either the theories expressed
(even in the 1960s and 1970s) by Toporov, Schmid, Maziulis and others,
regarding the type of Baltic settlement toward the east (the so-called Baltic
of the Dnepr region [see1.4.4.21), or the concept of baltoide regarding prehis-
toric Baltic and Slav linguistics (Toporov 1958ab, 1959). This being the
case, perhaps one could formulate the theses in a different way [see3.1.4.31.

199 For example, the journal “Archaeologia Baltica”, which has been published since 1995 (in 5 issues so far),

is very important for the archaeology of the Baltic region. On the Aesti, cf. Jovai$a (2012).



CHAPTER 2

THE MAIN FEATURES
OF BALTIC LINGUISTIC UNITY

In spite of objections to the hypothesis of the existence (or non-existence)
of Proto-Baltic [see1.4], a vast scientific literature on various aspects of the
grammar of the protolanguage of the Balts has arisen. I will attempt, along
with traditional theses, well represented by the comparative grammar by
Stang (VGBS) and the historical grammars by Endzelins (1948), Kazlauskas
(1968), Maziulis (1970) and Zinkevicius (LKIG), to offer new, or at least
non-traditional, viewpoints, which have appeared in Baltic studies follow-
ing the publication of those seminal works.

2.1. PHONOLOGICAL FEATURES

If the reconstruction of the phonological system of Proto-Baltic is highly
speculative, the discussion regarding vocalism [see2.1.11 has been especially
lively, while less so regarding consonantism [see2.1.21.

It must be noted, moreover, that prosodic aspects often interact with
other phonological aspects prosodic aspects see2.1.31 and that it is possible, at
least for certain phonological changes, to formulate a hypothesis concern-
ing relative chronology isee2.1.4].

2.1.1. Vocalism

The traditional diagram of vocalic correspondences'’® is illustrated in Table 1:

Late IE

Proto-Baltic

OPr.

Lith.

Latv.

a

a

a

@

@

@

i

i

i

106 Several non-traditional hypotheses regarding IE vocalism, which can only be mentioned briefly here, are
interesting for Baltic vocalism, e.g. the hypothesis proposing the non-existence of */d/, cf. Beekes (1995,
p. 138-139), and also the hypothesis that supposes the absence of */6/ in IE short vocalism (cf. Villar 1993).
Cf. Ballester (2007).
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Late IE Proto-Baltic OPr. Lith. Latwv.
*u *u u u u
*q *q o,a(> 1) 0 a
e e e(>1) é ¢
*r *r (> ei) y r
*u *u u(>ou) u u
*0 *0 (?0) uo uo <o>

(*H *a a a a)

Table 1

The following specific developments are observed:
Baltic *a < IE *a, *o, *H
OPsr. assis, Lith. asis, Latv. ass ‘axis’ ~ Latin axis, OGr. a&wv, Olnd.,
dksa- id.; OPr. ackis, Lith. akis, Latv. acs ‘eye’ ~ OCS oko id., Latin
oculus, OGr. 6ooe ‘eyes’; for the development of IE *H (see2.1.1.1,2.1.2.51.

Baltic *e < IE *e

OPr. meddo, Lith. medus, Latv. medus ‘honey’ ~ OCS medwv, OGr.
uébv ‘intoxicating drink’, OInd. madhu-, Olr. mid id.
Baltic *i < IE *i

Lith. likti ‘to remain, to stay’, Latv. likt ‘to put, to place’ ~ Latin
re-lictus ‘left behind’, OGr. é\mov ‘I left’, Olnd. rikta- ‘empty’.

Baltic *u < IE *u
OPr. sunis, Lith. sué (gen. sing. surs), Latv. suns ‘dog’ ~ OGr. ®0wv
wuvog, Olnd. sva sunah, Olr. con id.

Long vocalism corresponds to that of IE; compared to Slavic and Germanic
the preservation of the distinction *6 ~ *a (> Lith. uo ~ 0, Latv. uo <o> ~ a)
is an archaic feature of Baltic. I offer the following examples:
Baltic *a < IE *a
OPz. brote/brati ‘brother’, Lith. brdlis id., Latv. bralis id. ~ Latin
frater, OInd. bhrdtr-, Goth. bropar id., OGr. gpatno ‘a member of
a fraternity’.
Baltic *e < IE *e
OPr. semen ‘seed’, Lith. séti ‘to sow’, Latv. set id. ~ Latin semen
‘seed’, seur ‘I sowed’, OCS séti ‘to sow’.
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Baltic *1 < IE *1

OPr. gtwans, Lith. gyvas, Latv. dzivs ‘alive’ ~ Latin vivus id., Olnd.
jiva- id., OCS zivw id.
Baltic *u < IE *i

OPr. biton bout, Lith. biiti, Latv. biit ‘to be’ ~ Latin fui ‘I was’,
OGr. gvopat ‘I grow, I am born’, Olnd. bhuti- ‘existence, prosperity’,
OCS byti ‘to be’.
Baltic *o < IE *o

OPr. dat/datwei, Lith. duoti, Latv. dot ‘to give’ ~ Latin do, OGr.
dtdwut, OCS dati id.

2.1.1.1. Traditional hypothesis. A triangular vocalic system, accepted by many
scholars, is traditionally reconstructed for Proto-Baltic:
I u i u
3 e o
a a

Compared to the system ascribed to IE it changes in only two respects:

a) the merging of the short vowels *0 and *d into a sound d, which vio-
lates the symmetry of the two subsystems;

b) the evolution of *H, the Baltic reflex of which is a in the initial syl-
lable (Lith. statai ‘I put, place’ ~ Latin status ‘state, position’, OGr.
otatdg ‘stationary’, Olnd. sthitd- ‘position’ and @ in the internal
syllable (OPr. duckti, Lith. dukté ‘daughter’, as distinct from OGr.
Ovydtne, Olnd. duhiti- id., which preserve the internal vowel).

Regarding the first point, a) the Baltisms from Finnic represent a subject
for further discussion: in fact, in several of these Baltic *a is rendered,
as expected, by a (cf. Finn. vako, Eston. vago, cf. Lith. vaga ‘furrow’); in
another group Baltic *a is instead rendered by o (e.g. Finn. morsian, cf. Lith.
marti ‘fiancée, bride’, Finn. oinas, cf. Lith. dvinas ‘ram’, etc.). The duality

of development in the latter cases creates a problem; it is explained as the

107

result of either a distinct chronological stage of borrowing'” or a dialec-

107 At least initially in the IE root syllable *o, *a > Baltic *o, and only subsequently *o > *a, cf. Jacobsohn
(1922, p. 74). Steinitz (1965) hypothesizes that o is older and a more recent, proven by the fact that in
older borrowings (those with o) there is still no distinction in Finnic, as happens later, between the Baltic
voiceless and voiced consonants, they are rendered in Finnic without distinction by a single consonant;
subsequently (when a occurs) the Baltic voiceless stops were rendered by a double consonant (pp, tt, kk) and
the voiced stops by a single consonant.
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tal phonetic differentiation,'” but a third possibility cannot be excluded,
namely, that *o, *a were still distinct even in the Baltic language which is
the source of the borrowing."”” Regarding non-traditional concerning the
second point, b) these are related to the laryngeal theory applied to Baltic
studies [see2.1.2.5].

2.1.1.2. Non-traditional hypotheses. There are two schools of thought
which differ from the traditional theses regarding Baltic vocalism above:
a) one formulated in the 1960s and 1970s among Lithuanian (Kazlauskas,
Maziulis, Girdenis) and Latvian Baltists (Breidaks); b) another proposed in
the mid-seventies in the United States in a work by Levin.

2.1.1.2.1. The Lithuanian school or the hole in the pattern. Kazlauskas (1962)
begins with the phonological study of the Old Prussian dialect of Pome-
sania isee6] and from the systems of vocalism of certain Lithuanian dialects,
as well as from particular vocalic development of ancient Baltic borrowings
in Finnic (cf. Finn. luoma, cf. Lith. loma, Latv. lama ‘hollow, cavity’; Finn.
lohi, cf. Lith. laSiSa, Latv. lasis ‘salmon’; Finn. hako, cf. Lith. Saka, Latv.
saka ‘branch’, etc.)''” and arrives at a reformulation of the entire Proto-
*61
(< IE *6), more closed and labialized compared to *6, (< IE *a), an open
and weakly labialized sound; as a result of the change of *0 into the diph-
thong uo, *0, also changed into the sound [¢]."" Thus common Baltic
vocalism before the split into different dialects, according to Kazlauskas,

is as follows:

Baltic system. For the older phase he postulates two vocalic phonemes:

Short vowel Long vowel
[ i ] u

o, (<IE*0)
¢ a e 6, (<IE*a)

108 Before a syllable beginning with a front vowel IE *a > Baltic dialect *o, cf. Nieminen (1957); Smoczynski

(1988b, p. 829).
109 Regarding the strength of phonetic considerations, the position of Ugro-Finnic scholars is doubtful regar-
ding this eventuality, cf. Minissi (1970). Also interesting in this regard are the observations contained in
Kiparsky (1948, 1952), according to which Slavo-Finnic relations preceded Slavo-Lithuanian relations.
110 One notes that some of the Ugro-Finnic scholars doubt the significance of the Baltic borrowings in (Balto-)
Finnic and prefer to support the traditional hypotheses, cf. Uotila (1982-1983) in the review of Maziulis
(1970). Koivulehto (2000) considers that there are at least two reflexes of the Proto-Baltic *a in (Balto-)
Finnic: *6 and *a.
This supports the view already expressed in Endzelins (1933), whereby in Proto-Baltic there was an open
o or a (< IE *a) beside closed 6 (< IE *0).
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From this system in East Baltic (Lithuanian-Latvian), a further type emerged
wherein the hole in the pattern of long vocalisms was filled with *e (< *ei),
which correlates with *6,. Maziulis’s (1963; 1970, p. 11-40) hypothesis is
similar to that of Kazlauskas. Maziulis reconstructs three stages of chrono-
logical development for Baltic vocalism (I. Proto-Baltic, II. Old Baltic, III.
Late Baltic), each of which is characterized by a dual pattern, depending on
the tonic or atonic position and on the instability of the system due to the
presence of holes in the pattern which determine its further development.®

The entire process hypothesized by Maziulis (1970, p. 18) can be
represented in the following manner. The first Proto-Baltic system is sche-
matized below:

+ Accent — Accent

u i u ] u I u ]
o e o @

0 € 0 a € a

The complementary distribution of the older system was lost and the system
of the unstressed vowels was generalized. For the following stage Maziulis
reconstructs (IT) an ancient Baltic vowel system, which reflects the previ-
ES

ous situation, but includes the establishment of a new correlation *& ~ *3;

finally (III) a late Baltic vowel system, closer to the historic period:

(I1) (111)

Ancient Baltic System > Late Baltic System

u 1 u ] u 1 u I
5 e 5

0 € o e o € o e

Like the preceding systems, this is also in unstable equilibrium, created
by the presence of holes in the pattern (“empty slots”) resulting from the
internal development of the system. Thus it is established that “the evolu-
tion of IE *a toward the vowel 6 is a phenomenon of ancient Baltic and not
exclusively Lithuanian”. For Maziulis Lith. o, Latv. a did not derive from *a
alone, but in certain unstressed positions also from *o (cf. Lith. gen. sing.
vilk-o, Latv. vilka (< *-a) ‘of the wolf* < [Balto-Slavic?] *-6 < IE [ablative]
*~0-d) [see2.2.1.5.1.1.

A further stimulus for discussion on this theme came from Zinkevicius
(1972a, p. 12-13), who, from the traditional point of view, disputed the
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hypothesis of Kazlauskas-Maziulis. Since the Baltic borrowings are found
as frequently in the Balto-Finnic group as in the Volga group, according
to Zinkevicius, they are an indication of prolonged contact between Baltic
and Finnic tribes in these areas. Here the IE phonetic change a > Baltic
0 took place, which is considered characteristic for the dialects of Baltic
tribes drawn into these contacts, but not so important. To explain this
problematic result of o, uo (instead of the expected a, a) in certain Baltisms
in Finnic, Zinkevicius assumes a Baltic dialect heretofore unidentified,
which could be characterized as the source of borrowings in Finnic.

Kallio (2008) returns to the problem of the early Baltic loanwords in
Finnic. He also concludes his analysis observing that the consonant system
reconstructed on the base of the loanwords corresponds to the Proto-Baltic
stage; the vowel system, however, calls to mind a west Baltic one. Therefore
Kallio recalls Nieminen’s (1957) hypothesis according to which the source
language of the loanwords was Old Curonian (although he prefers to speak
of “North Baltic”).

In a review of the volume containing the cited work of Zinkevicius,
Girdenis (1977, p. 300-303) objects to the attempt to bring the problem
back to the narrow channel of traditional interpretation. On the contrary,
in support of the hypothesis of Kazlauskas-Maziulis, Girdenis contributes
useful observations based on dialectological and typological data; he sees
the limitation of such a hypothesis in that it “too narrowly and concretely
defined the phonetic features of *5, *5 (or *6,, *0,), since the articulation of
low and flat sounds can be not only labial but also pharyngeal”; he consid-
ers that precisely such sounds (of the type [a:], cf. English are, car) were
the principle allophones of Baltic *a and *a. On the question of vocalic
developments in the Baltisms of Finnic languages (both Balto-Finnic and
Volga [sees.2..

Breidaks (1975, 1980, 1983, 1988) discussed old and new arguments
supporting the hypotheses of Kazlauskas-Maziulis. According to the Lat-
vian scholar the oldest Baltisms in Finnic “can be considered material of
great value for the study of the history of Baltic vocalism precisely because
they provide specific and incontrovertible evidence of the pronunciation
of the common Baltic reflexes of the IE *o, *a, *a at the end of the third
millenium B.C.” and confirm the presence of *o, *6, *0 in the vocalism of
northern Baltic dialects, from which such borrowings entered into Finnic.
Moreover, Breidaks (1988, pp, 38-40), in polemics with Zinkevic¢ius
(1972a, p. 8), who proposed that there is no evidence in Latvian to confirm
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the hypothesis of Kazlauskas-Maziulis, emphasizes that just as with the
history and onomastics of Latvian, the Selonian and Curonian toponyms
lsee5.2.and 5.5] also show that in this territory “the area of the vowel 0 in the
past was wider and that it continually narrowed” (in his opinion 0 is an
archaism in Latvian, and a in the central Latvian dialect derives from open
*0) and consequently allows for the supposition of the IE development
*a > Baltic *o.

Thus, taken as a whole, the discussion regarding Proto-Baltic
vocalism from the non-traditional point of view of the Lithuanian school
shows that not only from traditional theses, but also from this direction
of research a picture arises, capable of substantiating a structural develop-
ment of the system. On the other hand, a weak point is the impossibility of
convincingly explaining the development of vocalic variants of the ancient
Baltisms in Finnic, if one completely leaves out of consideration the pos-
sible IE development *a > Baltic *o.

To summarize, one can say that at the center of the system of
Baltic vocalism in its diachronic development one finds a merging of IE
*a, *o > Baltic *a; the instability created by this in the asymetrical trian-
gular system (I) determined the transition to a quadrangular symmetrical
system (IT) in which the pair *¢ ~ *d had a strict internal correlation and was
strengthened by apophony. It is supposed that as a result of a partial merg-
ing of the variants of IE *6 (> Baltic *0), in fixed conditions with IE *a
(> Baltic *0) a similar process took place for long vocalism as well, which
changed from an initial system (Ia), having found its internal equilibrium, into
the succeeding system (Ila), coinciding with the system being reconstructed
on the basis of Baltisms in Finnic. The following is an attempt at a diagram:

Short (Proto-)Baltic Long (Proto-)Baltic
(D — (IT) (Ta) — (ITa)
[ u ] u ] u r u
e o (ei>) ¢ 0
a e a e a e a

The working hypothesis, by now known as the Kazlauskas-Maziulis theory,
and enriched by the critical remarks of Zinkevicius and the contributions
of Girdenis and Breidaks, offers a quadrangular system, which existed at
the moment of the split of the Proto-Baltic language; it serves as a point
of departure which can provide an adequate representation of the phonetic
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changes which led to the rise of the vocalic systems of Lithuanian and Lat-
vian, as well as of the specific character of their dialects.

In fact, continuing the line of reasoning put foward here, one can
suppose a system (IIla) for East Baltic, still preserved today in Latvian (with
East Baltic *e, *0 > Latv. ie, uo), and a system (IVa) for Lithuanian.

(ITIa) East Baltic (— Latvian)

I u l u
[ € 9] (e >) ie (0 >) uo
e a e a
(ITTa) East Baltic (— Lithuanian)
[ u r u
[ € ] (e >) ie (0 >) uo
€ a e 9)
£ a

One observes a lack of symmetry between the systems of short and long
vowels of Lithuanian: the long vowels system has variable phonemes /ie:/
and /uo:/ which are absent in the short vowels system. Moreover, both
in Lith. and in Latv. the short mid vowels /e/ and /o/ are marginal and
attested only in words of foreign origin beginning in the 16th century

[see 4.1.2.1.and 7.4.1.2.].

2.1.1.2.2. The American school. Levin (1975) adopts the method of dynamic lin-
guistics and applies a typology of linguistic change based on Labov’s prin-
ciples of ongoing sound change previously applied only to English and now
applied to the Baltic languages for the first time."* The point of departure
is the empirical study of contemporary linguistic communities, of the sub-
systems of their vocalism, evaluated in relation to the age, gender, and social
class of the speakers; the result is an original sketch of the development of
vocalic systems in various Baltic dialects. Operating on the basis of principles
of chain-shifts of the vowels identified by Labov, for whom i) tense vowels
have a tendency to rise and i) lax vowels tend to fall, Levin thinks that the
Lithuanian diphthongs ie, uo developed from long monophthongs (*e, *0).

112 The fundamental idea is that “Reconstruction of earlier stages of a living language must proceed from a

clear understanding of the dynamic models of the contemporary language, including its various social and
territorial dialects. It is these dynamic models which can be projected back in time to earlier stages, guided
by our knowledge of actual dynamic processes” (Levin 1975, p. 146).
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Such a development, leading back to the first principle, must have
occurred in the historical period; therefore there is no need to suppose the
existence of a previous East Baltic, common for Lithuanian and Latvian
diphthongs, which is considered rather a typological feature of northeast
Europe. Analyzing the above-mentioned thesis of Zinkevicius, Levin also
supports the developments: Baltic *a < IE *a, Baltic *¢ < IE *e, and apply-
ing the dynamic approach, proposes a system of vocalism (which he calls
proto-Lithuanian or common East Baltic), substantially different from that
proposed by the Lithuanian school iseeinfral, and which also serves as a point
of departure for a description of chain-shifts which took place in the vocal-
ism of the two principal types of Lithuanian dialect (High Lithuanian and
Low Lithuanian [see7.2.1.):

I i
e 9)
e a

£ a

To clarify the transition from a triangle formed from five vowels (short and
long) attributed to late IE to the situation represented above, Levin (1975,
p. 155) introduces two new principles: iii) the non-high vowels tend to fall,
iv) the diphthongs tend to monophthongize.

These principles regulate the so-called models of merger chain pat-
tern. Such a formulation of the problem permits us to view the development
of the system of Proto-Baltic vocalism in the phase immediately preceding
the bifurcation as an example of one of the models of fusion:

~Iic
Sic

¢

e

4

o
ias
In accordance with the changes proposed by Levin, this in essence means
that i) *o falls and merges with *@; i) *0 falls and merges perhaps with
*a in the unstressed position; iii) *¢ and *¢ fall and begin to correlate with
*a and *a.

The difference between East Baltic and West Baltic demonstrates
another result of the action of the principles mentioned above. In East Bal-
tic the fall of *0 toward *a was not completed thanks to the monophthongi-
zation of *é, < *ei (?*ai) which intervened to fill the hole in the pattern left
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by the fall of *¢ toward *&; in West Baltic, on the contrary, the fall of *o
toward *a led to a complete loss of contrast:

East Baltic West Baltic
i i \1 i/
2 0 \ /
¢ a \é a/

£ a

The approach adopted by Levin is doubtless innovative for this area and
interesting; however, it is difficult from this perspective to follow the devel-
opment of individual IE (or Proto-Lithuanian) sounds during various phases.

Schmalstieg (2005) returns to the problem. He considers the vocalic
system proposed by Levin and Maziulis to be valid only for East Baltic
(not for Proto-Baltic as Maziulis proposed). According to Schmalstieg East
Baltic stressed *0 (< IE *0) always had a front counterpart: at an earlier
time *e, (< IE *e) and later *e, (< Proto-Baltic *ei, *ai); the introduction of
the new phoneme *e,in the vocalic system caused the lowering of *e, and
was possibly accompanied by the simultaneous merger of *0 with *a and
unstressed *o with *a.

2.1.1.3. Diphthongs. In accordance with reconstructions, for example Stang
(VGBS) and Zinkevicius (1984, p. 189), the following diphthongs are tradi-
tionally attributed to Proto-Baltic:

short: ei, eu, ai, au
long: éi, eu, ai, au, oi, ou
mixed: e, a, I, u + r, [, m, n in tauto-syllabic combinations.

Schmalstieg (1993, p. 487), on the contrary, prefers to analyze these as
sequences of vowels (short or long) plus semivowels or sonants. The par-
ticular variants of development of the short diphthongs in the individual
languages are illustrated in Table 2:

IE Proto-Baltic OPr. Lith. Latv.

*ei *ei (*ai) ei ie/ei, ai ie/ei, ai
*ol, *ai *ai ai ai/ei/ie ai/ei/ie
*ou, *au *au au au au

*eu *au/* au au/eu au/jau au/(i)au
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It should be noted that Baltic *ai (< *ai, *0i) and *ei were preserved in Prus-
sian, but underwent a different development in Lithuanian and Latvian;
cf. Baltic *ai > OPr. ains ‘one’, cf. OGr. oivn] ‘one (on dice)’, Latin anus
(< *oinos) compared with Lith. vienas, Latv. viens; regarding the double de-
velopment of IE *ei > East Baltic *ei/ie see1.4.21.

Regarding the long diphthongs, it is generally thought that in a rath-
er ancient period certain important changes had already taken place: the
long element was shortened and the ancient long and short diphthongs
merged;'”’ moreover, *eu, *ou, *au passed to Baltic *(i)au, for example,
OPr. et-baudints ‘awakened’, Lith. baudina ‘he excites’ ~ Olnd. bodhayati
(< *bhoudh-) ‘he wakes’; Lith. bjaurus ‘ugly’, Latv. blaurs ‘bad’ (< *beur-).

Finally, the particular developmental variants of the mixed diph-
thongs are illustrated in Table 3.

Proto-Baltic OPr. Lith. Latwv.
*an an an, g uo
*en en en, ¢ ie
*in in in, j r
*un un un, y i
*am am am am
*em em em em
*im im im im
*um um um u
Table 3

2.1.1.4. Syllabic resonants. The IE syllabic resonants developed in Baltic as
follows: IE *R > Baltic *iR/*uR, i.e. with the development of the support-
ing vowels i and u (as also happens in Slavic); the second variant of devel-
opment (the so-called hard) is found more sporadically and irregularly. The
following examples illustrate this:

IE *r > Baltic *ir ~ *ur

Lith. mirti ‘to die’, Latv. mirt id. ~ OCS swvmorte ‘death’, Olnd.
mrta- ‘dead’, Latin mors ‘death’; OPr. gurcle ‘throat’, Lith. gurklys
‘(bird’s) crop’, Latv. gurklis id. ~ ORuss. gwrlo id., Latin gurgulio id.
IE *[ > Baltic *il ~ *ul

OPr. wilkis ‘wolf’, Lith. vilkas, Latv. vilks id. ~ OlInd. vrka-, OCS

2 The long diphthongs are preserved in several inflexional elements (e.g. Lith. loc. sing. upéje < *upéi-en ‘in
the river’, $akojé < *Sakdi-én ‘in the branch’) [see 2.2.2.5.2. and 2.2.1.5.3.].
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vlvkv, Goth. wulfs id.; OPr. culczi *hip’, Lith. kulks(n)is ‘heel’, Latv.
kulksnis id. ~ OCS klvka, Bulg. kprixka id., Latin calx id.

IE *m > Baltic *im ~ *um

OPr. gimsenin ‘birth’, Lith. gimti ‘to be born’, Latv. dzimt id. ~
OGr. Batdg ‘accessible’, Olnd. gatd- ‘having gone’, Goth. gaqumps
‘assembly’; OPr. dumsle ‘bladder’, Lith. dumti ‘to smoke’, Latv. dumt
id. ~ OCS doti (< *dumti) ‘to blow’, OInd. dhamati ‘he blows’.

IE *n > Baltic *in ~ *un

Lith. ginti (géna, giné) ‘to chase’; Latv. dzit id. ~ Goth. gundfano
‘(battle) standard’; OPr. guntwei ‘to hasten; to lead’, Lith. gundyti ‘to
try, to tempt’, Latv. gumdit id. ~ OCS gonati ‘to chase’.

More precisely, one should distinguish the originally short resonants from
the long, since their reflexes in the Baltic languages differ with respect to
tone: IE *R > Baltic *iR ~ *uR, but IE *R > Baltic */R ~ *iiR. The prosodic
opposition which explains the long or short quantity of the IE resonants
is expressed in Lithuanian by the distribution of the tones: the rising tone
(the so-called circumflex) is as a rule a reflex of an etymologically short
resonant e.g. Lith. vilkas ~ OInd. vfka- *wolf’ (< TE *), while that of the
falling tone (the so-called acute) from an etymologically long resonant, e.g.
OPr. pilnan, Lith. pilnas, Latv. pilns ~ OCS plonw, Olnd. purna-, Goth. fulls
‘full’ (< IE *]); Lith. gimti ‘to be born’ ~ OGr. Batég ‘accessible’, OInd.
gata- ‘having gone’ (< IE *m) (Fortunatov 1880).

2.1.1.5. Baltic apophony. Beyond the classical works on Lithuanian (and
Baltic) apophony,'!* there have also been some more recent investigations,
on Lithuanian (Venckuté 1971, 1981, 1983; Akelaitiené 2000; Kaukiené
2006; Larsson 2006), and on Old Prussian verbs (Kaukiené 2008).

Traditionally one says that the Baltic languages have largely a) pre-
served the apophony series inherited from IE, and have also b) provided a
certain productivity in historical times of their own vowel alternations which
do not go back to the IE period. The following examples illustrate this:

a) IE *gh'en- : *gh*on-ds : IE *gh“n- ‘to hunt; to defend’,
E.g.: Lith. géna ‘he hunts’ ~ Olnd. hdnti ‘he strikes’; Lith. ganas
‘pasture’ ~ Olnd. ghand- ‘club’; Lith. ginti ‘to hunt’ ~ OHG gund- ‘fight’.
14+ Leskien (1884); Endzelins (1922b, p. 58-61; 1951); on analogical apophony Skardzius (1935a); Stang

(VGBS, p. 120-125); Zinkevicius (LKIG 1, p. 89-96); Karalitnas (1987, p. 149-215).
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b) Balt. *gen- ‘to hunt; to defend’ — Lith. gen-; gan-; gon- (< *gan-); gin-;
gyn- (< *gin-); gun-; gain-; guin-.
E.g.: géna ‘he hunts’; ganyti ‘to pasture’, ganioti ‘to pasture’ (intens.);
naktigoné ‘night pasture’; ginti ‘to hunt’, ginti ‘to defend’, gina ‘he
defends’; gyné ‘he defended’; gundyti ‘to tempt’; gainiéti ‘to hunt’
(intens.); paguina ‘he chases away’.

The Baltic languages know both lexical (e.g.: nésti ‘to carry’ ~ nasta ‘bur-
den’) and grammatical (see infra) apophony. An important and widely
documented investigation on root (inherited) apophony in respect to the
grammar categories of the Baltic languages in an IE context has been car-
ried out by Petit (2004a), who establishes a classification of Baltic apo-
phony into four types and based on two perspectives, i.e. one founded on
diachronic evolution (with respect to IE) and on synchronic description
(presence vs. absence of root apophony in the Baltic languages).
As for the types and categories, one observes the following;:

i) without root apophony from IE times and without trace in the Baltic
languages; this is the category of person (on this controversial point

cf. Schmalstieg 1998c¢);

i) with possible (rare) root apophony in IE times but without trace in the
Baltic languages; this is the category of number and perhaps of gender;

i) implying IE root apophony, but having generally lost it, except for
scattered traces; this is the category of case;

iv) having kept IE root apophony and developed it in the Baltic lan-
guages; this is the categories of mood and tense.

Regarding the structure of the root, one observes that apophony is allowed,
for example, in thematic verbs where a CeRC root alternates with a CiRC
root (e.g.: present 3rd p. pérka ‘buy(s)’ ~ preterit 3rd p. pifko ‘bought’); in
thematic verbs with root structure CeRC a present in -ia shows the same
root grade in the preterite (e.g.: present 3rd p. verkia ‘cries, cry’ ~ preterit
3rd p. verké ‘cried’). In contrast, no apophonic alternation is given in roots of
the structure CiRC (e.g.: present 3rd p. dirba ‘work(s)’ ~ preterit 3rd p. dirbo
‘worked’) or CeC (e.g.: present 3rd p. véda ‘lead(s)’ ~ preterit 3rd p. védé ‘led’).

According to Petit, grammatical apophony in a Proto-Baltic stage
must have been more widespread than it is in the languages historically
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attested. So one could explain the difference between Lith. vandué ‘water’
and Latv. idens id. by positing an earlier nom. sing. *vado(n), gen. sing.
udnés. Sometimes similar cases emerge through comparison of languages
and periods; thus, one observes OLith. particip present santj ‘being’ in
respect to esmi ‘I am’. Interesting enough, Lithuanian has leveled this dif-
ference in later times (e.g. esantj ~ estl), but Latvian shows it both in older
and present times (e.g. OLatv. esuoSs ~ esmu, and Latv. esoss ~ esu).

One should also note two main tendencies, both of restriction, char-
acteristic of Baltic apophony. Firstly, a tendency toward restricting the
action of the apophony to some categories only, so it regarded mode, time
and case in Old Lithuanian, but just mode and time in modern Lithuanian,
and in some dialects only the mode (this is the case in Zietela where the
difference between present and preterit in the 3rd pers. no longer exists,
and one observes pifka ‘buy(s)’ ~ pirko ‘bought’ instead of pérka ‘buy(s)’ ~
pirko ‘bought’ see7.2.1.1.11). Secondly, a tendence toward showing a so-called
bithematic apophony, i.e. to present (differently from other IE languages)
no more than two different grades within the same grammatical category
(e.g. present / preterit; Indicative / infinitive). This very peculiar feature
of the Baltic grammatical system strongly changed its root apophony (in
respect to the other IE languages).

Thus, according to Petit’s analysis, Baltic languages have conserved
IE apophony within some peculiar morphological and semantic limits,
integrated into a system of restrictions and innovations (un systéeme fait de
contraintes et d’innovations), within which apophony has retained a certain
productivity.

2.1.2. Consonantism

The traditional diagram of consonant comparisons is illustrated in Table 4:

Late IE Proto-Baltic Prus. Lith. Latv.
*p(?*ph) “p P P p
*b, *bh *b b b b
*t(?*th) *t t t t
*d, *dh *d d d d
“k (?%kh),*k* (?*k*h) “k k k k, ¢
g (?*gh), *g" (?*g"h) *g g g g dz
*s *s s s s
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Late IE Proto-Baltic Prus. Lith. Latv.

*k (?kh), *K (?*kh) *3 s N s
*g (7gh), *g (?*gh) * z z z

*r *r r r r

*] *] l [ [

*m *m m m m

*n *n n n n

i i j j

*u *0 (?*u) v v v

Table 4

To illustrate this scheme, I offer several canonical comparisons:

Baltic *p < IE *p
OPr. penckts ‘fifth’, Lith. penki, Latv. pieci ‘five’ ~ OGr. mévre,
Olnd. parica, Latin quinque, Goth. finf id.

Baltic *t < IE *¢
Lith. trys, Latv. tris ‘three’ ~ Latin tres, OGr. tpeig, Olnd. tri-
(nom. trayah) id.

Baltic *k < IE *k ~ *k*

OPr. crauyo and krawia, Lith. kraijas ‘blood’ ~ (IE *k) Latin cruor,
Olnd. kravis-, OCS krvos id.; Lith. lieki ‘I leave’, Latv. lieku ‘I put’ ~
(IE *k*) OGr. Aelnw, Goth. lethvan ‘to borrow’.

Baltic *b < IE *b ~ *bh

Lith. dubus ‘deep’, Latv. dubt ‘to sink’ ~ (IE *b) OCS dvbrv ‘abyss’,
Goth. diups ‘deep’; OPr. buton, Lith. buti, Latv. but ‘to be’ ~ (IE *bh)
Latin fui ‘I was’, OGr. gpvopat ‘I grow, [ am born’, Olnd. bhuti- ‘exist-
ence, prosperity’, OCS byti ‘to be’.

Baltic *d < IE *d ~ *dh

Lith. du, Latv. divi ‘two’ ~ (IE *d) Latin duo, OGr. 800 (§0w), Olnd.
dvati, Goth. twai, OCS dwvoa id.; Lith. déti ‘to put’, Latv. det id. ~ (IE
*dh) Olnd. dadhati, OGr. tiOnut, Latin facio.

Baltic *¢ < IE *¢g ~ *gh ~ *¢* ~ *g*h

Lith. gleivés ‘mucus’ ~ (IE *g) Russ. rnusa ‘bergamot orange’, OGr.
yhoiég ‘any glutinous substance’; Lith. migla ‘fog’, Latv. migla id. ~
(IE *gh) OCS mugla id., Olnd. megha- ‘cloud’, OGr. ouiyxAn ‘cloud,
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steam, mist’; Latv. govs ‘cow’; Lith. guétas ‘herd or clump (of animals
or vegetables)’ ~ (IE *g¥) Olnd. go-, Latin bos bovis ‘bull’; OGr. Bolg
id., Olr. bo ‘cow’; OPr. gorme ‘heat’, Lith. garas ‘steam’, Latv. gars id.
~ (IE *guh) OCS goreti ‘to burn’, Olnd. gharmd- ‘heat’, OGr. Ogouodg
‘hot’, Latin formus ‘stove’, OHG warm, ‘warm’.

Baltic *s < IE *s

Lith. sédéti, Latv. sedet ‘to sit’, OPr. en-sadints ‘established’ ~ Latin
sedere, OCS sédéti id., Goth. sitan, Olnd. sad- ‘seat’.!'
Baltic *$§ < IE *k

OPr. seyr, Lith. Sirdis, Latv. sirds ‘heart’ ~ Latin corid., OGr. xapdla
id., Goth. hairto id., OCS sruvdbce id.
Baltic *2 < IE *¢ ~ *¢h

OPr. er-sinnat, Lith. zZindti, Latv. zinat ‘to know’ ~ (IE *¢) Latin
co-gnosco ‘I know’, OGr. yi-yvooro id., Goth. kann id., OCS znati ‘to
know’; OPr. semo ‘winter’, Lith. Ziema id., Latv. ziema id. ~ (IE *gh)
Latin hibernus ‘winter (adj.)’, Olnd. himd- ‘winter’, OGr. yeipov id.,
OCS zima id.

Baltic *m < IE *m
OPr. meddo ‘honey’, Lith. medus id., Latv. medus id. ~ Olnd.
mddhu- id., OCS medv id., OGr. puéfv ‘intoxicating drink’.

Baltic *n < IE *n
OPr. nozy ‘nose’, Lith. nésis id., Latv. nass ‘nostril’ ~ Latin naris id.,
Olnd. nasa- ‘nose’.

Baltic *r < IE *r
Lith. ratas ‘wheel’, Latv. rats id. ~ Latin rota id., Olnd. ratha- ‘cart’,
OHG rad id.

Baltic *I < IE *]
OPr. lauxnos ‘constellation’, Lith. laitkas ‘field’ («— *‘glade’), Latv.

lauks ~ Latin liix, OGr. hAevrog ‘white’, Olnd. locana- ‘illuminating’.

Baltic *u < IE *u
OPr. wilkis ‘wolf’, Lith. vilkas id., Latv. vilks id. ~ Latin lupus id.,
Olnd. vrka- id., Goth. wulfs id.

5 Some scholars also postulate a Baltic *z < IE *z, cf. Schmalstieg (1993, p. 491); e.g. Lith. lizdas ‘nest”: Latin

nidus id., nida- id., OHG nest id., a different view in Stang (VGBS, p. 89); Zinkevicius (LKI I, p. 191). This
sound is indeed doubtful and should be considered to be, if anything, an allophone of Baltic *s.
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Baltic *i < IE *i
Lith. juosta ‘strip, band’, Latv. josta id. ~ OCS (po)jasv ‘belt’, OGr.
Cootog ‘girded’.

2.1.2.1. Innovations. It can be pointed out that at least three principle innova-
tions confer a particular appearance to Baltic consonantism in comparison
with that of IE: a) the merging of the voiced aspirates with the simple voiced
(IE *bh, *dh, *gh > Baltic *b, *d, and *g; b) the passage of palatovelars to
sibilants IE *k, *¢ > Baltic *s, *Z (> Lith. §, Z; Latvian-Prussian s, 2); ¢) the
loss of post-consonantal *j and the subsequent formation of an opposition
palatalism vs. non-palatalism, affecting the entire system of consonantism.

Regarding the phonological palatalization of consonants before *j, that
is, the phenomenon described in the final point, according to Kurytowicz
it goes back to the Balto-Slavic period and lies at the source of the division
of syllabic sonants into soft (iR) and hard (uR). The phonologization of the
correlation of palatalism in the two groups of languages underwent two
phases: first the formation of distinct palatalized consonant phonemes, then
their neutralization before front vowels which led to the disappearance of *;
(the alternation C’ + a, o, u ~ C + a, o, u is still preserved in Lithuanian, for
example, Zdlias ‘green’ ~ Zalas ‘brown (about animals)’; maniau ‘I thought’
~ manau ‘I think”).!¢

Various palatalization phenomena are encountered in Proto-Baltic
combinations C + *i + non-front vowel; conveyed by different graphical
systems in individual languages, they most clearly appear in Lithuanian
and Latvian, less in Old Prussian:

The labials, Baltic *p, *b + i > Lith. bj, pj [b’j, p’j] and Latv, bl, pl
[bA, pA]. E.g. *béur- > Lith. bjauriis [b’jau'rus] ‘ugly, evil’, Latv. bladrs
['bAaurs] id.; in the case of OPr., the pronunciation is not certain;
however, compare OPr. piuclan ‘scythe’ ~ Lith. pjitklas ‘saw’, pjduti ‘to
mow’ with [p’j-], Latv. platt [pA-] ‘to cut’.

The dentals, Baltic *t, *d + *i > Lith. ¢, dZ and Latv. §, z. E.g. *vakieti-
> Lith. vokieciai ‘Germans’, Latv. vaciesi id.; *briedi- > Lith. briedzZiai
‘stags’, Latv. briezi id.

The velars, Baltic *k, *¢ + *i > Lith. ki, gi [k’, g’] and Latv. ¢, dz [ts,
dz]. E.g. *tikiu > Lith. tikii [ti'k’u] ‘I believe’, Latv. ticu ['titsu] id.;
*regiu > Lith. regiil [re'g'u] ‘T see’, Latv. redzu |'redzu] id.

"® " On the morphonological results of palatalization, cf. Bednarczuk (1988).
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The sibilants, Baltic *s, *s, *Z + *i > Lith. si, s, z [s’, [, 3°] and Latv.
§, £ [(, 5]. E.g. *siiitei > Lith. siiiti ['s'u:ti] ‘to sew’, Latv. §at [fu:t] id.,
an initial [{] is also found in OPr. schuwikis ‘cobbler’, as [s’] in Lith.
siuvikas id.; *si- > OPr. schis [(is] ‘this’, Lith. sis id., Latv. sis id.; *ezia
gen. sing. > Lith. éZio ‘of the hedgehog’ (nom. sing. ezys), Latv. eZa
id. (nom. sing. ezis).

The nasals, lateral and trill, Baltic *n, *I, *r + *i > Lith. ni, [i, ri
[n’, I, '] and Latv. n, [, r [0, £, t]. E.g. Lith. gen. sing. Zirnio ‘of the
pea’ (nom. sing. zirnis), Latv. zirna id. (nom. sing. zirnis) which can be
compared with OPr. trinie ‘he threatens’; Lith. gen. sing. brédlio ‘of the
brother’ (nom. sing. brolis), Latv. brala id. (nom. sing. bralis), which
allows comparison with OPr. kelian ‘spear’ or pickullien ‘hell’; Lith.
ariu, Latv. aru ‘I plough’, which is close to OPr. garian ‘tree’.

Thus one can hypothesize for Proto-Baltic consonantism the transition
from a system (I) in which there is no correlation with regard to palatalism,
to a system (II) which, on the contrary, provides for it:

I 11
Lab. | Dent. Pal. Vel. | Lab. | Dent. Pal. Vel.

Plosive | Voiceless | p t k pp tr k

Voiced b d g bt dd gg
Fricative | Voiceless s S (<*R) ss

Voiced v Z(<*g[h]) vv 33 [
Nasal m n mm’ nn
Sonant rli u rrlli

Table 5

A detailed study of the palatalization process (fioranus) in Slavic and
Baltic has been accomplished by Cekman (1975b), who achieved results
quite different to the traditional point of view. According to Cekman, a) the
palatalization C + *i + vowel > C'+ vowel is not possible from a typological
point of view; b) the evolution of the cluster C + *i happened in Latvian,
Lithuanian and Old Prussian however in different times and conditions;
¢) there are no reasons to treat this phenomenon as a common Balto-Slavic
innovation; it should rather be considered as a different realization of an
old and areal common tendency.
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2.1.2.2. Incomplete or peripheral satemization. Without doubt one of the most
debated aspects of Baltic consonantism is its particular satemization. It
would be impossible to attempt a detailed description of all the viewpoints
which have attempted to reconcile the disagreements which have taken
place over the doublets centum/satam found in Baltic (and Slavic'?); illus-

trative examples are useful:'"®

Endo-Baltic doublets:

Lith. klubas ~ Slubas ‘lame’; Lith. gnybti ~ Znybti ‘to pinch’; Lith.
kleivas ~ $leivas ‘curved (about legs), cf. Latin clivius ‘hill’; Lith.
kumpis ‘ham’ ~ sumpis ‘coccyx’; Lith. teigiu ‘I affirm’ ~ teikiu ‘I offer’,
cf. Latin dico ‘I say’, OGr. deinvout id., Goth. taikn ‘sign’; Lith. akmué
‘stone’ ~ aSmuoé ‘sharpened point’; etc.

Balto-Slavic doublets:

Russ. kopsr ‘feed (for animals)’, kopmuts ‘to feed’ ~ Lith. serti ‘to
feed (the animals)’, pasaras ‘fodder, forage’; OCS na-lagati ‘to put’ ~
OPr. lasinna ‘he put’; OCS slusati ‘to listen’ ~ Lith. klausyti id.; etc.

Balto(-Slavic) and other IE languages doublets:

Lith. pékus ‘small animals’, OPr. pecku ‘animals, cattle’ ~ Olnd.
pasu-, Latin pecu pecus, Goth. faihu; Lith. gentis ‘relatives’ ~ Olnd.
jayate ‘he bears’, Avestan zayeite; Lith. kefdzius ‘head shepherd’, OCS
créda ‘herd’ ~ Olnd. sardha- ‘troop’, Avestan saraidya- ‘kind of’; Lith.
smakras ‘chin’ ~ Alb. mjeker ‘chin, bart’ ~ Olnd. Smdsru- ‘bart’ ~
Arm. mawruk’ (modern writing moruk®) id.; Lith. teSmué ‘udder’ ~
OInd. takari- ‘part of female genitalia’, etc.

Based on such comparisons the traditional thinking suggests that the pro-
cess of change of the IE palatovelars *k, *¢ into sibilants spread gradually
in Slavic and Baltic, beginning in the Iranian sphere where satemization
is greatest. The limitation of traditional explanations, ultimately directed
toward the elucidation of phonetic laws, does not allow for an explanation of
the Baltic doublets without presupposing a change of the phonetic context.'"’

Campanile (1965) has refuted the traditional thesis on the strength
of the assertion that “a centum form in the satom sphere does not represent

17 On centum elements in Slavic, cf. Golab (1972).
18 Other examples in Campanile (1965); Stang (VGBS, p. 93). Concerning doublets in Lithuanian hydro-
nyms, cf. Temc¢in (1996).

119 Cf. Fermeglia (1991) for an interesting phenomenology of development.
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evidence of conservation, but rather an innovation oriented in a different
direction”; therefore, the problematic Baltic (and Slavic) forms are not a
reflection of an already weak sibilant wave, but the result of a velarizing
innovation which functioned in a Proto-Baltic period, prior to the spread of
the satam phenomenon; only in this way can one explain why centum phe-
nomena are rare or nonexistent in the satom area. However, the existence
of doublets makes the theory less convincing, and gives it the nuance of
an ad hoc explanation; here these are considered to be the result of a series
of doublets in which the conservative element k, having undergone velar-
ization, did not pass to §/s.

Cekman (1974) has also tried to show, on the basis of areal linguis-
tics, why in Baltic and Slavic one sometimes finds k, g (< *k, *¢) in place
of the satom results s, z, and §, Z. He reasons in the following manner: if in
the phase preceding the split of the proto-language the palatal consonants
developed in the periphery of the IE area, where the future Baltic and Slavic
dialects were established, then it is impossible to exclude the existence of
a Proto-Balto-Slavic centum dialect, which subsequently dissolved among
other Balto-Slavic dialects as the result of unknown ethnogenic processes;
the result of the blending is the existence of doublets of corresponding terms
(e.g. IE *gent- would generate gentis as well as *Zentas, which would have the
same meaning ‘race, relatives’; only later did the modern semantic difference
appear, where Lith. gentis means ‘race, relatives’ and Lith. Zentas ‘brother-in-
law, son-in-law’). Another result of the reciprocal interaction between these
doublet forms was the creation of an onomatopoetic and expressive model
of word formation based on the alternation velar vs. sibilant.'*"

Andersen (2003) argues that the centum/satom doublets (and other
discrepant correspondences between Salvic and Baltic) can be interpreted
as intrusions from an earlier pre-satam IE substratum.

2.1.2.3. Reflexes after i, u, r, k. The IE shift *s > Baltic *$ after i, u, r, k, which
also takes place in Slavic and Indo-Iranian, is well known (so-called ruki
Law); as a result of detailed analysis, Stang (VGBS, p. 94-100) concludes
that to search for the explanation of this phenomenon solely on a pho-
netic level would be flawed, in that the problem is rather of a dialectal and
geographical order, since Baltic is found on the periphery of the IE area
120 Another explanation of the division centum/satem, alternate to the traditional one, is offered in Shields

(1981), who, relying on research in the area of fast speech phonology, connects its origin to sociolinguistic

and dialectal rule changes of fast speech and lento style. Useful discussion on the topic is found in Morani
(1994-1995).
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where the shift of *s after i, u, r, k took place."”! Karalitinas (1966) however
observes that in reality Baltic presents a double reflex, specifically:

a) IE *s after r, k > Baltic *§
Lith. virsus ‘top” ~ OCS vrvchw id., Latin verrtica (< *verstica) ‘steep
place, height; wart’;
Lith. $éstas ‘sixth’ ~ OCS Sestw id. (< *seks-to-), if it is not a result of
assimilation.

b) IE *s after i, u > Baltic *s (and *$ in isolated forms)
Lith. paisyti, Latv. paisit ‘to pound flax’ ~ ORuss. mbpxaru ‘to press,
push’, Olnd. pistd- ‘ground’, Avestan pisant- ‘crushed’;
Lith. ausis, Latv. auss, OPr. ausins ‘ear’ ~ OCS ucho, Latin auris;
Lith. jisé ‘fish soup’, OPr. iuse ‘type of soup’ ~ Bulg. roxa ‘soup’, Latin
itis ‘boullion, sauce’, Olnd. yiis-; etc.

According to Karalitinas’s thorough analysis, IE *s after i, u has changed
in Lithuanian into § in words isolated regarding their derivation (e.g. Lith.
maisas, Latv. maiss ‘sack’, OPr. moasis ‘bellows’ ~ OCS méchv ‘sack, ani-
mal skin’, Olnd. mesd- ‘ram’, Avestan maéSa- ‘ewe’); when the phonetical
change of *s affected the morphological or derivative characteristics of a
word, *s after i, u remained unchanged. In Lithuanian this result was linked
with that of IE *k.

From this it follows that the transition of IE *s > *§ after i, u, r, k was
a common Baltic, Slavic and Indo-Iranian phenomenon.'** In several inter-
esting other works there have been attempts to define more precisely the
boundaries, on the one hand, of contact between Baltic with Slavic and, on
the other hand, between Balto-Slavic and Indo-Iranian.'??

2.1.2.4. Other developments. At least two of the principal common Baltic
changes arising in consonant sequences should be illustrated.

a) The Baltic cluster *tl, *dl > Lith.-Latv. kl, gl, e.g. Lith. zénklas ‘sign’,
gurklys ‘throat’, églé, Latv. egle ‘fir tree’; the situation is different, how-
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Mann (1970, p. 436) tries in certain cases to operate with an “IE glottalized *s
122 Karalitinas (1966), with whom Hamp (1967) agrees.

123 Andersen (1970, 1986) has analyzed the various positional variants of I[E *s in Slavic and Baltic in connec-
tion with the phonological, morphonological and semantic factors which determined its subsequent dev-
elopment in the two groups of languages. Edel’'man (1994) puts forward a useful comparison between the
specific Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic situations, clarifying their peculiarities and offering a discussion of

the relative chronology of the change of IE *s > *$ in these linguistic areas.
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ever, in Old Prussian, probably a reflection of dialectal differences,
e.g. OPr. addle ‘fir tree’, ebsentliuns < *-zentl- ‘marked’, gurcle ‘(bird’s)
5124

crop’, cf. Pol. gardfo ‘throat’.

b) Several typical sequences are simplified, especially, but not exclusively
in verbal forms: *t, *d + *s > Lith.-Latv. s, e.g. Lith. vesiu < *ved-
siu ‘T will lead” compared with vedit ‘I lead’, Lith. giesmé < *gied-sme
‘hymn, song’ compared with giedoti ‘to sing’; *§ + *s > Lith.-Latv. §,
e.g. Lith. nesiu < *nes-siu ‘I will carry’ compared with nesu ‘I carry’;
*t, *d + *m > Lith.-Latv. m, e.g. OLith. asmas < *ast-mas ‘eighth’,
OLith. émi < *ed-mi ‘I eat’, OLith. duomi < *duod-mi, Latv. domu
‘I give’.

o Besides this a rather typical phenomenon is the tendency to insert a
velar consonant (k/g) before a sibilant, e.g. OPr. swaigstan ‘appear-
ance’, Lith. ZvaigZdé, Latv. zvaigzne ‘star’ < *Zvai- (cf. Lith. Zvainas
‘from clear eyes’); also linked to this the metathesis *ks > sk, e.g.
Lith. skaudus ‘painful’ compared with OCS chudv ‘evil’, Olnd.
ksudra- id.'*°

d) Another characteristic epenthesis is that of a dental ¢ in the com-
bination sr which spread into OPr. and Latv., but only into a few
Lithuanian dialects, e.g. OPr. (hydronym) Strewe, Latv. straujs ‘swift’
(cf. OCS struja ‘stream’) compared with Lith. srauja id.

2.1.2.5. Issue of laryngeals. In this context it is appropriate to give at least a
brief account of the admission of laryngeals into the explanation of the
prehistory of the Baltic sound system. This happened in a somehow accel-
erated way, judging from the fact that most studies on this subject appeared
in the last decade. As a matter of fact, after a brief article by Schmalstieg
(1956), an isolated mention in Schmalstieg (1960), and the contribution
(from a Balto-Slavic point of view) of Watkins (1965), this subject has been
investigated in depth in particular by Smoczynski (2002, 2003ab, 2006).
Smoczynski (2006) is a systematic presentation valid (mostly, but not only)
for Lithuanian, in which an ample amount of material is examined and
discussed according to the currently standard doctrine (Mayrhofer 1986)
for illustrating the behavior of the laryngeals not only in the fundamental
positions, but also in many other environments; several case-studies are

124 A similar merging may also be observed in Slavic, cf. Dubaseva (2004).
123 SBS I, p. 58; Smoczynski (1990c¢; 1994b).
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investigated where the reflexes of the laryngeals are divergent within the IE

language family. In the following the generally accepted main framework

for laryngeals in the fundamental positions in the word is integrated with

the results obtained for Lithuanian (Baltic).

a)

b)

<)

d)

Word-initial laryngeals before vowels produce different vocalic tim-
bres:

*he > /e/ (Lith. e), *h,e > /a/ (Lith. a), *h e > /o/ (Lith. a).
Admitting that apophony existed before the effects of laryngeals, one
should also have the following reflexes:

*/ho/ > /o/ (Lith. a), */h,0o/ > ?/a/ or /o/ (Lith. a), */h,0/ > /o/

(Lith. a).

In the position after vowel (e/0), laryngeals produce compensatory
lengthening and may change the vocalic timbre:

*eh, > /&/ (cf. Lith. déti ‘to put’) *oh, > /6/ (Lith. uo)

*eh, > /a/ (cf. Lith. stéti ‘to stand’) *oh, > ?/a/ (in Baltic */o/, cf.

Lith. uo)

*eh, > /6/ (cf. Lith. duoti ‘to give’) *oh, > /6/ (Lith. uo).
Also in the position after i and u laryngeals produce compensatory
lengthening:

*/ih C/ > /1/ */uh C/ > /u/

*/ih,C/ > /1/ */uh,C/ > /a/ */ihC/ > /1/

*/ih,C/ > /1/ */uh,C/ > /G/ */uhC/ > /a/.

In the position after resonants (RH), laryngeals generally produce
those effects of vocalization related to long resonants. In Lithuanian
their disappearance produces a compensatory lengthening in the diph-
thong type eR (> €R), and it is this lengthening which is reflected by the
acute intonation in this type of diphthongs (e.g. Lith. gerti ‘to drink’,
Latv. dzert id. < IE *g*erh ~; Lith. kdlnas ‘mountain’, Latv. kalns id.
< IE *kolH-no-).

In the position between consonants (CHC), according to the effects
traditionally related to the schwa, there is supposed a vocalization of
the laryngeal or its loss; in Lithuanian it disappears (e.g. Lith. dukté,
dukterj ‘daughter’ < *d"ugHter-). In the position after a consonant
(CH), laryngeals tend to be lost (and/or they produce an aspiration in
a preceding surd occlusive).
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After this (schematic) presentation one should also add that the laryngeal
theory (or theories?) is not unanimously recognized in the field of Baltic
comparative studies, and sometimes not only in this field."*® The reactions
may range from skepticism and categorical refusal'” to ardently favorable
acceptance'” as part of the “new look” of the IE phonemic (and morpho-
logical) system;'* beyond that, forms of prudent acceptance of a limited
number (cf. Di Giovine 2006) of the reconstructed laryngeals based more
on empiric than on aprioristic (algebraic) considerations are possibly wel-
come.'?’

In this general context, the above mentioned contributions of
Smoczynski are a useful and adequate starting point for those scholars who
are also interested in this approach for the Baltic languages (even despite
the criticisms of Fecht 2006, and Villanueva Svensson 2008).

2.1.3. Prosodic features

The Baltic languages of today (Lithuanian and Latvian) and their dialects
exhibit a distinction between word accent (or simply stress, Lith. kiftis,
Latv. uzsvars) and tone (Lith. priegaidé, Latv. intonacija);®! metatony is the
change of tone in forms having the same root, which can occur under fixed
conditions (e.g. Lith. verb root vargti ‘to suffer’ ~ derivative verb vdrginti ‘to
tire’; Lith. adj. dukstas ‘tall’ ~ noun aiikstis ‘height’ ~ noun aiikstas ‘story,
floor’, etc.)."”* Regarding the reconstruction of the Proto-Baltic accentual
and tonal situation, substantial difficulties are created in the first place
by the fact that there are few remaining ancient linguistic texts which can
provide a basis for this research.’”’
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For a history of the question and further bibliography, cf. the synthesis by Polomé (1965), and Szemerényi

(1973).

127 Cf. Bonfante (1957, p. 27: “the last regurgitation of Neogrammarians”); Manczak (1995).

So, with different degrees of acceptance: Lindeman, Adrados, Leiden School, et al.

129 It is also interesting to note that for another emerging “new look” of IE antiquity in the perspective of

Continuity Theory [see 1.5.3.], laryngeals are unnecessary and lacking in importance.

130 Cf. Szemerényi (1967, p. 95: “no reason for assuming more than one laryngeal, namely the glottal spirant

h”); similarly Burrow (1973, p. 85-89); see also Gusmani (1979, 1991).

131 For an areal treatment of this question, cf. Jakobson (1938), Laur (1983).

132 Especially on Baltic metatony, cf. Hjelmslev (1932, p. 1-99); van Wijk (1935); Derksen (1996); Stundzia
(1997a); Larsson (2004); Hyllested, Gliwa (2009).

133 The few ancient Lithuanian accented texts are: Catechism (1595) and Postil (1599) of Dauksa (cf. SkardZius

1935b; Young 1998, 2000); Anonymous Catechism of 1605, cf. Zinkevi¢ius (1975a); the poems of

Donelaitis, cf. Buch (1961a); Janaek (2009 [although written in 1928]) with presentations by Seferis (2009)

and Stundzia (2009a); Catechism of Lysius (Dini 1990a). On attempts to codify the acccent in Lithuania

Minor (17th-19th centuries), cf. Vidzianas (1996). On J. Jablonskis’s accentology, cf. Vidziunas (1997).

On the influence of Greek and Latin accentuation on Lithuanian accent notation, cf. Strockis (2004).

125



2.1.3.1. Accent. In Latvian the accent is fixed on the first syllable, since as long
ago as the period of the first attestations, with few exceptions; the cause
can be seen, according to Endzelins (1970), in an independent innovation,
probably brought about by Finnic influence (in particular Livonian).”** In
Lithuanian, on the contrary, right up until the present day, the accent is
free and can fall on any syllable within the word according to determined
patterns (accent classes, kirciuotés). It is thought that the present situation in
Latvian is secondary; the so-called broken tone [seeinfral is in fact an archaic
feature of Latvian which probably indicates the existence of a free accent in
a more ancient phase for this language as well. However, the data from Old
Prussian creates a rather complicated situation. Traditionally the horizontal
line placed above vowels (which the translator Abel Will often used in the
third catechism [see6.3.1.3]) is interpreted as an indication of long accented
vowels and, therefore, denotes a free accent similar to the situation in Lith-
uanian (e.g. OPr. mati, Lith. métina ‘mother’), but the opinion of scholars
is not unanimous, and the meaning of this mark is not always definitive.

According to the prevalent theory the Proto-Baltic phase had a free
accent. But it remains unclear how it shifted in the paradigm, and there are
various theoretical reconstructions. According to the classic reconstruction
of Buga (1924b), for bisyllabic words there were two accentual types of IE
origin: barytone (fixed accent on the root, e.g. Lith. vyras, vyro, vyrui, etc.
‘man’) and oxytone (fixed accent on the ending, e.g. Lith. javai, javi, javams,
etc. ‘corn’), both preserved in the Proto-Baltic (and Proto-Lithuanian)
period, and subsequently the present accentual classes of Lithuanian cited
above developed from them. Other scholars later modified this picture, ad-
vancing in place of the opposition between the stressed barytone vs. oxy-
tone paradigm of Buga, another paradigm: fixed (barytone) vs. mobile.'”
The question is obviously open and the opinions of scholars are divided.
At the same time the correlation with the stress system of Slavic, which is
quite similar, as well as of Greek and Old Indian, raises considerable discus-
sion. For Kurylowicz (1958) the Balto-Slavic accentuation is a recent phe-
nomenon, without any direct connection to Greco-Indian, which alone is
an IE legacy. In opposition to this, I1lic-Svity¢ (1963) considers both stress
systems to be inherited, each having both archaic and innovative features
compared to the situation attributed to IE. The shift of stress (in the Proto-
1 Cf. also Rudzite (1993a, p. 91-96).

135 Kurylowicz (1958); Illi¢-Svity¢ (1963); Kazlauskas (1968, p. 5-95). On the relationship between the
Lithuanian nominal accent and other IE languages, cf. Darden (1992).
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Baltic and East Baltic period) led to the creation of the tones [seeinfraias a new
prosodic category, not inherited from the IE period (Kortlandt 1977).

2.1.3.2. Accentuation laws. Baltic (and Balto-Slavic) has become an increas-
ingly important field of investigation during the past decades. It is also
appropriate to briefly discuss here the classical accentuation laws which are
at the origins of the prosodic system of the Baltic languages.** The accen-
tual innovations within the East Baltic area are named for the scholars who
established them: the Lex Leskien, the Lex Saussure and the Lex Nieminen.

2.1.3.2.1. Lex Leskien. August Leskien (1881) formulated a phonetic rule for
Lithuanian regarding the vocalism in final position according to which
the tones are connected with the shortening of vowels and diphthongs.
More precisely, original long vowels were shortened in acute endings and
uo, ie became u, i. However, in those positions where the original sounds
remained somehow protected, the acute vowels did not shorten. Thus, one
can compare: adj. nom. sing. maZa < *maza ‘little’, but def. adj. nom. sing.

* maza + *ji ‘the little one’; adj. instr. sing. mazu < *mazio,

mazoji <
but def. adj. mazioju < *maziio + *jiio; vb. present lst pers. sing. tikiu <
*tikitio ‘1 believe’, but reflexive tikitiosi < *tikitio + si; 1st pers. plur. tikime <
*Itikimé, but reflexive tikimés < *'tikimé + si.

The Lex Leskien was later modified by observing that it functions
only in words having at least two syllables. In monosyllabic words the acute
intonation changed into circumflex, whilst long vowels and diphthongs did
not shorten, e.g.: demonstr. pron. masc. nom. plur. tié < *tie, but tieji < *tie
+ jie; vb. present 3rd pers. dés < *dés ‘he ~ she will put’, but Ist pers. sing.
désiu < *désiuo. Nevertheless, analogical changes have altered the picture,
e.g.: demonstr. pron. nom. sing. fem. ta < *ta ‘this’, analogically with gera
(< *gerd) ‘good’, or demonstr. pron. nom. sing. fem. §i < *3 ‘this’, analogi-
cally with grazi (< *grazi) ‘beautiful’.!¥’

2.1.3.2.2.Lex Saussure-Fortunatov. Two scholars, Ferdinand de Saussure (1896;
although first formulated in 1894) and Filip Fortunatov (1897), showed in-
dependently that for a certain time the accent shifted from an originally
short and circumflexed syllable to the adjacent syllable if it was acute. This

136 On the laws of Baltic accentuation, cf. Kortlandt (1977); Collinge (1985, p. 271-277); Derksen (1991).
137 Petit (2002b) tries to explain the phenomena traditionally ascribed to the Lex Leskien differently, linking
the shortening (of vowels and diphthongs in final position) with acute vowels, and the metatony to stems

with acute diphthongs.
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fact explains Lith. nom. sing. **'raikd = *ran'kd > ranka ‘hand; arm’,
and other affected cases such as instr. sing. ranka, acc. plur. rankas. The
word is an old barytone (i.e. accent on the root, *'rasik- with circumflex).
Today’s terminations -a(s) < *-d(s) result after abbreviation of long acute
vowels in final position according to Lex Leskien (for the original acute of
the termination cf. gerdji < *gera + *ji, ecc). These changes determined the
actual four accentual paradigms of Lithuanian noun. By means of internal
reconstruction the actual accentual system of Lithuanian can be derived
from two original accentual paradigms, and this does explain, although
only partially, the formation of the mobile accent. It means that before the
action of the Lex Saussure there were only a barytone and a mobile accen-
tual paradigm.

The effects of the Lex Saussure are also found in the accentuation
of verbs. The stress shifts to the ending in the 1st and 2nd pers. sing. if in
the 3rd pers. the stress is on the syllable preceding the ending and if this
syllable is circumflex or short. A couple of examples present 1st pers. sing.
*néstio = ne'

*Ikeftiio ™ ker'tit ‘1 cut’, but reflexive kerttiosi; su ‘I carry’, but

reflexive nestiosi; 2nd pers. sing. *'keftie = ker'ti ‘you cut’, but reflexive
*Inésie = ne'

kertiest; $1 ‘you carry’, but reflexive nesiesi; whilst the 3rd pers.

are: 'kefta ‘he cuts’ with circumflex, and 'nésa ‘he carries’ < *nés-, cf. Inf.

nesti ‘to carry’ with secondary long e."*®

In contrast, the paradigm of dirbti
‘to work” always maintains the accent on the root, lst pers. sing. 'dirbu
‘I work’, 2nd pers. sing. 'dirbi ‘you work’, 'dirba ‘he works'.

Basing his work on the corresponding cases such as Russ. nom. sing.
pykd ~ acc. sing. pyky ‘hand; arm’, and the above mentioned Lith. nom.
sing. ranka ~ acc. sing. rankq, Fortunatov thought that this law already
functioned at a Balto-Slavic epoch. In fact, for today’s scholars it remains
uncertain if this law goes back to the Proto-Baltic period or whether it should
more probably only be attributed to Lithuanian after the East Baltic period.
In Latvian, given the leveling of the accent, it is not recognizable, and the
Prussian corpus is too limited and dubious to provide reliable evidence.

Saussure clearly recognized the connection between prosodic features
and the morpheme of the word, and distinguished two types of movement
in the Lithuanian accent system: a new (phonological) and an old (gram-
matical). The debate on this topic is still alive. Bonfante (1931) attempts
to modify the Lex Saussure. Darden (1984) has reversed the terms for the

13 Other examples of alternation taking place in the middle of the word are: Lith. laiko ‘he holds’ and laikyti
‘to hold’, but méko ‘he teaches’ and mdkyti ‘to teach’.
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problem and considers that the alternation of Lithuanian stress derives not
from the attraction of the acute, but through the transfer from the circum-
flex and from the short syllables. Young (1994b) notices that, in certain
circumstances, the generalization of the accent in one syllable limits the
effect of the law through the entire paradigm. Lanza (2004, 2006) argues
that there are some cases in some stems in which the Lex Saussure seems to
be bypassed, and that it happens when the acute syllable causing the shift
is not the final one in the word.

Saussure’s ideas were subsequently developed by Hjelmslev and
Kurylowicz, among others through researches in which they advanced
the concept of morphological accentology. Besides some sporadic works
(firstly cf. Girdenis in Ambrazas V. 1985a; 1994b, p. 49-53; 1997, p. 77-
83) this idea of classifying morphemes by accentual characteristics (given
that Lithuanian accent is closely connected with the morphemes and their
accentual properties) has been studied in depth and applied to Lithuanian
by Stundzia (1995a).

2.1.3.2.3. Lex Nieminen. According to Nieminen (1922) in Lithuanian the
accent shifted from the final -a(s) to the preceeding syllable if it was long
or contained a diphthong (e.g. nom. sing. minkstas ‘soft’, acc. sing. minkstq
compared to the pronominalized forms minkstasis, minkstgjj, which pre-
serve the accentuation of the previous phase)."*’

2.1.3.3. Tones. Tone is a characteristic of the syllable and not of the individual
sound; it is connected with the accentual paradigms and with the quantity
of the syllables. The contemporary Baltic languages show different pat-
terns.

Lithuanian has two intonations, acute or descending (Lith. tvirtapradé
or staiginé; Germ. Stosston) and circumflex or ascending (Lith. tvirtagalé or
testiné; Germ. Dehnton).

Latvian has three intonations instead, continual or slightly ascending
(Latv. stiepta), descending (kritosa) and broken (lauzta). This latter is char-
acterized by an initial rise of tone followed by a momentary pause and then
a subsequent leveling with the previous pitch or a fall.

139 Cf. Stang (VGBS, p. 171). In the presence of an internal accented -ii- the accent shifted to the preceding
syllable in Lithuanian and perhaps also in Latvian. This is probably one of the reasons for the shift from an
acute intonation to a circumflex (metatony). This point is, however, confuted in Mikuléniené (2005) who
offers a detailed study of the Lith. nominal circumflex metatony (e.g. adj. $dltas ‘cold’ — noun $altis id.) and
its origin. Cf. also Stundzia (1981b).
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The graphical systems of the two languages use various diacritical
signs to indicate each intonation, e.g.:

Lithuanian
acute intonation, e.g.: mélis ‘clay’, tiodas ‘mosquito’, dugti ‘to grow’
circumflex: Zodis ‘word’, judkas ‘laughter’, atilas ‘toe (of a shoe)’.

Latvian
continuous intonation, e.g.: bralis ‘brother’, kléts ‘granary’
falling: mele ‘tongue’, lugt ‘to pray’
broken: kdpt ‘to ascend’, ést ‘to eat’.

The relations between forms having the same root in Lithuanian and Lat-
vian are stated by the so-called Lex Endzelins:'*" a) the Lithuanian circum-
flex corresponds to the Latvian falling intonation (e.g. Lith. dratigas ~ Latv.
draugs ‘friend’); b) the Lithuanian acute in immobile paradigms corresponds
to the Latvian continuous intonation (barytone, e.g. Lith. brélis ‘brother’ ~
Latv. bralis,); ¢) the Lithuanian acute in mobile paradigms corresponds to the
Latvian broken intonation (e.g. Lith. ddrbas ‘work’, cf. nom. plur. darbai ~
Latv. nom. sing. darbs). A statistical study undertaken by Stundzia (1985)
demonstrates that this law works best in the first case in those forms which
show a circumflex intonation in Lithuanian and a falling intonation in Lat-
vian, or when the Latvian data do not show which should be the original
stress (barytone or oxytone); in the other two cases, on the contrary, the situ-
ation is much more complicated and at times contradicts the expected result.

The scant data from Old Prussian can furnish only uncertain indi-
cations for the reconstruction of the Proto-Baltic tone system. Thus, the
endo-Baltic comparison provides the following results:

a) the present situation between Lithuanian and Latvian appears as a
mirror image: the falling tone in Latvian corresponds to the rising
tone in Lithuanian;

b) the Old Prussian data (and data from other IE languages), on the con-
trary, indicate that the binary system is older and, therefore, should
be attributed to Proto-Baltic: it anticipates the acute (rising) tone and
the circumflex (falling);

o in regard to this system both Latvian and Lithuanian experienced
different innovations; in Lithuanian the original situation is precisely

140 Endzelins (1899, 1922a); for a synthesis, cf. Rudzite (1993a, p. 101-103).
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reversed; in Latvian, according to Endzelins (1948, p. 26-27), the con-
tinuous and broken tones developed from the acute (rising) as a result
of the displacement of the accent (accompanied by metathony).""!

2.1.3.4. On the origin of tones. Whether in antiquity unstressed syllables had
tone remains an open question; in this regard many scholars consider the
mutual independence of tone and accent probable, so that each long syllable
of a morpheme was independent from the position of the stress carried a
tone, and only subsequently the opposition between acute and circumflex
weakened in unstressed syllables to the point being neutralised. Opinions
regarding the original of intonations vary in type and complexity.'** In the
following I will expose two different points of view.
The traditional opinion can be synthesized in a few statements:
a) in final position the circumflex is sometimes inherited (in the sense that
it coincides with the situation in Old Greek, while there is no certainty that
common IE possessed tones), while in other cases it arises through contrac-
tion of the vowels; b) in non-final position the long vowels and diphthongs
have the acute, the other diphthongs the circumflex; the combination
vowel-resonant-reduced vowel results in an acute diphthong (Stang VGBS,
p. 125-130). Other scholars have different views. Thus Kurylowicz (1958),
developing an earlier idea of Saussure, considers that tones are a Balto-
Slavic innovation: at first all the long vowels and the diphthongs (short
and long) had circumflex tone (falling); the circumflex vs. acute opposition
arose later in the Balto-Slavic period as a result of the shift of the accent
from an internal syllable to the initial syllable. This brought about the rise
of the acute tone (rising) of etymological long vowels and diphthongs.'
141 According to Kortlandt (1977), and affirmed by Young (1994a), the broken tone does not depend on the
retraction of stress, but directly continues a laryngeal in (an earlier) unstressed syllable. Young (2009)
studies the behavior of tones in Latvian borrowings from Old Russian.

For an overall picture Schmalstieg (1968a) is useful.
The Polish scholar (cf. Kurylowicz 1977, p. 157-163) has certain assumptions, which in fact are opposi-

142

143
te to the rules of Saussure [see 4.1.2.2.]; in particular he considers highly improbable any difference of
tone in unstressed syllables, which, on the contrary, the Geneva scholar proposed in the formation of the
rule which carries his name and which Stang (VGBS, p. 131-144), supports, along with other numerous
objections to the theories of Kurytowicz. What is more, according to Kurytowicz, this phenomenon is best
observed in the direct cases of ancient tripartite consonantal stems consisting of stem + suffix + ending:
i) one observes the shift of stress, cf. Lith. nom. sing. dukté (< *dik-ter [< *dhugh-]) ‘daughter’ with the
acc. sing. dukterj (< *(ditk-ter-in), OGr. Quyatépa, Olnd. duhitdram id.; ii) One observes the shift of stress
and the tone on the first syllable (which, if it was long, received acute tone), cf. Lith. nom. sing. maété
(< *ma-ter) ‘woman; mother’ with the acc. sing. méterj (< *ma-tér-in), OCS madters id., cf. OGr. untépa,
OlInd. matdram. One should note, however, the difference in treatment in the weak cases: OLith. gen. sing.
dukteres, instr. plur. dukterimis, along with méters, moterimis. Opposed to Kurytowicz, Stang proposes that
the three types dukté ~ dikterj ~ dukterés denote a typical mobile stress alternation inherited from IE which
‘skips’ the internal syllables.
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The prosodic system reconstructed by Kurylowicz for the Balto-Slavic
phase can be summarized thus: the tonal opposition relates only to the
initial long syllables; internal long syllables maintain the stress and are
pronounced with acute (secondary) tone; the final syllables do not have
intonation (but if they are long they have the circumflex).!**

2.1.4. Regarding relative chronology

Relative chronology is a little-studied, complex and difficult subject, but it
is still of definite interest. The question is virtually ignored by Stang, with
the exception of a few desultory remarks. It is a merit of Kazlauskas (1972a)
to have brought attention to relative chronology, and to have studied it
closely in several cases.

Before the passage of syllabic resonants to diphthongs in those IE
dialects which then developed into the Baltic languages, there probably
still existed the so-called IE palatovelars *k and *g, which in turn changed
into s and z in Latvian and Prussian, and into §, Z in Lithuanian. Now it
is probable that this latter phenomenon (the change of the palatovelars to
sibilants) can be ascribed not to Proto-Baltic antiquity, but more to the
period in which the differences between the Baltic dialects began to appear.
Evidence of this comes from the velar vs. palatal fluctuation in apparently
cognate words (e.g. Latv. suns ‘dog’; kuna ‘bitch’, compared with Lith. Sué
‘dog’ ~ kalé ‘bitch’).

It is also possible to establish the relative chronology of the nasal-
ized vowels by comparing them with the process of formation of the soft
(palatalized) consonants. There seems to be no doubt that they appeared
after the consonantal combinations with *i changed into palatal conso-
nants; evidence of this is, e.g. Lith. Zinia [5'in’a] and Latv. zina ['z’inal
‘news’. In fact, if the nasalized vowels had appeared before the change *ni
> [n’], then one would have a form such as *Zjia; therefore, the process of
formation of the palatal consonants must have been very ancient, occur-
ring before the formation of the nasalized vowels.

An investigation which in this context deserves serious considera-
tion has been carried out by Matasovi¢ (2005) who singles out and ex-

14 Asa corollary it is worth noting that for Kurylowicz (1935) the systems of Balto-Slavic and of Greek derive
from parallel, but independent, developments, which arose from the initial IE phase when tones did not
exist; comparison between the two systems would therefore not be very useful. The same conclusions are
shared by Petit (2004b).
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poses chronologically 11 points corresponding to as many sound changes:
depalatalization, satemization, ruki law, Lex Hirt, developments of syllabic

*d,

resonants, Lex Lidén, loss of word-final d, Lex Winter [see3..3.2], *0 >
deaspiration of the aspirated stops, loss of laryngeals. This is surely a valid
starting point for developing a relative chronology of the earliest Baltic

(and Slavic) phonetic changes.

2.2. MORPHOLOGICAL FEATURES

In the reconstruction of Proto-Baltic morphology it is commonly accepted
that the noun shows the greatest antiquity. The verb, on the other hand,
is generally considered more of an innovation, compared to the situation
attributed to common IE.

2.2.1. The nominal system

In light of important achievements in Baltic linguistics (Kazlauskas,
Maziulis), the principal characteristics of the nominal system are deter-
mined primarily on the basis of internal reconstruction and, wherever
useful and necessary, from comparison with the other IE languages.'*

2.2.1.1. Number. A tripartite system is reconstructed for Proto-Baltic: singu-
lar, plural and dual. The dual is still attested in Lithuanian dialects but is
absent in Latvian. A binary system is traditionally reconstructed for OPr.
without a dual form [see6.3.2.and 7.4.2.1], although not everyone agrees with
such a conclusion.'*® The question of the existence of pluralia tantum (plu-
ralic nouns) in Old Prussian as well (so abundant in East Baltic) has been
particularly investigated in Mathiassen (1998) who concludes that these
nominal formations did exist in West Baltic, but probably in a smaller
number than in Lithuanian and Latvian.

2.2.1.2. Gender. From the IE system (perhaps based on the animate vs.
inanimate opposition) a tripartite division — masculine, feminine and
neuter — was formed in Proto-Baltic as in various other IE languages.

145

Cf. particularly Maziulis (1970); Kazlauskas (1968, p. 123-286); moreover, a comprehensive exposition of
the material in Endzelins (1922b, p. 291-406; 1948, p. 132-200); Stang (VGBS, p. 175-276); Zinkevic¢ius
(LKI1I, p. 176-253). Especially for Latvian, cf. Rosinas (2010).

146 Gargasaité (1964ab); Piccini (2008) with bibliography.
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Maziulis (1970, p. 77) considers that “it is easy to establish a three-gender
system as well for Balto-Slavic. Indeed, only Prussian among the Baltic
languages preserved neuter nouns, but it is not difficult to track the neuter
gender for East Baltic also.”™” With respect to the neuter, the two main Bal-
tic branches behave differently: in West Baltic (OPr.) one observes traces of
a neuter gender with two different endings: -a, -an see6.3.23; in East Baltic the
neuter substantives disappear (Arumaa 1970; Scholz 1985; Murata 1986),
except for traces of it which remain in ancient Baltisms of Finnic (e.g. Finn.

148) and

heind ‘hay’, cf. Lith. masc. noun siénas < Baltic neuter noun *Seina
in isolated adjectival forms and in demonstrative pronouns in Lithuanian;
no trace of the neuter is found in Latvian, however. On the basis of current
data there is clear doubt about the existence of the neuter gender in the
Baltic of the Dnepr. The neuter gender could only be hypothesized from
the study of Baltisms in the Finnic languages of the Volga. According to
Arumaa (1970, p. 27), at the source of the East Baltic system of two genders
(masculine, feminine) there were many changes relating to gender as a result
of word-formation processes, so that among one sector of the Balts the cat-
egory itself of neuter gradually weakened. The Baltic collective in *-a and its
development in the individual languages has been studied by Stundzia
(1981a, 1992ab); a specific development in Lith. by Kregzdys (2009a).

2.2.1.3. The bipartition of gender and stem. It is considered that the loss of the
neuter in East Baltic gave rise to the typical division into two nominal
stems (*-0/*-a) that is still found today in Lithuanian and Latvian."* Nev-
ertheless, a detailed comparative investigation in light of the IE context
of characteristic two-stem variants of East Baltic (e.g. Lith. bangas, banga
‘wave’ and Latv. bogs [buogs|, boga ‘crowd’, establishes the fact that i) the
division *-6/*-a (especially in abstract nouns) and the parallelism in gender
represent an archaic phenomenon of IE heritage, while the division *-(i)
0/*-(i)a is rare; ii) the reason for the formation of variants should be seen
not so much in the loss of the neuter, but rather in the competition of a
more ancient form *(-6) with a more recent type (*-a); iii) the diffusion of
the two types in *-(i)o and *-(i)a subsequently increased as a result of the

147 Above all concerning the fate of neuters with stems in *-¢ in Balto-Slavic, cf. Kortlandt (1994, p. 46-47)

with additional bibliographic references.

148 But here Ugro-Finnic specialists are skeptical about giving significance to Baltic borrowings in Finnic; cf.

such a viewpoint already in Kalima (1936), whose opinion is shared by Uotila (1982-1983) in a review of

Maziulis (1970).

149 Along with Nieminen (1922), cf. Illi¢-Svity¢ (1963 [= 1979, p. 40-42]); Endzelins (1948, p. 86), and
Zinkevicius (1966, p. 215).
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accompanying reinterpretation of ancient nomina collectiva as plurals and

of the loss of the neuter; iv) the diffusion of the stems in *-ii6/*-¢ was not
typical of the more ancient lexical stratum, but is productive in the lexicon

of Lithuanian and Latvian (Stundzia 1978, 1994).

2.2.1.4. Cases. The function of the word in a sentence is expressed by its case
ending. In the historic period a richer system is attested in Lithuanian and
Latvian, with seven cases (nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, instru-
mental, locative, vocative); more limited in Old Prussian with five cases
(nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, vocative)."”” According to Rosinas
(2009, p. 336), Proto-Baltic had a four-member declensional system (nomi-
native, genitive, dative and accusative) with the instrumental and locative
as later (so-called ‘non-paradigmatic’) cases.

In reconstructing the situation, several scholars dispute the tradi-
tional view according to which the more numerous system of cases cor-
responds to greater antiquity, and accept the view that the paradigmat-
ic cases (nom., acc., gen., dat.) are distinct from the ‘semi-paradigmatic’
(instr., loc.), which only entered the paradigm much later (Lehmann
1958; Toporov 1959; Maziulis 1970, p. 78-79)."! The idea that the IE case
system was created gradually and that the more developed case systems
(e.g. Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic) should be considered innovations has
been proposed and supported in Schmalstieg (1980 up to 2012).

2.2.1.5. Thematic paradigms. Below are provided several simplified diagrams
of the case endings of the principal stems, reconstructed on the basis of the
data provided by Old Prussian, Lithuanian and Latvian. This attempt at a
reconstruction is accompanied by brief integrative notes regarding several of
the more debated points in the investigation of Baltic historical grammar.'*

2.2.1.5.1.%-(i)6 Stems. Among the more productive are the ancient stems in *-¢:

Singular Plural Dual
nom. *—ds *—di nom., acc. ?%-a, *-o
gen. ?*-q, *-dsia, *-0/¢€s *-on

150" Concerning the postpositional locative cases [see 7.4.2 4.].

1 Moreover, according to Maziulis (1970) the process of formation of the IE case endings can be explained
as deriving from an ergative structure attributed to IE, traces of which were preserved [see infra| as well in
the Baltic system (cf. Marvan 1973).

152 Reference works: Endzelins (1948); Stang (VGBS); Kazlauskas (1968); Zinkevicius (LKIG I).
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Singular Plural Dual
dat. 7%-01, *-0 ?*-am(V)s, *-mon dat./instr. *-mo-
acc. *—dn ?*-0(n)s, ?*-us
instr. *-0 *-dis
loc. *-6i/6i (+ - en) *_¢i/6i-su, *-0s (+ - én)
voc. *-g

Table 6. Stems in *-0.

Traditionally the mom. sing. *-ds is to be compared with OGr. Adxog
‘wolf’, Olnd. vrka- id., and derived from IE *-0s (the endings in Latin
lupus, OCS vlvks, Goth. wulfs may be understood as a reduction of the
vowel, the same as Latv. vilks). According to Schmalstieg (2000a, p. 386;
2001c) the sigmatic nom. sing. was originally characteristic of the *-6 or
*-i6 stem nouns (in particular, the ending *-6s would have its origin in
an agentive form of an older consonant stem noun). In the gen. sing. it
seems impossible to exclude the dialectal difference between East Bal-
tic (*a, cf. Lith. diévo ‘of the god’, Latv. dieva id.) and West Baltic (OPr.
deiwas). This is indeed a vexata questio in Baltistics.'"”® The eastern Baltic
form corresponds well with the IE ablative (e.g. Lith. vilko, Latv. vilka, OCS
vlvka ‘of the wolf’, compared with the Olnd. ablative sing. vrk-at, Latin
lup-0 < *-od, cf. OLat. GNAIVOD). However, it is not clear how *-0-od
could pass to *-a in Baltic (as IE *-0 > East Baltic *-uo); Stang (VGBS,
p. 44) hypothetizes a “Kontraktionsprodukt”. Beyond that, the ending
*~a is unknown in West Baltic, where one encounters <-as> and <-esse>
(cf. OPr. deiw-as ‘of God’, giw-as ‘of the life’, taw-as ‘of father’, and the pro-
noun st-esse ‘of this’ with allomorphs). Regarding these endings, there is a
traditional propensity to accept the notion that they may be reconstructed
first as *-asia (< IE *-osio, cf. Olnd. vrkasya, OGr. AMxowo < *-o/es-io ‘of
the wolf’) or *-oso (cf. OEng. domees ‘of the opinion’), and second as *-esia
(< IE *-esio)."”* Maziulis, having rejected the “sanskritizing” tendency in
the interpretation of Baltic facts (too frequent in his view), observes, how-

159 Cf. Endzelins (1943 [= 1944, p. 84]); Kazlauskas (1968, p. 173-174); Maziulis (1966a; 1970, p. 95-
99; 2004); Schmidt (1977); a further development of these ideas in Palmaitis (1980). On the topic, cf.
Szemerényi (1957, p. 102) for the parallel with Hittite. For traditionally accepted parallels wit other IE lan-
guages, Stang (VGBS, p. 175), Szemerényi (1990, p. 194), Hamp (1994d), Cotticelli Kurras (1998).

194 Still another explanation (within the “new look” of IE morphology) has been proposed by Shields (2001);
he proposes that the deictic particle in *d was subject to grammaticalization as a genitive marker in the
(late-emerging) o-stem declension and subsequently contaminated with the functionally equivalent deictic
suffix *-(e/o)t.

136



ever, that the presence of -i- is impossible to assume on the basis of internal
reconstruction, and proposes to derive the first of these endings simply from
*-0s, and the second from *-ese. Summarizing Maziulis’s idea, one can say
that (also on the basis of the comparison with Hittite nom./gen. an-tu-uh-
Sa-as ‘man’ < *-o0s) he considers the alternating (nominal-pronominal) *-o/
es a more ancient element, to which the formants *-i(0)/e (cf. Slavic ¢-es-o,
OGr. toto (< *t-o0s-i0), Olnd. t-as-ya) were subsequently added. Concern-
ing the OPr. ending, however, a different opinion was expressed by various
scholars [see6.3.2.4.11. Also in the dat. sing. the IE change *-0i > East Baltic
*~uoi (> Lith. -ui) remains controversial, although it is traditionally recog-
nized (Stang, Zinkevicius) on the strength of IE etymological comparisons
(cf. OGr. Mxw ‘to the wolf’, Olnd. vrkaya id., archaic OLat. populoi ‘to the
people’). According to Maziulis (1970, p. 106-107), the analysis of the dif-
ferent endings of the dat. sing. attested in Lith. dialects (specifically -uo/-u,
besides the -u-i already cited) and the internal reconstruction force one
to hypothesize the existence of an ancient pure lengthened *-6 (chang-
ing into -uo in various Lith. dialects) whose reflexes are to be observed in
OPr. siru ‘to the heart’ and moreover in Goth. wulfa ‘to the wolf’. In this
context Lith. -ui would be a remodeling on the analogy with nouns in
-u, which then got its -i from other stems. The acc. sing. endings can be
traced back to a common form: OPr. -an, Lith. -g < *-an, Latv. -u < *-uo <
*~an, cf. Olnd. dsvam ‘horse’, OGr. Akov ‘wolf’, Latin lupum (< *-om) id.,
OCS duchv ‘spirit’. The instr. sing. Lith. and Latv. -u is to be compared
with the def. masc. adj. form mazuo-ju ‘with the small one’, cf. Olnd. dsva
‘with the horse’. The loc. sing. is maintained in the form (now fossilized
as an adverb) Lith. namié ‘at home’ (or in dial. orié¢ ‘in the air’), whose -ie <
*-e-i, cf. OGr. olxou (dial. otxet) id. For the postpositional locative cases Isee
74.24]. The voc. sing. is a pure stem; the ending -e is attested in OPr. deiwe
‘oh god!’, Lith. diéve id., cf. Latin lupe ‘oh wolf’. In Lith. one also observes
the presence of end-stressed nouns: diéve (cf. Olnd. déva) and dieve.

The nom. plur. ending -ai < *-6i (characteristic of OGr., Latin,
Slavic, Celtic as well, and therefore not a Baltic innovation) is unclear.
This form is considered secondary and of pronominal origin (cf. Lith. tié <
*“tei/toi ‘those’), established along with the IE *-0s (cf. OlInd. vrkah, Goth.
wulfos ‘wolves’), perhaps to avoid homonymity with other endings. The
most obscure point is how the nom. case in -ai is linked to the complicated
fate of the Baltic diphthongs *ai, *ei. An alternative explanation is that the
Baltic ending -ai goes back to IE *-oi (e.g. OGr. AMixot, Latin lupt < *-oi).
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Another explanation, on the contrary, supposes that -ai is the result of the
pluralization of the nomina collectiva in *-a (e.g. *tei vilkai)."*> The Latv.
nom. plur. -i comes from the adjective declension (cf. Lith. geri). The nom.
plur. is used also with voc. plur. meaning. The gen. plur. is found in Lith.
-y < *-un < *-uon, and in Latv. -u < *-uo < *-uon (IE *-om); for OPr. -an,
cf. OCS -v (IE *-om). In the dat. plur. OLith. still shows the full ending
-amus [see7.4.2.5.11, cf. OCS duchomw ‘to the spirits’; OLatv. -iems (? < *-iem(u)
s). The agreement between the various endings attested in (O)Lith. and the
OPr. ending -mans was long considered problematic and for Endzelins was
nothing more or less than one of the greatest differences between West
Baltic and East Baltic; Maziulis has traced the different forms to (Balto-
Slavic) *-mo-n. The acc. plur. endings, at least in East Baltic, underwent
the following series of changes: Baltic *-o(n)s > East Baltic *-ilo(n)s > *-tios
> Lith. -us (cf. the def. masc. adj. ger-tios-ius, Olnd. dsvah ‘horses’). OPr.
deiwans ‘gods’ probably shows the original ending -ns, cf. AMixovg ‘wolves’,
Goth. dagans ‘days’. The instr. plur. Lith. -ais < *-ois/-ois, cf. Olnd.
vrkaih ‘with the wolves’, OGr. Mxoug, Latin lupis. In Latv. one finds spo-
radic dial. forms considered as adverbs in the standard language, cf. retumis
‘rarely’. The ancient loc. plur. form is preserved in OLith. and dial. forms
of numerals as keturiesu ‘in quarters’, penkiesu ‘in quintets’ (< *-éi-su),
cf. OInd. vfkesu ‘in the wolves’ (< *-oi-su), OCS vlvcéchs id.

In the dual forms Lith. nom. acc. (du) tévu ‘two fathers’ (< *-tio <
*-0), cf. OGr. 48elpd ‘two brothers’, Olnd. dsva(u) ‘two horses’; in Latv.
folk songs one meets divu darzu ‘two gardens’ and similar forms; one should
probably also consider OPr. [EV 89 Munt| Aufto ‘mouth; both lips’ (cf.
Avestan aosta id.) rsee 6.3.2.11. End-stressed Lith. dat. dievdm ‘to two gods’,
and instr. dievarn ‘with two gods’ differ in the tone (cf. OCS duchoma ‘to/
by two spirits’).

2.2.1.5.2. *-a Stems. The ancient stems in *-a are also among the most pro-

ductive:
Singular Plural Dual
nom. ] *-as nom., acc. ?*—ei/-ai
gen. *-as *-on
dat. *-ai *~am(V)s dat./instr. *-a-m-
acc. *_an ?*-ans, *-as

155 Cf. Stundzia (1992ab); Ambrazas S. (1992, p. 36-39). A different hypothesis is found in Kortlandt (1994).
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Singular Plural Dual
instr. *-an *-amis
loc. *-ai(+ - en) *-Gs (+ - én)
voc. *-a *-as

Stems in *-a.

The nom. sing. in -a represents the simple stem without an ending; ac-
cording to Lex Leskien [see21.3.2.11, Lith. -a (< *-a), cf. def. fem. adj. geré-ji
(< *gera-ji) ‘the good one’; for other comparisons cf. OPr. Ench. mensa
‘flesh’ (but [EV 154 Vleyfch] Menfo id., [EV 188 Wip] Genno ‘woman’),
Latv. roka (< *-a) ‘hand’; OCS rgka id., OGr. Oea ‘goddess’, Olnd. dsva
‘female horse’. The gen. sing. -os (< *-as), cf. OPr. gennas ‘of the woman’,
Latv. rokas ‘of the hand’, and further OLat. pater familias ‘father of the
family’, OGr. Oedg ‘of the goddess’, Olnd. devyah id., Goth. gibos (< *-as)
‘of the gift’. The dat. sing. *-ai is problematic because of its long diphthong
and therefore it is traditionally (LKIG I, p. 190) assumed that -a before tau-
tosyllabic -i shortened quite early, cf. Lith. rankai, OPr. tickray, OCS rocé,
OGr. 0gd, Latin equae, Goth. gibai. OLatv. and dial. have roki; the ending
in Latv. rok-ai has its origin in monosyllabic pronouns (cf. tai ‘that’). The
acc. sing. Lith. -¢, Latv. -u, OPr. -an (< *-afi from an older *-an), cf. OGr.
Oeav ‘goddess’, OlInd. dsvam ‘horse’, Latin equam. In Baltic the -a was prob-
ably shortened before tautosyllabic -n. The instr. sing. Lith. -a (< *-q),
cf. def. fem. adj. gerg-ja (< *-an < -an); in Latv. (ar) roku ‘with the hand’ -u
(< *-uo < *-an). It is thought that the endings acc./instr. sing. differed
from each other by tone in ancient times, thus acc. sing. *-an and instr.
sing. *-an (the latter ending, having lost the nasal *-g > *-q, finally mutated
into -a according to the Lex Leskien). The loc. sing. Lith. -oje (e.g. rarik-oje
‘in the hand’, Latv. rok-a id.) is traditionally explained (Kazlauskas 1968, p.
188) from *rank-ai by the addition of the postposition *-én (< *-én), cf. the
adessive mergaip ‘near the girl’, OCS rgcé ‘in the hand’, OGr. Ohvpzion ‘in
Olympia’, Latin Romae ‘in Rome’. Schmalstieg (2010, p. 46) proposes the
alternative explanation from nom. sing. *ranka + *jen without having to
assume the retention of the long diphthong -ai into a later period of Baltic;
consistently the adessive mergaip retains the original dat.-loc. form with the
postposition -p(i) added certainly later than any possible shortening of *-ai.
The voc. sing. is the pure stem with a short -a at the end.

The nom. plur. Lith. -os, Latv. -as (< *-as), OPr. has -os in EV and -as
in Ench.; there are further possible comparisons with OlInd. asvah ‘horses,
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Goth. gibos ‘gifts’. The gen. plur. Lith. -y, Latv. -u, OPr. -on (< *-un <
*~on/-om); for further comparisons cf. OGr. ywodv ‘of the lands’, Goth.
gibo ‘of the gifts’. The dat. plur. Lith. -oms, OLith. -omus (< *-amus); both
OLatv. -ams and Latv. -am show only one-syllable endings. OPr. -mans,
e.g. gennamans ‘to the women’, is problematic (Maziulis 2004, p. 42-43).
The acc. plur. Lith. -as, Latv. -as; OPr. -ans (< *-gs < *-dns), cf. def. fem.
adj. gergsias ‘the good ones’, and also OLith. geranses id., OPr. gennans
‘women’; for further comparisons cf. Olnd. dsvah ‘horses’, OGr. Cretan
Oeavg ‘goddesses’, Goth. gibos ‘gifts’. The traditional reconstruction of the
endings of the acc. sing. *-an, cf. OGr. Oeav, Latin rosam, Olnd. asvam),
and also acc. plur. *-as (< ?*-ans, cf. Cretan 0eavg) is a topic of discussion:
Maziulis, starting with the observation that the stems in *-a do not possess
a neuter paradigm, considers that the two endings of the accusative were
formed from the simple stem *-a 4 n in the sing. and from the simple stem
*-a + s in the plur. Put another way, in the termination of the acc. plur.
there is no nasal element which is found in the acc. plur. of other stems
lsee infra], because — still according to Maziulis — within it is hidden, if the
final -s is removed, the ending of the nom.-acc. plur. of the neuter (< *-a),
cf. OPr. perpett-as ‘[to speak] behind smb.’s back’, Olnd. senah ‘armies’,
Goth. gibos ‘gifts’. However, in this scenario the OPr. acc. plur. fem. (rank-)
ans ‘hands’, Lith. acc. plur. def. fem. adj. ger-gs-ias ‘the good ones’ and
East High Lith. dial. gerdsias id. (compared with Lith. acc. plur. rank-as
‘hands’, adj. fem. ger-as ‘good’ etc.) remain unexplained, which Maziulis’s
reasoning attributes to older formations. Departing from this contradiction,
Mathiassen proposes anew to trace back the Baltic forms to a single ending
*—ans (that is acc. plur. *gerans, *rankans), hypothesizing a process, partially
similar to that postulated for the acc. plur. of stems in *-0 [seeinfral, and in
contradistinction to the traditional thesis, arguing that the nasal element
was preserved in word medial position -gs-), but was lost in word final posi-
tion (-as).’*® The instr. plur. Lith. -omis (< *-a-mis), cf. OCS rokami ‘with
the hands’; Latv. -am probably is from an old dual form. The loc. plur.
Lith. -os-¢ (< *-as-én) is formed by addition of the post-position *-én [see
7.4.2.4;for oPr.6.3.3]; OLith. -osu (< *-a-su) mantains the ancient loc. ending,
cf. OCS rgkachv ‘in the hands’, Olnd. dsvasu ‘in the horses’; Latv. -as can
equally correspond to both Lith. endings.

The dual form endings are in Lith. nom. acc. -i (< *~ie < *-ei/-ai), cf.
def. adj. gerieji ‘the good ones’), also known sporadically in Latvian (e.g. abi

196 Cf. Mathiassen (1989), who develops Stang (VGBS, p. 200).
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kdji ‘both legs’). The Lith. dat. is -6m, and instr. -6m; the old texts some-
times still retain the unshortened forms.

2.2.1.5.3. *-&@ Stems. One of the principal innovations of Baltic declension is
doubtless the presence of a highly productive class of stems in -¢ (e.g. OPr.
bitte ‘bee’, Lith. bité id., Latv. bite id.; Lith. didé ‘large’ fem.), parallel to the
inflexion in -(i)a:

Singular Plural Dual
nom. *-ie *-ies nom., acc. *—jel
gen. *—ies *-ion
dat. *-jei *—jem(V)s dat./instr. *-jem-
acc. *-ien ?*-iens, *-ies
instr. *_jen *-jemis
loc. *—jej (+ -én) *_je-su (*-ies + -en)
voc. *—je *—ies

Stems in *-e.

It is possible to reduce the numerous hypotheses regarding the origin of
this inflexion to perhaps two or three. According to Kurylowicz (1966), it is
derived from an ancient feminine stem in *-(i)ia if one proceeds from pho-
netic alternations produced in feminine adjectival paradigms. According to
Stang (VGBS, p. 203), it is a transformation (Umbildung) of the *i- inflec-
tion."” According to Kazlauskas (1968, p. 189-192), on the contrary, it is a
continuation of the IE inflection in *-(i)e, clearly preserved elsewhere only
in Latin (cf. OLat. faces ‘torch’, acies ‘point’); probably some traces also
remain in Tokharian if they are not neoformations, cf. Tokh. are ‘plough’
~ Lith. oré/oré ‘ploughing’, Latv. are id. From this perspective Ambrazas S.

*_i. Nouns

(1995) connects feminine nouns in *-(i)e to abstract nouns in
with this stem are generally feminine. With the exception of the nom., the
cases of the singular are formed similarly to the *a- stems.

*_jes), and also

nom. sing. Lith. -é (< *-i¢). gen. sing. Lith. -és (<
OPr. -is (probably from unstressed *-es), may be compared with OLat.
facies ‘of the face’. dat. sing. Lith. -ei (< *-jei). acc. sing. Lith. -¢ (< *-j¢
n). instr. sing. Lith. -¢ (< *-én). loc. sing. Lith. -éje (< *-¢jén < *-eien, cf.
DP 616:33: 3émeigiie i.e. zéméje + jie ‘terrestrial [things|’); the original loc.
ending *-éi is shown by forms of the adessive case which have been

157 This opinion is shared by Euler (1999).
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retained in OLith. texts (e.g. DP 523:11 kalinéip i.e. *kalinéi + p(i) ‘in pris-
on’) and in some dialectal areas (as already observed by Bezzenberger 1877,
p. 251). voc. sing. Lith. -e displays a pure stem, with stress on the root (e.g.
mote ‘woman!’); the Latv. voc. has been replaced by the nom., but short
forms probably lost the final vowel (e.g. mat ‘mother!” < *mate).

nom. plur. Lith. -és (< *-ies). gen. plur. Lith. -iy (< *-ion < ?*-ie-om).
dat. plur. Lith. -éms (< *-iemus), OLatv. -ems. acc. plur. Lith. -¢&s (< *-iés).
instr. plur. Lith. -émis (< *-iemis), OLatv. -ems. loc. plur. OLith. -ésu
(< *-e-su) is noted in old texts (e.g. MK 9:12 amflinafu tamfibefu ‘in the
eternal shadows’) and in Lith. dial. whilst Lith. -ésé (< *-iés + én) is a new
formation.

The dual form endings are in Lith. nom. acc. -i (< *-ie < *-ei), also
known sporadically in Latvian; the Lith. dat. is -ém, and instr. -ém. Forms
of the old loc. dual are Lith. pusiai ‘in two’ and Latv. pusu id.

2.2.1.5.4. *-i Stems. In addition, other nominal stems were well preserved,"®
e.g. in -i, and in -({)u. In Lithuanian and Latvian the overwhelming
majority of stems in -i are comprised of masculine nouns; among stems
in -(i)u one observes a tendency for substitution with forms from stems in
-(i)o (Kazlauskas 1968, p. 226-238), with the relatively early loss, already
in Old Lithuanian and in Old Latvian, of certain endings (especially in the
plural) of this nominal type. In Old Prussian one finds traces of the neuter
in stems in -i.

With the disappearance of the neuter gender in the *-i and *-u stems
a series of paradigmatic readjustments took place: i) the neuter nom. plur.
*-t and *-i combined with the already existing variants masculine femi-
nine *-us, *-is and strengthened their importance in the paradigm; ii) the
neuter acc. plur. *-as and *-is coincided with the masculine feminine vari-
ants *-us and *-is, the origin of which was explained above (Maziulis 1970,

p. 297-301, 312).

Singular Plural Dual
nom. *_Js ?*-ii(e)s, *-Is nom., acc. 7
gen. *-eis *-jon
dat. *—ei, *-i *-im(V)s dat./instr. *—j-m-
acc. *_in ?*-Ins, *-is
instr. *—imi *—imis

%8 Eckert (1988a) studied stems in *~i from a Balto-Slavic perspective.
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Singular Plural Dual

loc. *-¢i (+ -en) *_j-su, *~is (+ -én)

vocC. *—el *—Ts

Stems in *-i.

nom. sing. OPr. Lith. -is, OLatv. -is, Latv. -s (< *-is), cf. OInd. dois ‘sheep’,
Latin ovis id., OGr. méhig ‘city’, OCS gostv ‘guest’. gen. sing. Lith. -iés,
OLatv. -is, Latv. -s (< *-eis), cf. OGr. molerg ‘of the city’, Oscan aeteis ‘of
a part’, OCS gosti (< *-eis) ‘of the guest’; other IE languages indicate the
stem *-0i-, cf. Olnd. dvyas (< *-6ui-es) ‘of the sheep’, Goth. genais (< *-o0i-s)
‘of the wife’. dat. sing. OPr. nautei ‘to the need’, OLith. -ie/-i (e.g. masc.
vagie / vagi ‘to the thief’ and fem. dvie / avi ‘to the sheep’), Latv. dial. -i
(< *-ei); Stang explains the two reconstructed forms: *-ei (e.g. OLith. DP
18:8 Wiesspatie ‘to the Lord’) and *-i (e.g. OLith. DP 519:44 dki ‘to the
eye’) as being different ablaut grades; cf. Latin out ‘to the sheep’, OCS gosti
‘to the guest’. acc. sing. OPr. -in, Lith. -, Latv. -i (< *-in), cf. Olnd. dvim
‘sheep’, OGr. oMy “city’, OCS gostv (< *-in) ‘guest’. instr. sing. Lith. -imi
(< *~imi) although OCS gostomb ‘with the guests’ indicate rather *-mi; other
IE languages show the carachteristic ending *-bh-. loc. sing. Lith. -yje
(< *-iien), Latv. -1 (< *-ie, *-¢), are analogical new formations on the model
of the *-a stems. voc. sing. -ié¢ (< *-e¢i), cf. Olnd. dve (< *-ei) ‘sheep!’, OCS
gosti (<*-ei) ‘guest!’; Latvian has no voc. for words with this stem.
Concerning the various attested forms of the nom. plur. Lith. -ys
(dial. -ies in Tverecius),””” OPr. Latv. -is. Some scholars consider it to be cer-
tain that they are Baltic archaisms and not innovations;'® other think differ-
ently that the reconstructed ending *-ii(e)s replaced *-eies (cf. Olnd. avyah
‘sheeps’, OGr. moherg ‘cities’, Latin hostés ‘enemies’, OCS gostvje ‘guests’)
perhaps following the model of the other cases with -i- in stem final posi-
tion. gen. plur. Lith. Latv. -iy (< *-ion < *-iom), cf. OGr. dial. toMwv ‘of
the cities. dat. plur. OLith. -imus > Lith. -ims, OLatv. and Latv. dial. -ims
(Latv. -im is long on the model of *-a and *-¢ stems), cf. Goth. genim ‘to the
wives’, OCS gostomv ‘to the guests’; OPr. -mans is problematic. acc. plur.
Lith. Latv. -is, OPr. -ins (< ?*-is or *-ins), cf. OGr. (Cretan) méAivg ‘cities’,
Goth. genins ‘wives’; the lengthening of the masc. endings *-ins can be con-

159 Otrebski (1934, p. 240) mentions three nom. plur. endings: -ies, -is, -es, e.g. ncies or uncis ‘cats’, and Zvéres
‘(wild) beast’.

Maziulis (1967, p. 38); such endings are reflections of IE *-eies (and *-eues) from which Baltic forms were
derived as a result of a loss of *-e-; cf. Kazlauskas (1969a).

160
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-0 stems, but if one postulates the presence of

sidered an analogy with the
a neuter paradigm it is also possible to propose the existence of the feminine
variants *-is (cf. OInd. matih thoughts’).!! instr. plur. Lith. -imis (< *-imis),
cf. OCS gostomi ‘with the guests’. loc. plur. OLith. and Lith. dial. -isu (<
*I-su) is considered the older termination, cf. Olnd. avisu ‘in the sheep’,
OCS gostochy ‘in the guests’; Lith. -yse, Latv. -is (< *-is-én) are innovations,
analogical new formations on the model of the *-a stems. The nom. plur. is
used also with of voc. plur. meaning.

The dual form endings are in Lith. nom. acc. masc. -u taken from
the *-(i)o stems, and fem. -i (< *-i). Lith. dat. is -im (< *-imu/-ima), and
instr. -im (< *-imi/-ima).

2.2.1.5.5. *-(i)u Stems. In OPr. there are no traces of the stems in -u, but their
presence is supposed. The following picture is reconstructed on the basis
of Lith.-Latv. materials:

Singular Plural Dual
nom. *—1is *—aus, *-us nom., acc. *-u
gen. *-dus *-yon
dat. 7*-0i *~um(V)s dat./instr. *—ti-m-
acc. *—tin ?*-nuns, *-is
instr. *—ami *—timis
loc. *~ou (+ -en) *s (+ -en), ?*-1i-su
voc. *-ou

Stems in *~(i)u.

In the nom. sing. OPr. dangus ‘heaven’, Lith. tufgus ‘market’, Latv. fir-
gus id < *-us, cf. Olnd. sanuh ‘son’, OGr. nfjyvg ‘forearm’, Goth. sunus
‘son’, OCS syns id. In the gen. sing. cf. Lith. san-aus ‘of the son’ (< *-aus
< *-ous), Latv. turgus (< *-aus) ‘of the market’, and further: Olnd. sunoh
(< *-ous), Goth. sunaus, OCS synu, Latin manus ‘of the hand’ (< *-ous).
The dat. sing. is more problematic. Regarding Lith. -ui it is traditionally
thought (Stang, Zinkevicius; Maziulis is, however, of a different opinion)
that it derives from the *-6 stems. The other IE languages show a more
archaic feature, cf. Olnd. sundve ‘to the son’ or OCS synovi id. In the acc.

101 According to the equations suggested by Maziulis: masculine acc. *ons: neuter acc.-nom. *-a: feminine

*-as (< *-a-s) = masculine acc. *~ins: neuter acc.-nom. *-1 (< *-ia): feminine x = masc. acc. *-uns: neuter

nom.-acc. *-u (< *-ua): fem. x where x = fem. acc. *-is (< *-I-s), fem. acc. *-us (< *-u-s).
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sing. OPr. sunun ‘son’, Lith. suny, Latv. tifgu ‘market’ (< *-un), cf. Olnd.
sunum, Goth. sunu, OCS syn», OGr. ntfjyuv ‘forearm’, Latin manum ‘hand’.
The instr. sing. Lith. sunumi ‘with the son’ (< *-umi) goes with OCS
synvmb; in Latv. the adverb virsum ‘above’ still shows the instr. ending. loc.
sing. Lith. -uje (also -uje), Latv. -, are an analogical formation, since the

*~ou- >) Low

older situation seems to be preserved in dialects, e.g. (Baltic
Lith. -uo-je [-ou-] etc., cf. Olnd. sinau ‘in the son’, OCS synu id. voc. sing.
Lith. -au (< *ou), cf. Olnd. siano ‘o son!’, OCS synu id.

For the nom. plur. there are various opinions: analogical formation
with the *-i stems or (Endzelins) development from Blt. *-uues (> *-uus >
Lith. -as, Latv. -us). The ending in -us already appears as an innovation
compared to [E *-éués/-oués; for others, however, the many attested forms
of the nom. plur. (Lith. dialect -us, -aus/-uos) indicate that it is a Baltic
archaism and not an innovation.'®* In the gen. plur. Lith. -y, Latv. -u are
both very probably from *-un < Blt. *~(u)on, cf. Avestan pasvgm ‘of the
cattle’, OGr. dial. yoOvewv ‘of the knees’; the comparison with OCS synovw
‘of the sons’ and Goth. suniwe id., however, indicate rather *~ouom, *-euom,
so that there is no complete agreement on the recontruction of this ending.
At least in East Baltic the process of morphological truncation of the num-
ber of syllables probably was initiated in the gen. plur. For dat. plur. OL-
ith. -umus, Lith. -ums, cf. OCS synvmv ‘of the sons’. The acc. plur. ending
is problematic: Lith. -us (< *-is) whilst Latv. -us could be from *-is or from
*~uns, cf. Olnd. sunih ‘sons’, OGr. dial. vivvg, Goth. sununs, OCS syny.
The lengthening is uncertain in the reconstruction of the ending *-uns,
probably by analogy with the other paradigms (see what has already been
said for the *-i stems). The reconstruction of the instr. plur. endings is
based on data — uniform, by the way — of Lithuanian alone, cf. Lith. -umis
(< *-umis), further: OCS synvmi ‘with the sons’. loc. plur. OLith. and Lith.
dial. siiniisé ‘in the sons’ is probably from *-iis-én if it is not also analogical
with the other stems. An ending OLith. -isu (cf. Olnd. sanisu ‘in the sons’,
OCS synwvcho id.) is not certain: it could be preserved in Mazvydas (e.g.
dggufu, dggufu ‘in the heavens’, and others) but it could also reflect -usu.
Lith. -uosé (< *-0s-én) is a new formation.

The dual form endings are: Lith. nom. acc. sanu (< *-ii), cf. Olnd.
sunit ‘two sons’, OCS syny id; OLith. dat. -umu, -tuma and instr. -umi, -uma
whilst later the forms of the *-6 stems were used.

102 Maziulis (1967, p. 38); such endings are reflections of IE *-eies, cf. OInd. avyah ‘sheep’, Latin hostes ‘enemies’,

and *-eues, from which Baltic forms were derived as a result of the loss of *-e-); cf. Kazlauskas (1969a).
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2.2.1.5.6. *-C Stems. The consonant stems are best preserved in Lithuanian,
and in their reconstruction I rely primarily on Lithuanian data:

Singular Plural Dual
nom. *-s, -0 *—es nom., acc. *_uo0
gen. *-es *-on
dat. *—ei, *-i *-mus dat./instr. “~0-m-
acc. *~in *-1ns
instr. *—imi *—imis
loc. *—i (+ -én) *~1s (+ -én)

Consonant stems.

Today there is not a single consonantal stem whose internal paradigm is
fully preserved. However, traces of the consonantal declension still remain
in contemporary Lithuanian and Latvian (see7.4.2.57). In the IE languages
the nom. sing. of stems in -n, -r generally lack the ending -s; likewise in
Baltic (cf. Lith. sesué ‘sister’, akmué ‘stone’). For the gen. sing. *-es (< IE
*~o/es is supposed, cf. Olnd. paddh); this form of the consonantal (ath-

*_0 stem -o/es

ematic) declension is connected by some scholars with the
(from a sigmatic ergative, but this is naturally only one of the hypotheses).

The Baltic successors of ancient irregular nouns in r/n (particularly
of those characterized by root ablaut *e/*o/*?), which exhibit root vocalism
in a < *o (cf. Lith. vakaras ‘evening’, Lith. vasara ‘summer’) corresponding
to root vocalism € in Slavic (cf. *vecerv, *vesna) are the subject of a study
by Eckert (1969, 1987a). Matasovic¢ (1999) observes that heteroclita names
reconstructed through comparison of Baltic and Slavic data only are differ-

ent from those presupposed for IE.

2.2.1.6. Pronouns. The latest work to appear on this topic, summarizing pro-
longed research on the subject, was undertaken by Rosinas (1988). The
mass of data reported here surpasses by far that which is found in more
general studies (Stang VGBS, p. 232-257; Zinkevi¢ius LKIG 1, p. 4-16).
Internal reconstruction and the comparative method permit one to estab-
lish certain features of the Proto-Baltic period: the possessive meaning in
pronouns was expressed primarily by means of the possessive genitive;
simple pronominal stems show a clear IE origin, whereas Baltic innovations
chiefly affect compound pronouns (e.g. Lith. kitas ‘other’ < *k*i - and ta-s,
Lith. kai kas ‘somebody’ < *k*ei- and ka-s).
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The principal feature of personal pronouns

observable in other IE linguistic groups):

is suppletivism (also

Baltic sing. 1st pers.

Baltic sing. 2nd pers.

nom. *ez/*es i

gen. *mene *teue *seue
dat. *menei/mei *tebei/ tei *sebei/sei
acc. *men/-me *ten/-te *sen/-se

Baltic sing. 1st pers. Baltic sing. 2nd pers.

*mes *iu

s

Those stems common to the three languages belong to the oldest stratum
of the demonstrative pronouns, for example: Baltic *ta- ‘that’ masc., cf.
Lith. tas/ta; Latv. tas, ta; OPr. s-tas, s-ta; Baltic *$i-/*Sia- ‘this’ masc./fem.,
(cf. Lith. sis, $i; Latv. sis, si; OPr. schis; Baltic *ana- ‘that’, cf. Lith. anas, -a;
OPr. t-ans < *t-anas, tenna.

A ternary system is postulated for the Proto-Baltic language. This
system is at the origin of the contemporary binary system (Rosinas 1988, p. 188):

kv

Sis, *

S, *Si (paradigmatical variants: *Sia, *sia)

*anas, *ana, *ana
*tas, *ta, *ta; *is, *1, *I (paradigmatical variants: *ia, *ia).

Regarding the interrogative-relative pronouns, the endo-Baltic compari-
son (cf. Lith.-Latv. masc. kas ‘who, what’, OLith. neuter ka; OPr. masc.
kas, neuter ka; Lith. kat(a)ras ‘which of two’, Latv. katars, OLatv. katers id.)
permits the reconstruction of the pronominal forms *kas, *ka (< *k*0-s),
*kateras, -a (< *k*o- and tero-), leading to the creation of a Proto-Baltic
ternary system, derived in turn from an IE binary system.'®’

2.2.1.7. Adjectives. Among the most productive Baltic adjectival stems
are those in -0/-a, while a few traces of other stems (in -i, -¢, -11,'** etc.)
remain. In OPr. the ancient inherited nominal inflexion was preserved [see
6.3.2.5]; also in the feminine adjectives of Lith. and Latv.; however, mascu-
line adjectives adopted the inflexion of the demonstrative pronouns (pre-
cisely in the dat. and instr. sing., dat. and instr. dual nom. and dat. plur.).
1% Rosinas (1988, p. 190-198). On the inflectional morphology of Baltic pronouns, cf. Rosinas (1995).

14 On Baltic -iI stems adjectives, cf. Vanags (1992¢). On the same topic for Balto-Slavic, cf. Arumaa (1951);
Otkupscikov (1983).
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In Latvian this process continued with the introduction of pronominal end-
ings as well for the noun. In Lith. so-called neuter adjectives still exist.'®®

2.2.1.7.1. Comparative degrees. For the formation of comparative degrees of
the adjectives the three Baltic languages use different formants-innova-
tions not reducible to a single pattern, e.g. OPr. -ais/-is; Lith. comparative:
adjective stem + -esnis, -¢; Lith. superlative: adjective stem + -iausias, -a;
Latv. comparative: adj. stem + -akais, -a (cf. Lith. -ok-); Latv. superlative:
vis- + adj. stem + -aks, -a)."*®

An explanation based on the comparison with Germanic is offered
by Schmid (1989a), who interprets the OPr. comparatives as adjectivized
adverbs, or as formations of ancient adverbs amplified with the element
(j)is, from which e.g. OPr. massais ‘less’ = massai (cf. labbai ‘well’)
+ is and the connection with Lith. mazai ‘little’ (-ai + s ~ -ai), parallel to
what is observed between Lith. greiciais ‘faster’ and greiciai id. (-iau +
s ~ -iau).

2.2.1.7.2. Definite adjective. The definite adjective is formed with the addition
of the pronoun *-io- with anaphoric and deictic function,'” e.g. Lith. nom.
sing. masc. jaunasis ‘that young’ ~ jaunas ‘young’ + pron. jis ‘he’ or Lith.
fem. jaundji ‘that young’ ~ jauna ‘young’ + ji ‘she’; Latv. masc. mazais ‘that
small’ ~ mazs ‘small’, fem. maza ‘that small’ ~ maza ‘small’. These forma-
tions are not only typical in Baltic, but also occur in Slavic, although with
several differences in the inflexion of the pronoun (OCS dobryjv < *dobrvjv
‘that good’), and in Germanic in the so-called weak declension of adjec-
tives (Goth. goda id.).'*®

2.2.1.8. Numerals. The following sections illustrate the categories: cardinals,
ordinals and collectives.'®’

2.2.1.8.1. Cardinals. The cardinal numerals are only partly attested in Old
Prussian but are well attested in Lithuanian and Latvian.

15 Cf. Ambrazas V. (1997, p. 134-137); Mathiassen (1996b, p. 62); Petit (2001b).
196 Cf, Vykypél (2001).

197 Otrebski’s hypothesis (1968) is unique in that he considers *ji- an emphatic particle and not a pronoun.

18 On the morphological evolution of the definite adjectives in Baltic, cf. Zinkevicius (1957, 1978); Kazlauskas

(1972b). On the origin with typological considerations, cf. Ballester (2001).

19 Cf. Endzelins (1922b, p. 356-372), Stang (VGBS, p. 276-284), Smoczyniski (1987c, 1999b), Zinkevicius
(LKIG 11, 56-70), Kortlandt (2002a). Comrie (1999) prefers to deal with the concept “Balto-Slavonic”

numerals. Cf. also Martinez (1992).
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1.

OPr. ains (< *oin-, cf. OLat. oinos (Latin anus), OGr. fem. nom. sing.
oivn] ‘one (on dice)’, Latin anus (< *oinos), Goth. ains, Olr. oin, den)
versus Lith. vienas, Latv. viens (< *v(i)-ein-, cf. Lith. vicveinelis ‘all
alone” and OCS jed-inv ‘one’; perhaps with dissimilation cf. also Latv.
eidenieks ‘ambler, pacer’ and eidene ‘widow’, cf. ME I, p. 566); the
anlaut o(i)- is obscure.

OPr. shows only a doubtful form in acc. plur. dwai dellikans ‘two
parts’, and dwi- in compounds (cf. Lith. dvi-, Latv. div-, and further:
Olnd. dvipad- ‘two-legged’, OGr. dimovg, Latin bipes, OHG twifete
< IE *dyi-). In Lithuanian and Latvian the situation is pretty com-
plex. Lith. masc. du (< *duo), according to Endzelins could arise in
unstressed position or on the model of the dual form; Lith dial. duo,
LLith. dou < *dvuo. For Lith. fem. dui there are two (not alternative,
indeed) possibilities: from *duai (Stang), or from *duei (Endzelins, cf.
Cymric dwy < *duei). The Latv. masc. divi is also discussed. Endzelins
considers it an old feminine (Latv. fem. divas is a new form) and
neuter now also used for the masculine and derives it from *duvi
(cf. OCS dwve, Olnd. duve, Latin duae); Stang retains the idea that it
is a new formation on the model of the plur. of the o-stems. The Lith.
adverb dviejau(s) ‘in two’ retains the old loc. form (cf. Olnd. dvdyoh,
OCS dvooju).

The word for ‘both’ in the Baltic languages (OPr. masc. abbai (also
acc. abbans); the Lith. masc. abu, fem. abi; Latv. abi, dial. abu) agree
with OCS oba, obé, in contrast to OGr. aueow, Latin ambo, Olnd.
ubhau id.

Nom. OPr. preserves traces in place-names such as Triskaym and the
like, gen. plur. Treonkaymynweysigis ‘trium villarum pratum’ (Gerul-
lis 1922a, 186). Lith. trys, Latv. tris (probably < *friiés) follow the
i-stems.

Gen. Lith. trijg, Latv. triju, cf. OGr. toidv, Latin trium, OCS trojo.

Dat. Lith. trim(u)s, OLatv. trims, Latv. trim, cf. OCS tremwv, Goth.
prim.

The acc. Lith. form tris is an innovation, Arumaa (1931) also listed
trins, and Stang points out the forms written like <tris> in Dauksa;
Latv. tris is a nom. form, the old acc. is preserved in the dialects. Fur-
ther comparisons are with OInd. trayah, OGr. toeig (Cretese 1Qgeg),
Latin tres, Goth. preis.
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Instr. Lith. trimis, cf. OCS tromi.

Loc. Lith. masc. trijuose and fem. trijose are new formations; the old
loc. is preserved in trise and in dial. trist, cf. Olnd. trisu, OCS trocho.
Latv. has masc. trijuos and fem. trijas, and also tris uncharacterized as
to gender.

The old neuter form is probably preserved in compounds, cf. Lith.
trylika ‘13’, see also Lith. trikdjis ‘three-legged’, Latv. dial. trikajis id.,
cf. Olnd. tripad-, OGr. toimovg, Latin tripés.

. Nom. Lith. masc. keturi, fem. kéturios are declined like adjectives. As
for Latv. masc. Cetri, fem. cetras, one must point out two things: a) ¢-
(with respect to the ordinal certurts “4th’; see also CC 30 et al. OLatv.
<cettre>, ED <ccetr> ‘4’ was borrowed from Slavic, b) the form *Cet(u)
ri may probably be supposed on the basis of the forms <czeturkort>
‘four times’ and G 76 et al. <czeturpacmita> ‘14’, and on the basis of
the comparison with Slavic (cf. OCS cetyre, Russ. uersipe); the disap-
pearance of u (it happens also in Lith. dial. kétrios, and ketrius in the
Dictionary of Juskevi¢ius, 1897-1922) could be favored by paradig-
matic alignment considering that the following numerals are bisyl-
labic.

The acc. Lith. kéturis shows a trace of the C-stems, cf. Olnd.
catvarah, OGr. téttageg, Latin quattuor, Goth. fidwor. In OLatv. in
Langius’s LDL the form <zettros> is attested. ending is preserved
in the adverbial form keturiese ‘in four’; in OLatv. in Langius’s LDL
the form <zettros> is attested.

. Nom. Lith. masc. penki, fem. perikios; Latv. masc. pieci, fem. piecas;
gen. penkiy, Latv. piecu; dat. Lith. penkiems, Latv. pieciem; acc. Lith.
penkis and penkius; Latv. piecus. The acc. form preserved the ending
of the C-stems. Further comparisons with OlInd. pdrica, OGr. mévte,
Latin quinque (< *penk“e) are possible.

. Nom. Lith. fem. Sesi, masc. sésios with assimilation from *ses-, pre-

served in Lith. dial. [sas-]; Latv. masc. sesi, fem. seSas with § < *

si,
probably from gen. sesu (< *seks-). Further comparisons are with
OlInd. sat, OGr. €&, Latin sex, Goth. saihs. For OPr. see uschts and its

graphic variants, under the ordinals (more in VGBS, p. 279).

Nom. Lith. masc. septyni, fem. septynios (the long i is an innovation),
Latv. septini, septinas (Balt. < *septin). Further comparisons with Olnd.
sapta, OGr. ¢ntd, Latin septem, Goth. sibun (< *septm) are possible.
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8.

10.

Nom. Lith. masc. astuoni, fem. astuonios (the *0 probably influenced
the long i in 7), Latv. masc. astuoni, fem. astuonas (Balt. < *asto-, the
final addition of *-nie was influenced by 7 and 9), cf. Olnd. asta(w),
OGr. oxtw, Latin octo, Goth. ahtau (< TE *6kto).

Nom. Lith. masc. devyni, fem. devynios (the long i is an innova-
tion), Latv. masc. devini (dial. devini), fem. devinas (Balt. < *devin <
?*nevin). Cf. OCS devets, but Olnd. ndva, Latin novem, Goth. niun
(< IE *neun); as for the oscillation n- ~ d-, cf. Pisani (1934-1935),
Hansson (1993).

Nom. OPr. dessimpt and dessempts (for *desimtis), dessimton Ench.
perhaps on the model of *simtan ‘100’ Lith. deSimtis, -iés and
indeclinable desimt; Latv. desmit (with a metathesis) and occasionally
also desimt (Balt. < *dekmt- ‘decade’ noun; cf. Smoczynski 1992e).
Further comparisons with Olnd. dasa, OGr. 8¢xa, Latin decem, Goth.
(IE < *dekm).

11119. No attestations are present in OPr. Lith. cardinal teens are: vientiolika,

dvylika, trylika, keturiolika, penkiolika, Sesiolika, septyniolika, astuonidlika,
devynidlika, formed with -lika (cf. noun Lith. liékas ‘left over, extra’,
Latv. lieks id.) in the second element of the compound which prob-
ably derives from an ancient adjective nom.-acc. plur. neuter *-licka
(in composition ie > i, cf. tiktai ‘only’ < tiektai) isee ordinalsl; further in
Stang (VGBS, p. 280-281)].

The form vientio- poses a problem for the #io which also occurs
in other compounds (e.g. vientiogalé Zarna ‘appendicitis’, cf. Senn A.
1935-1936, p. 80) and originally could have been an instrumental
(sociative?), something like ‘with one remnant [after 10]’

The same formation exists in the Germanic languages, although
limited to the numbers 11 and 12, cf. Goth. ain-lif, twa-lif 1see3.1.2.31;
this formation is absent in Latvian and quite different from e.g. Olnd.
ekadasa ‘11’ or Latin andecim id.

In OLith. Liekas ftraipftis (MK 22:11) is still attested ‘the 1lth
article’ i.e. ‘that which is left over [after 10|, and Antras liekas ftraipftis
(MK 22:13) ‘the 12th article’ etc., are still attested, but D. Klein (1653)
already lists the compound forms of these cardinals (cf. LKIG II,
p. 60-61).

Latv. cardinal teens are: wvienpadsmit, divpadsmit, trispadsmit,
Cetrpadsmit, sespadsmit, septinpadsmit, astuonpadsmit, devinpadsmit
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with -dsmit < desmit, cf. OLatv. vienpasesmits, divipadesmits etc. in the
Adolphi’s (1685) grammar, the Latv. numerals have parallels in OCS,
e.g. jedinv na desgte ‘11’ (cf. Polish jedenascie).

20-90. Lith. has both analytical (dvi désimti, trys désimtys etc.) and com-
pound (dvidesimt(s), trisdesimt etc.) forms whilst Latvian only com-
pound forms: div(i)desmit(s) (or dial. divudesmit), trisdesmit etc.

100. Lith. Siritas (plur. Simtai; dial. Siritai probably because of the enclitic
position), Latv. simts are probably instead of an older neuter, cf. Olnd.
satam, OGr. ¢xatdv, Latin centum, Goth. hund etc. (< IE *kmt-6m).

1000. OPr. en tusimtons streipstoos ‘in a thousand parts’ (perhaps on the
model of *simtan ‘100°), Lith. tiikstantis, Latv. titkstotis and titkstos (OLatv.
tustos-), do not constitute a common Baltic form, but perhaps indicate
a Baltic-Slavic-Germanic innovation, probably a compound, cf. OCS
toisest- and tvisost-, Olcel. piisund, Goth. pusundi; also Finn. sing. tuhat,
plur. tuhansi (h < $) is a borrowing from Baltic (or Germanic).

2.2.1.8.2. Ordinals. The first ten ordinals are well attested in all three Baltic
languages, also OPr., because of their occurrence in the Ten Command-
ments of the Catechisms:

1st. OPr. pirmas and primois, Lith. pirmas, Latv. pirmais (< *prmo-); with
the same suffix -mo-, cf. Goth. fruma, OEng. forma, Latin primus
(differently OCS prvvw, Olnd. piiro-).

2nd. OPr. antars and anters (? < *antras), Lith. antras (OLith. and dial.
antaras), Latv. otrs (OLatv. otars, oters), cf. Olnd. dntara- ‘another’,
Goth. anpar, Czech utery.

3rd. OPr. tirtis (fem. tirti), Lith. trécias, Latv. treSas and tresais (< *tretias);
cf. Olnd. trtiya-, Goth. pridja, OCS tretvjv.

ath. OPr. kettwirts, Lith. ketviftas, Latv. ceturts and ceturtais (< *cetvirt-), cf.
Olnd. caturtha-, OGr. tétpatog, OCS cetevbrts.

sth. OPr. pienckts (also penckts, pyienkts), Lith. periktas, Latv. piekts and
piektais (< *penk“t-), cf. OGr. néumtog, OCS petv, Goth. finfta.

6th. OPr. usts, uschts (and other graphic variants) is traditionally consid-
ered to be derivated from IE *ukt-; according to Smoczynski (1987c¢)
it is a Baltic innovation from *s(u)eks-to- (cf. Latin sextus, Goth.
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sathsta) which substituted *uks-o- (cf. Lith. dial. usés ‘lasting six
weeks’). Lith. $éstas, Latv. sests and sestais (< *sest-), cf. OInd. sasthd-,

OGr. €xtog, Latin sextus.

7th. OPr. sepmas, OLith. sékmas (< *septmas; cf. sekmadienis ‘Sunday’,
Sekminés “Whitsunday’), cf. Olnd. saptdtha-, Latin septimus, OGr.
gpdouog (*sebdmo-). Lith. septiritas, Latv. septits and septitais are new
formations from the cardinals.

gth. OPr. asmus, OLith. asSmas (probably on the model of *septmas), cf.,
OCS osmw, OlInd. astamad-; Lith. astuntas (cf. OFrisian ahtunda), Latv.
astotais are new formations from the cardinals; based on Latv. asmite
‘kind of measure’ Latv. *asms is also reconstructed.

oth. OPr. newints, Lith. devifitas, Latv. devits, devitais; these Baltic ordinals
are new formations from the cardinals by means of the suffix *to-.
Ct. OCS devetw, Got. niunda, Latin nonus.

10th. OPr. dessimts, Lith. desirtas, Latv. desmitais (with metathesis with
respect to OLatv. desimtais, cf. Bezzenberger 1877, p. 71) are also new
formations by means of the suffix *-to-. Cf. Olnd. dasamd-, OGr.
dénatog, Latin decimus, Goth. taihunda, OCS desetv.

11th-19th. OPr. has no more ordinals attested. Lith. probably had original
formations with liékas ‘that which is left over’ (cf. likti ‘to remain’)
such as pirmas (vienas), antras + liékas ‘the second one left over [10],
from which from the cardinals and by means of the suffix *~ta- the
following series developed: vienuoliktas, dvyliktas, tryliktas, keturiolik-
tas, penkioliktas, Sesioliktas, septynioliktas, astuonioliktas, devynidliktas. In
OLatv. one finds formations such as vienu padesmitu ‘11’, tresscha pad-
desmette 13’ or the like, from which the following series developed:
vienpadsmitais, divpadsmitais, trispadsmitais, cetrpadsmitais, piecpadsmi-
tais, seSpadsmitais, septinpadsmitais, astonpadsmitais, devinpadsmitais.

20th-90th. The names of the decades are formed from the cardinals in -t
and the thematic vowel: Lith. dvidesimtas, Latv. div(i)desmitais, Lith.
trisdesimtas, Latv. trisdesmitais, and so on.

2.2.1.8.3. Collectives. OPr. only has the form abbaien ‘both’. Lith. has

two main types of numeral for expressing this notion, the so-called:

a) dauginiai, and b) kiopiniai.
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The dauginiai numerals are formed by means of two suffixes: masc.
-¢ji, fem. -ejos (more ancient), and masc. -eri, fem. -erios (more recent);
thus one observes the double series: masc. vieneri, fem. vienerios (also vieni,
vienos); masc. dveji, fem. dvéjos; masc. treji, fem. tréjos; masc. ketveri, fem.
kétverios; masc. penkeri, fem. penkerios; masc. SeSeri, fem. SéSerios; masc.
septyneri, fem. septynerios; masc. astuoneri, fem. astionerios; masc. devynerl,
fem. devynerios. The -eri-type probably originated from ketveri (< *ketuer-)
by generalizing -er-. In OLith. in some cases these numerals still show
the form of the singular, later they were used only with pluralia tantum.
The ktopiniai numerals: vienetas, dvéjetas, tréjetas, kétvertas, periketas, $ésetas,
septynetas, astionetas, devynetas have the suffix -et- (< *-at-, cf. e.g. Lith.
vienatis ‘solitude’, OPr. ainat ‘all the time’).

Latv. collectives (kopuma skaitla vardi) to be used with pluralia tantum
are formed with the suffix masc. -¢ji, fem. -¢jas (-¢j- < *-ej-): vieneji, diveji,
trejeji, cetreji, pieceji, seseji (cf. Paegle 2008). From loc. in -ata the following
forms are derived: divata, trejata, cetrata, piecata, sesata (with various dial.
variants). Old collectives are Latv. dvini (cf. Lith. doynu) ‘twins’, trinisi ‘tri-
plets’.

Both Lith. and Latv. have many other formations with numerals
for expressing various usages (cf. Endzelins 1922b, p. 370-372; LKIG 11,
p. 68-69).

2.2.1.9. Suffix transfer. Sometimes a given lexeme reflects a sort of compro-
mise solution between direct inheritance and complete innovation. In this
case one speaks of suffix transfer. This is a morphological process through
which the new term takes over the suffix of the term it replaces.

In the Baltic domain some traces of this phenomenon have been
identified by Petit (2002a) for OLith. krienas ‘bride-price (a feudal tax)),
Latv. kriens id., explained as an innovation replacing an older designation
*ued-nom (cf. OCS Bbuo ‘purchase of the bride’, OGr. €edvov ‘the price
of twenty oxen’); the new word shows a new stem *krei- (< IE *k‘rei- ‘to
buy’, cf. Russ. kppuio, kputu id., OGr. motapot id.) and the preservation
of the suffix *-nom (> Lith. masc. -nas). Le Feuvre (2008) also proposed a
similar explanation for Lith. saldus ‘sweet’ whose suffix, which was lost in
Baltic, should have been copied from the older IE *suad-u- ‘sweet’
(cf. Olnd. svadu- id., OGr. d0g id.).

At the intersection between phraseology, lexicology and morphology,
Petit (2010a) identifies some other examples of suffix transfer. Generally
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based on phraseological units, they are not immediately perspicuous; nev-
ertheless they are recognizable in word formation by drawing attention to
unexpected morphological features, e.g.:

East-Baltic ‘autumn’, cf. Lith. rudué, Latv. rudens, is traditionally
treated as a deadjectival formation (cf. Lith. riudas ‘brown, red’) with-
out, however, explaining the nasal suffix; the hypothesis is to assume
a suffix transfer from an older (heteroclitic neuter) word *es-r/n- ~
*os-r/n- ‘autumn’ (cf. OPr. assanis, Russ. ocens) and a phraseological
structure *rudas + *esen ‘the red autumn’, which gave rise to the new
designation.

Two more cases when phraseological data are integrated into diachronic
studies are: a) Lith. sviestas, Latv. sviests ‘butter’ (cf. Lith. sviesti, Latv. svi-
est ‘to throw’) derivated from a context like *sveid-ti- + *angtan (cf. OPr.
anctan ‘butter’) changed into *sveid-ti- + *sveid-tan with etymological fig-
ure and suffix transfer; b) Latv. brivs ‘free’ «— MLG ort (in this case the
suffix *-vas was transferred between synonyms: from the inherited *ar-vas,
cf. OPr. arwis ‘true’, to the loanword *bri-vas).

2.2.2. The verbal system

In contrast to the nominal system, it is thought that the Baltic verbal
system does not reflect an extremely archaic state of affairs (Stang VGBS,
p. 308).° It is characterized by a generalized simplification and has lost
many categories attributed to IE; however, it is founded on a series of in-
novations: a rich inventory of derivative formations serves to indicate both
diathesis and various types of Aktionsart. The opposition active vs. mid-
dle voice disappeared (allowing for the loss of middle endings) and was
replaced by the opposition active and reflexive, in which the latter type
is characterized by the particle -si (also fulfilling the function of middle-
passive voice, e.g. Lith. jis perSasi visur ‘he intrudes everywhere’).'”!
Nevertheless it should be noted that studies of Anatolian languages
show that it is not always possible to rely on the “maximal” IE verbal mod-
el postulated by Karl Brugmann and Antoine Meillet. Indeed, the Baltic

170 Erhart (1984a, p. 215; 1989, p. 121-134).

71 For a detailed exposition of the material, cf. Endzelins (1922b, p. 544-799); Endzelins (1948, p. 201-258);
Stang (VGBS, p. 309-482); Kazlauskas (1968, p. 287-404); Erhart (1984a); Zinkevic¢ius (LKI II, p. 70-165);
Schmidt (2001); Schmalstieg (2000b). On contrastive Latv.-Russian reflexive verbs, cf. Blese (1956-1958).
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verb reminds one more of the “minimal” Anatolian (Hittite) model since it
is much poorer than the Indo-Iranian or Old Greek in the expression of the
categories of tense, mood, and diathesis. The investigation in this direction
has been pursued in particular by Toporov'’? and Ivanov.'”?

2.2.2.1. Verbal aspect. The question of the existence or absence of the cat-
egory of aspect in Proto-Baltic has up until the present day provoked dif-
ferent answers. Safarewicz (1938ab) studies the system of aspects of Old
Lithuanian and discovers in it only a few separate perfective uses of verbs
(with the prefix pa-), which in other circumstances can express imperfec-
tive actions as well.”* Stang (VGBS, p. 309) considers that reconstructed
Baltic does not contain a mixture of tense and aspectual categories (at least
to the degree which is typical for Slavic):

Man hat eher den Eindruck, dass die beiden Verbalsysteme sich verhdilt-
nismdssig spdt voneinander differenziert haben, nach einer langen Ent-
wicklung, die teils den beiden Sprachgruppen gemeinsam war, teils mehr
oder weniger parallel in den beiden Gruppen verlaufen ist. Im spdteren
Verlauf der Entwicklung hat das Slavische das Aspektsystem zum alles
beherrschenden Prinzip ausgebaut, wihrend im Baltischen die Aspekte in
viel beschrdnkterem Masse grammatikalisiert worden sind.

[The impression is created that both verbal systems were differen-
tiated relatively late, after a long development, which was in part
shared by both linguistic groups and in part derived in both in para-
llel fashion. In the subsequent course of events the Slavic version
took on the dominant role, and in Baltic the version was grammati-
calized to a significantly lesser degree.]

Stang also clearly formulates the problem of an aspectual category and
solves it partially positively in the sense that in Baltic (Lithuanian-Latvian
data are offered as examples, since Old Prussian data are scarce and doubt-
ful) it is not as marked as in Slavic. He also proposes a grammaticalized
system of aspects. Stang observes that a recurring relationship exists

172 Toporov (1960, 1962a, 1973b, 1988a).
173 Tvanov (1965, 1981ab, 2009).

74 Safarewicz (1977, p. 382-383) considers that the absence in Lithuanian of a particular formation of the
imperfect (developed only later) explains why the Lithuanian preterite is neutral in relation to the category
of aspect. Safarewicz’s intuition has been continued in Keydana (1998) who studied the pa-prefixation in

the Metai of Donelaitis.
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between the main and the derivative verb (often with the verbal prefix pa-),
which indicates the completion of the action, and for this reason the per-
fective possesses its own formal sign. Stang concludes (VGBS, p. 399-405)
that the verbal system of Lithuanian and of Latvian (and also originally of
OPr.) possessed an Aspektgefiihl ‘feeling for aspect’, a recent development
which was manifested (as a result of Slavic influence) primarily in the 20th
century.'””

More recent investigations in this field have surpassed the traditional
(and obsolete, dating since Jablonskis (1922, 1957), and followed e.g. by
Paulauskas (1958); Dambritnas (1960)) distinguishes imperfective (Lith.
eigds véikslas ‘process aspect’), perfective (Lith. juykio véikslas ‘event aspect’)
and dviveiksliai veiksmazodZiai (‘bi-aspectual verbs’);’® a similar formula-
tion of the problem also followed also in several works by Paulauskiené
(1965, 1967, 1971ab).

More specifically, the notion of Aspect (or Aspectual viewpoint, i.e.
the speaker’s point of view, his way of looking at the event) is not con-
sidered very appropriate for the description of the Baltic phenomena. It is
rather the parameter of Actionality (the inherent lexical-semantic properties
of the predicate) that seems better to explain the classical opposition be-
tween “perfective” and “imperfective” verbs, in particular between simple
verbs and prefixed verbs; as for Lithuanian the interplay between preverba-
tion and its functions and the verbal system has been particularly studied
(Piccini 2009; Arkadiev 2009, 2011). The focus for Lithuanian (Baltic) is
now on the prefixation; the syntactic behavior of a verb (i.e. its argumental
realization) is basically determined by its semantic behavior.

Typologically Lithuanian shares many of the so-called cross-linguis-
tic actional classes established by Tatevosov (2002), only partly coinciding
with those formerly established by Vendler (1967), and occupies a very spe-
cific place in the framework of the “standard average European” and also
in comparison with the Slavic languages. From a typological point of view
Lithuanian represents a still underinvestigated system in which actionality
plays a central role and the grammaticalization of the aspect is still at an
incipient stage, in which also the telic value, which the prefixes may have,
has also not yet been thoroughly investigated."””

175 Cf. also Zinkevi¢ius (LKI 11, p. 76-77); Hauzenberga-Sturma (1979); Mathiassen (1996a) with large biblio-
graphy. From a typological point of view, cf. Scholz (1983).
176 Cf. Hewson (1997, p. 142-164) centered firstly on Latvian but with comparison with Lithuanian.

77 Michelini (1988); Mathiassen (1996a) with large bibliography; Sawicki (2000, 2013).
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As far as the diachronic standpoint is concerned, according to other
approaches (e.g. Holvoet 1990), the rich presence of Aktionsarten is to be
considered the best antecedent for the development of an aspectual cat-
egory in the Baltic languages. Holvoet (2001a) assumes a certain similarity
between the semantic foundations of the aspect opposition in Slavic and
Baltic. The many differences, however, have to be explained by the low
level of grammaticalization (i.e. lack of formal means) of the aspect opposi-
tion in Latvian (with respect to Slavic).

Specifically for Latvian, the traditional point of view is represented
in Hauzenberga-Sturma (1979); Mathiassen (1996a) offers a contrastive
description of Latvian and Lithuanian. Holvoet (2001a, p. 132-158) studies
the nature of the aspectual correlation between prefixed perfective verbs
and combinations of the corresponding simple verbs with local adverbs,
as exemplified by the various forms of the verb iet ‘to go’ ~ ieiet ‘to enter’
(cf. prefix ie- ‘in’), iet iek$a ‘to enter’ (cf. local adverb ieksa ‘in, inside’) and
also ieiet iekSa ‘to enter into’.'”® The analysis shows that: a) simple verbs may
be imperfective, perfective (or bi-aspectual according to their meaning);
b) phrasal verbs (formed by local adverbs) cannot be considered for aspec-
tual derivation; ¢) the adverb is just a lexical addition and has in itself no
aspectual function; thus, the verbs remain imperfective or perfective like
their corresponding simple verbs; d) there is only one perfectivizing device
in Latvian, i.e. prefixation (ief vs. ie-iet).

According to Holvoet’s conclusions it is not possible to formulate a
theory of the semantic foundations of aspect opposition in Latvian that
would account for all instances of the distribution of the forms described as
“perfective” and “imperfective”.

2.2.2.2. Moods. The system of Baltic moods was greatly remodeled as early as
ancient times."”” In comparison with IE, which consisted of the injunctive
(and later the indicative), subjunctive, optative and imperative, the injunc-
tive and subjunctive disappeared and forms of the optative were confined
to specific uses (conditional and imperative). It has been hypothesized that
the ancient optative became gradually substituted by a periphrastic modal
construction, formed from the supine in *-tun and from the element *bi-,

178 Wilchli (2001) investigates the same problem in the framework of a Baltic and Baltic-Finnic linguistic conti-

nuum.
172 Stang (VGBS, p. 421-443); Zinkevicius (LKIG 11, p. 74-75). Michelini (1985) proposes a reconstruction of
the aspectual, modal and tense categories in Proto-Baltic.
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and used as a complement with the ancient subjunctive (with a semantic
function with which it could coincide in a subsequent phase).'® New modal
categories (debitive, permissive, etc.) appeared in the history of the indi-
vidual languages [see7.4.3.3..

2.2.2.3.Tenses. The tense system is central in the inflexion of the Baltic verb.
The tense stems are clearly marked: present, preterite and future.

2.2.2.3.1. Present. This is considered the sole Baltic tense stem of IE ori-
gin. Following Stang, one traditionally distinguishes internally between
athematic, semithematic (-i-, -a-) and thematic (-e/o-, -ie/o-) conjugations.
It should be observed that in the prevailing modern picture of the Baltic
verb there still emerges a feature of notable archaism such as the athematic
inflexion of the present. This is well attested in Old Lithuanian and is pre-
sent today only as a relic (e.g. OLith. diomi, Latv. domu ‘I give’; Lith. eimi,
Latv. eimu ‘I go’; OPr. asmai, Lith. esmi, Latv. esmu ‘I am’). It is thought that
in a relatively late period the athematic conjugation underwent a phase of
expansion, possibly in connection with the expression of a particular mean-

181

ing."®! As for the semithematic inflexion, this was defined as an inflexion in

which verbs have thematic forms in the Ist pers. sing. and athematic forms
elsewhere in the inflexion (e.g. Lith. guliti, guli, guli and Latv. gulu, guli, gul
‘I lie, you lie, he lies’).

Finally, the thematic conjugation expanded rather broadly in the
first phase at the expense of the athematic conjugation, but became less
productive with time, giving way to various suffixal formations, mainly
-ie/o- and derivatives'® (e.g. *-aie/o-, *-eie/o-, *-lie/o-, etc.), but also
innovative neoformations of the type, rather rare, with a nasal infix'®’
(which alternates with formations in -sta- in those positions where the na-
sal infix cannot appear because of phonetic restrictions).”® The particular
present formation in -d- (< *-dh-) deserves attention; it is an intransitive-

180 Michelini (1984).
181 Cf. Specht (1934, p. 80-101); Sabaliauskas (1957); Schmid (2003b). Robinson (1972) is partially useful.

182 Hypotheses on the origin of derivatives based on typological-semantic arguments are found in Michelini
(1973a). Erhart (1984a) looks at suffixal formations in *-jo.

183 Cf. Stang (VGBS, p. 346-354); Michelini (1973b) from a typological perspective.

8% The origin of -sta is a highly disputed issue; traditionally it is considered to be an allomorph of -sko
(Endzelins 1922b, p. 580-589). Cf. also van Wijk (1933); Leumann (1941); Stang (VGBS, p. 342-346);
Toporov (1966b); Kaukiené, Pakalniskiené (1990). Pakalniskiené (1996) establishes the latest layer of infix
and sta-stem verbs as imitatives. Snyder (1981) reviews the possibility of establishing whether Baltic verbs
in -sta- and Germanic verbs in -stan- show a common Germano-Baltic innovation. On both Lith. and
Latv. secondary verbs based on sta-presesents, cf. Pakerys J. (2007, 2009). Arkadiev (2010) discusses the
semantics of these verbs.

159



medial class, considered a secondary innovation in which the element -d-
has the function of hiatus filler (Hiatustilger).'®

2.2.2.3.2. Preterite. The Baltic preterite is an innovation (which substitutes
for other ancient formations: perfect and aorist), formed by means of
two typical suffixes: *~a- from which resulted the ‘hard’ stems (e.g. Lith.
dirbau < *-a-u ‘I worked’ ~ dirbti ‘to work’) and *-e- which gave rise to
the ‘soft’ stems (e.g. Lith. sakiai < *-eé-u ‘I said’ ~ sak-y-ti ‘to say’. Both
of these stems can be clearly identified in Lithuanian-Latvian, while in
Old Prussian the data are less clear; probably only the e-type is attested.

The two suffixes are in complementary distribution in modern stand-

%k

ard Lithuanian, while the Latvian standard language only has *-a- and

Latvian dialects agree with the general picture of Lithuanian. Various
hypotheses have been put forward concerning the origin of the two suf-
fixes.!® Schmid (1966b, 1967-1968) has provided evidence that the for-
mation of the preterite is derived from a few strict rules connected with
vocalism of the root.”®” According to Schmalstieg (1961, 1965) the Baltic

*k

preterite in *-¢ (at least in certain categories of verbs of the type of Lith.

nesti, vesti, vezti, etc.), on the contrary, represent a development analogous

185 Cf. Stang (1942, p. 140); Stang (VGBS, p. 309, 336). Smoczyriski (1987a, 1989d) expands the number of
forms ascribed to this formation and recognizes the affinity between forms, morphologically renewed
today (semiparticiple Lith. eidamas ‘going’ = ei-dama- < *eida-ma- ~ eiti ‘to go’; Lith. iterative eidyti ‘to
ramble’ = ei-dyti < *eid-yti; Lith. causative eidinti ‘to make go’ = ei-dinti < *eid-inti) and ancient forms of
the present in -d- (Baltic *eida = ei-da: OCS i-dp < *ei-do) which were productive at a certain period of the
development of Baltic. Reservations about this are expressed in Patri (1991) and in Bammesberger (1992).
For the interaction between reflexivity and causativity in Lith., cf. Toops (1994).

186 Stang (VGBS, p. 374-391); Kazlauskas (1968, p. 336-364); Zinkevic¢ius (LKIG 11, p. 107-113); Erhart
(1984a, p. 238-239). The relationship between the Baltic preterite and the IE perfect is clarified in Di
Giovine (1990-1996 111, p. 59-67).

87 To summarize Schmid’s account, he recognizes five “rules” of formation for the preterite which in general

terms can be presented as: i) present CeCa > preterite CeCe; ii) present CaCa > preterite CaCa; iii) present

CeNCa > preterite CNCa; iv) present CNCa > preterite CNCa; v) present CVCa > preterite CVCa. Speci-

fically, 1) if the Baltic present has the structure CeC(a) (e.g. Lith. véda, OLatv. vest ‘he leads’, the preterite

will be CeCe (e.g. Lith. védé, OLatv. vede ‘he led’; ii) if the present has the structure CaC(a) (e.g. Lith. bara,

Latv. bar ‘he reproaches’ the preterite will be CaCeé in Lith. (e.g. baré ‘he reproached’, but compare the

Lith. dialectal form in -0) and CaCa in Latv. (e.g. OLatv. bara id.); iii) if the present has the structure with

diphthong CeNC- (e.g. Lith. kefpa, Latv. cerp ‘he cuts’) the preterite will be CNCa (e.g. Lith. kifpo, Latv.

cirpa ‘he cut’); iv) if the present has the structure CNC(a) (e.g. Lith. risa, Latv. ris ‘he ties’) the preterite will
be CNCa (e.g. Lith. riso ‘he tied’, Latv. risa id.); v) if the present has the structure CV.C(a) (e.g. Lith. béga,

Latv. bég ‘he runs’) the preterite will be CVCa (e.g. Lith. bégo ‘he ran’, OLatv. béga id.). The development

of the system of the Baltic preterite as it changed to those of Lithuanian and Latvian is characterized by

the merger of inherited elements and by the subsequent appearance of new preterite types (*-e in Lith. ~

*-a in Latv.). The second “rule” is problematic; following Stang (1942, p. 106), Schmid also supposes the

archaic quality of the preterite (Latv. and Lith. dialects) in -a, while in literary Lith. the type like nesti ‘to

carry’ nésa nésé with invariable root vocalism in the present and in the preterite is generalized; cf. also in

this regard the observations of Otrebski (1956-1965 II, p. 312).
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to the stem of the preterites in *

Svity¢ (for which he is indebted to Schleicher), who sees the origin of *-e-

-a. A third hypothesis comes from Illi¢-

from *-ia, with accompanying opening of the syllables and compensatory
lengthening.'®

2.2.2.3.3. Future. | now turn to a description of the situation internal to the
Baltic group, keeping in mind that the IE future is a relatively late creation.
Lithuanian-Latvian have a sigmatic future, characterized by the suffixes: -s-
(e.g. Lith. bu-s ‘he/they will be’, -si-, more frequently occurring in 1st and
2nd pers. (e.g. bii-si-me), bii-si-t(e) ‘we/you will be’. The single sure attested
form of this type in West Baltic is OPr. postasei ‘you will become pregnant’
see 6.3.27.4]) and found in the participles (e.g. Lith. busiantis ‘which will be’,
Latv. liksot < *liksiant ‘putting, leaving’, both coming from *-si-ont-). The
Baltic sigmatic future participle (attested in the Low Lithuanian and eastern
Old Lithuanian dialects) are traditionally compared with the correspond-
ing Indo-Iranian forms e.g. Olnd. dasyant-, Lith. duosiant ‘which will give’
(Endzelins 1922b, p. 936). Some scholars, on the other hand, explain it as a
recent formation arising from the suffix -si- already seen above.'®

There are a variety of hypotheses regarding the origin of the Bal-
tic future tense, specifically: i) a continuation of the ancient IE future
(Bezzenberger 1901); ii) a blending of several IE verbal categories such
as the sigmatic future and the sigmatic aorist (Otrebski 1956-1965 III, p.
205, who reports the opinions of Schmidt, Brugmann, Wiedemann); iii) a
connection with the IE optative formant (Stang, 1942, p. 202; iv) Fraenkel
1950b); an independent formation in many linguistic families, as Kazlaus-
kas would have it, on the basis of internal reconstruction (supported by
dialectical data and dubious Old Lith. forms). He proposes as an ancient
formant the 3rd pers. present *-s from which -si- is an innovation."®

188 There are still other points of view. Rasmussen (1985) looks at the problem from a Balto-Slavic perspective.
According to Michelini (1990) one can propose an IE base for the suffixes of the Baltic preterites -a- <
*-a- and the rarer -é- < *-e-, while for the more frequent -e- < *-ja a Baltic innovation can be postulated;
on the difficulties which are posed by the assumption of -e- < *-ia, cf. Kazlauskas (1968, p. 360), while an
explanation of the phenomenon from a morpho(no)logical point of view is offered by Bednarczuk (1988,
p. 53-54 = 1992, p. 112).

Stang (1942, p. 203); according to Kazlauskas (1968, p. 371) the future tense was formed from the formant
-s, and the suffix of the future participle was simply -ant (< *-ont), attested in certain athematic forms (e.g.

189

Lith. dial. jant ‘he who is going’ ~ infinitive eiti ‘to go’).

190 Kazlauskas (1968, p. 368-370) writes that the origin of si should be connected with the process of shorten-
ing of the verbal endings, which affected the whole system in those dialects with the archaic forms of the
first, 2nd pers. plur. busme, buste ‘we will be, you will be’ in which the sibilant element, influenced by the
vowel sound of the ending, is rendered as [s] and then with the disappearance of -e [s] also develops into
[si]; thus the sequence of developments is hypothesized as follows: -sme > sm(e) > sim.
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On the other hand it is now clear that there is no basis for continu-
ing to regard the correspondence between Lith. dilo-si-u, Olnd. da-sy-ami ‘1
will give’, OCS future participle bysesteje in these terms, because the Old Indic
forms represent Indo-Iranian innovations (Schmid 1963, p. 33-47), the Slavic
hapax is a late innovation (Aitzetmiiller 1968; reservations are however ex-
pressed in Schmid 1963, p. 33) and the possible Balto-Iranian connections
can only be interpreted as a result of contacts arising in the period of prob-
able proximity of Balts and Iranians in the area of the Upper Dnepr [see 1.4.4].

2.2.2.4. Personal endings. Traditionally the following system of personal end-
ings is reconstructed:™"

Lith.-Latv. OPr.

Singular 1st pers. -mi (< *-mie) -mai (< *-mai)

2nd pers. -si (< *-sie) -sei (< *-sai, -sei)
Dual 1st pers. *-va

2nd pers. *-ta
Plural 1st pers. -meé (< *-me/-m) -mai (< *-mai)

2nd pers. -te (< *-te/t-) -ti/-tei/-tai (< *-ti/*-tai)
3rd pers. -ti (< *-ti/t-) -t(i)/-tits (< *-ti/-ti-ts)

Examples. OLith. 1st pers. sing. duomi (< *duod-mi) ‘1 give’, esmi
(< *es-mi) ‘I am’; OPr. asmai (< ?*-mei/-mai) ‘I am’; OLith. 2nd pers.
sing. duosi (< *duod-si) ‘you give’; OPr. assai, assei, asse, etc., ‘you are’;
OLith. 1st pers. plur. duome (< *duod-me) ‘we give’, esme; OPr. asmai
(< ?*-mei/-mai) ‘we are’; 2nd pers. plur. duote (< *duod-te) ‘you give’,
este; OPr. asti ‘you are’; OLith. 3rd pers. duosti (< *duod-ti) ‘he/she/
it gives/they give’, esti ‘it is/they are’; OPr. ast, asti-ts ‘he is/they are’.

Athematic endings are also attested in the inflexion of the present tense in
Old Lithuanian and Old Latvian;'°? the situation in Prussian is more com-
plex and disputed.

On the basis of such forms as OLith. esie-gu, reflexive duomie-si,
duomie-t, etc., it is thought that the original ending of the 1st pers. sing. was
*~mie, which in turn by various means goes back to *-mei/*-mai (Endzelins

191

On Baltic inflection from a typological perspective, cf. Schmidt (1970).
192 Hiersche (1980) devotes particular attention to the athematic class and since the majority of the ancient
verbs belonging to it are intransitive or stative, he dates their origin to Baltic (or Lithuanian) on the basis
of the connection, which he proposes, between the athematic endings and the ancient perfect (which disap-

peared in Baltic).
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1948, p. 202; Stang VGBS, p. 406). However, Kazlauskas (1968, p. 292-
304) does not share many points of this hypothesis, and among other
observations, concludes that in OLith.-Old Latv. there are not enough
data to sustain the series: Proto-Baltic *-mei, *-sei > East Baltic *-mie, *-sie
(Lith. -mi/-mie), also because -ie- could be formed as an analog with the
reflexive forms of the 2nd pers. of the thematic verbs'?’ (see7.4.3.1.1.

With the disappearance of the IE distinction between the active and
middle voice, the list of the thematic endings common to all the tenses
(primary and secondary tenses are standardized) is traditionally recon-
structed for East Baltic:

Lith. and Latv.
Singular Ist pers. *-6 (> *-tlo > -u)
2nd pers. *-ie (> -i)'**

Dual 1st pers. *-va
2nd pers. *-ta

Plural 1st pers. *-me
2nd pers. *-té

3rd pers. O (< ?%-t, *-nt)'*»

Examples. 1st pers. sing. Lith. nesu (< *~uo < *-0) ‘I carry’, reflexive
nesuosi; 2nd pers. sing. Lith. nesi (< *-ie) ‘you carry’, reflexive nesiesi;
Ist pers. plur. Lith. neSame (< *-mé) ‘we carry’, reflexive néSamés; 2nd
pers. plur. nésate (< *-té) ‘you carry’, reflexive nésatés; 1st pers. dual
nésava (< + *-va) ‘we two carry’, reflexive néSavos; 2nd pers. dual
nésata (< *-ta) ‘you two carry’, reflexive néSatos; 3rd pers. Lith. néSa
< ?*-f) ‘he carries’, reflexive nésasi.

The West Baltic situation inferred on the basis of the limited data for Prus-

sian presents a series of problems, e.g. 2nd pers. sing. giwassi, giwasi, etc.

3 Moreover, Kazlauskas calls attention to the fact that, as a probable consequence of the weakening of the

opposition singular vs. plural in the 3rd pers., similar cases of neutralization are also seen in other personal
forms, cf. the forms of the Ist pers., both with a nasal labial -m-.
94 Mathiassen (1975) proposes a reconstruction for the 2nd pers. sing. of the East Baltic thematic vowel *-a
(< *-0) + *-t(h), in opposition to the ending of the 3rd pers. *-a; after the loss of the dentals in absolute final
position, the endings of the 2nd and 3rd pers. are merged, which determined the subsequent addition of -i
in the 2nd pers. sing. as a designation of the hic et nunc and in analogy with the athematic endings. On the
basis of comparison between Lith. and OGr., Bammesberger (1993) proposes that *-i was interpreted as a
marker of the 2nd pers. sing. and given thematic verbal forms according to the equation: *es ~ *esi = *bhere
~ x, where x = *bherei (with *ei is the ending of the 2nd pers. sing.).
19 In truth there is no basis for considering the endings *-f, *-nt as original; on the contrary, the reflexive
forms of the contemporary languages show in this case a pure stem, e.g. Lith. nésa-si ‘he carries himself/
they carry themselves’.

163



‘you live’; Ist pers. plur. giwammai ‘we live’, immimai ‘we take’; 2nd pers.
plur. immati/immaiti ‘you take’; 3rd pers. imma ‘he takes/they take’.

Three numbers have been preserved (singular, dual, plural), except in
the 3rd pers. The absence of a distinction in the 3rd pers. in Baltic is with-
out doubt the feature which has attracted the most attention from scholars.
Formally the ending is a pure stem (zero ending) which takes on the func-
tion of singular, plural, dual for any tense and mood (e.g. Lith. dirba ‘he
works/they work’ ~ dirba-me ‘we work’, myli ‘he loves/they love’ ~ myli-me
‘we love’, raso ‘he writes/they write’ ~ raso-me ‘we write’).

It is traditionally held that the 3rd pers. singular disappeared for a
whole complex of reasons, among which Endzelins (1948, p. 203-204)
considers the coincidence of the ancient forms of the 3rd pers. with the
nominative of the neuter active participle in *-nt. Other scholars are di-
vided among those who adhere to the hypothesis according to which this
is an ancient feature, and those who explain the phenomenon on the basis
of phonetic processes. For the former, the question is of a pure stem, a
legacy from the times when the personal flexion of the IE verb was formed
and received no expression of the 3rd pers. in the communicative process
(Toporov 1960, 1962a; Kazlauskas 1968, p. 299-304). For the latter, on the
other hand, it is highly improbable to see here a conservative element and
they prefer to explain this Baltic phenomenon “rein lautgesetzlich”, purely

6 thus the homonymy of the 3rd pers. sing. =

according to phonetic laws;
3rd pers. plur. first appeared in the preterite and then from this particular
case became generalized for other tenses. Finally, according to Ambrazas
V. (1979), these Baltic forms were intially verbal nouns (Kazlauskas also
mentions this idea), used in the singular and plur., and are very similar to
neuter passive participles in *~fo and *-mo, from which one can consider the
following two phrases as equivalent: Lith. avis/avys képta (with participle)
‘the lamb/the lambs [is/are] baked’ and avis/dvys képa (with the present)

‘the lamb/the lambs bakes/bake’.

2.3. SYNTACTIC FEATURES

Syntax has long been the least investigated area (witnessed by the fact that
it is only minimally represented in Stang’s (VGBS) comparative grammar),
and the reason for this is the paucity of preparatory philological works. This
situation has changed during the last twenty-thirty years, when many OL-

196 Trost (1981); Erhart (1987); Palmaitis (1988) evaluates this fact from a different point of view.
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ith. and also to a lesser extent OLatv. texts have been reprinted and their
sources investigated.

One must approach the data provided by the first texts in the Baltic
languages with caution, since they are very often translations from other
languages and only rarely original works (Ambrazas 1998). It is not impos-
sible to find reflections of the syntax of the living language from earlier
times, but it can only be reconstructed on the basis of a detailed analysis
of data from contemporary dialects and folkloric texts, something that had
not yet been done on any significant level until the fundamental work by
Ambrazas V. (2006)."7 Still it is true, as the same Ambrazas V. (1979, 1987,
1990; cf. also Schmalstieg 1991a) has pointed out in his various writings,
that so far the data from the Baltic languages have not been sufficiently
applied in the study of IE comparative syntax. This is especially true if one
considers the possibilities offered by spoken Lithuanian and Latvian, but it
is obviously valid for the whole complex of their texts, which encompass a
span of about six centuries and which show that syntactical types inherited
from IE are well preserved in Lithuanian. These types allow for the trac-
ing in Latvian (where several interesting archaic syntactical features have
been preserved) the development of those processes which in Lithuanian
are observed only in a preliminary stage or exhibit a tendency toward their
development. Therefore, one should not be surprised that in the present
situation the models reconstructed for Baltic syntax rely mostly on archaic
features still present in Lithuanian syntax.'”®

2.3.1. The reconstruction of the Baltic sentence

From significant statistical analyses conducted on a broad and homogene-
ous corpus of data from standard Lithuanian and Latvian it follows that — if
one adheres strictly to the distinction between dominant and inversional
models (that is, pragmatically, stylistically marked, etc.) — today the follow-
ing word order predominates in these languages: (S)VO, that is (subject)-
verb-object, e.g. Lith. rasytojas raso knygq, Latv. rakstnieks raksta gramatu
‘the writer writes a book’. Once standard Lithuanian and Latvian had been
ascribed to this given type, attemps were consequently made, according
to the criteria posited for syntactic typology, to derive the microsyntax
7 A felicitous exception for the syntax of Latvian dainas is presented by Gaters (1993), cf. Eckert (1997).

% Much more comprehensive treatment of the material: Endzelins (1922b, p. 800-842); Zinkevicius (LKT I,

p. 203-218); Ambrazas V. (2006). Insightful observations about the prehistorical development of
morphosyntactic questions (voice, alignment, aspectuality) are given in Wiemer (2004).
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directly from the macrosyntax. But there are ample reasons to consider that
the order (S)VO in the Baltic languages is a relatively recent phenomenon,
and Ambrazas V. (1982) has shown that it does not correspond with the
actual syntactic processes found in the history of the individual languages.
Statistical studies of folkloric and dialectal texts has revealed new results:
in this case the frequency of the order (S)OV varies from 51% to 75%. It
has also been observed that in fixed binary combinations the modifying
element (Dependent) precedes the modified element (Head), e.g.:

adj.-noun: Lith. gerasis Zmogus, Latv. labais cilveks ‘the good man’;
pronoun-noun: Lith. jo brolis, Latv. vina bralis ‘his brother’; genitive-
noun: Lith. aukso Ziedas, Latv. zelta gredzens ‘the ring of gold’; adverb-
verb: Lith. dabar lyja, Latv. tagad list ‘now it is raining’ and other
instances (the main exceptions occur in combinations preposition-noun
or with partitive genitive, e.g. Lith. puodukas arbatos ‘a cup of tea’).

This also presupposes the order (S)OV. Many proverbs also show the
order SOV (e.g. Lith. pirmi gaidZiai velnig baido ‘the first cocks frighten the
devil’); also compounds with the second element of verbal origin, e.g. Lith.
duonédys ‘sponger’ ~ duona ‘bread’ + ésti ‘to eat’ (cf. Russ. mensénp ‘bear’ ~
Mén ‘honey’ + *ed- ‘to eat’), or Olnd. madhvdd- ‘he who eats a sweet (fruit)’,
Latin fragifer ‘fruitful’ (frux + fero) and so forth; the anthroponyms, e.g.
Vais-noras (a hospitable person) ~ vai$és ‘feast’ + noréti ‘to want’; archaic
comparative constructions well preserved in formulaic phrases, e.g. Lith.
visy vyresnis, and visy vyriausias, Latv. visvecakais, visu vecakais ‘the oldest
one of all’, Lith. kietesnis kaip/nei plienas ‘harder than iron’, Latv. saldaks
neka medus ‘sweeter than honey’ (cf. Olcel. snjo huitari ‘whiter than snow’,
Latin melle dulcior ‘sweeter than honey’; moreover, the use of postpositive
particles. This mass of data allows one to conjecture for the Proto-Baltic
phase an ancient alternation between the types (S)VO and (S)OV, where
the latter, stylistically unmarked, became predominant. In light of this
Baltic reveals a greater archaic quality in its development than Slavic and
also manifests a similarity to the situation of Homeric Greek and Old Latin.

Ambrazas V. (2005) investigates the development of word order in
Baltic from a typological viewpoint. The inherited word order type DH
(Determinant-Head) has been preserved up until now in most Lithuanian
and Latvian word order patterns [see examplesabovel. Only in the recent history
(19th century) of Lithuanian and Latvian has a tendency been observed to
pass to the type HD starting with the prepositional constructions.
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2.3.2. Minor phrase elements

Contrary to the prevailing opinion that the inter-relationships between the
various models of word order and their changes are regulated by basic and
more movable components of the phrase, Ambazas V. has asserted that
such relationships depend primarily on the order of smaller and less mov-
able elements of the phrase (postpositive particles, clitics, atonic personal
pronouns).

2.3.2.1. Postpositive particles. Since postpositive particles occur frequently in
Old Lithuanian and Old Latvian, it is supposed that in the past they must
have played a much greater role than today, and that as early as the com-
mon Baltic period they functioned as basic components of the syntagma.'’
Ancient postpositions such as -pi < *-pie (Lith. allative sing. namdpi ‘to-
ward home’, cf. Latv. pie ‘close by’), *-en, *-na (Lith. illative plur. lauktiosna
‘toward the fields’), Lith. dél (cf. ko-dél ‘why?’), or Latv. pec (cf. ka-pec id.)
are equivalent to the same prepositions of more recent development; both
are derived from verbal prefixes.

This variety in the use of cases with prepositions which gives the
modern Baltic languages their present profile also began at an ancient
stage. According to other scholars (e.g. Kurylowicz), this fluctuation, on
the contrary, can be explained as an indication of the relative functional
independence of the adverb and of case forms.

Holvoet (1993, p. 144-147) prefers to explain the predominance
of locative postpositions (*-pie, *-en, *-na, etc.) in the Proto-Baltic pe-
riod by the influence of the Finnic substratum. According to this latter
point of view, the tenacity in the Baltic languages of the model Genitive-
noun, which is typical of the Finnic languages, can be explained by the
conservative Finnic influence. Proof of this is the fact that where the
Finnic influence was stronger, as in Latvian, new postpositive particles
were formed on this model (cf. the Latvian postpositive construction lau-
ka vidu ‘in the middle of the field’), compared with the Lith. prepositive
vidury lauko id., etc.).

2.3.2.2. Clitics. Baltic clitics seem to be related to the ‘second position pheno-
menon’, i.e. they obey the Wackernagel law (shortly formulated: inherently
unstressed or unstressable words cannot stand in first position, and are

199 A useful tool for the study of OLith. postpositions is Serafini Amato (1976).
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preferentially found in second position).??° The following clitics candidates
may be established for the Baltic languages:*"

(affixal) proclitic verbal particle, Lith. te-, be-, tebe-; proclitic nega-
tional particle, Lith. ne-, nebe-; Latv. ne-, OPr. ni-.

(pronominal) endoclitic reflexive particle -s(i); the enclitic deictic
(demonstrative) particle -ai; the pronominal element of the pronomi-
nal long adjective form; only in OPr. the enclitic anaphorical pro-
noun -din; the atonic personal pronouns (mi, t) [see2.3.2.3].

(interrogative) proclitic particle (Latv. vai, Lith. ar) and the endoclitic
Lith. deictic particle gi, -g(i), OPr. -ga, -gi.

Particularly in Lithuanian, a verb can have a cumulation of prefixes, e.g.
pasilikti ‘to remain’, tebepasilikti ‘still (to) remain’, nebepasilikti ‘no longer
(to) remain’. In harmony with the principle and approach of the so-called
natural morphology, Mathiassen states that:

a) the closer to the root, the greater is the degree of the grammaticaliza-
tion of the prefix; cf. the (unprefixed) verbs Latv. lickas ‘seems’, Lith.
rodos, régis id. where the reflexive particle (-si) may be reduced to -s,
and developed into an ending-like element, which indicates an high
degree of grammaticalization;

b) the position of a prefix reflects the relative chronology of its attach-
ment to the word; cf. pa- which occupies the position next to the
reflexive (e.g. Lith. pasiliéka ‘remains’), and functions on the border-
line between the lexical category of Aktionsart and the grammatical
category of aspect; in Lith. it is grammaticalized to a considerable
degree (although less than in Slavic).

Mathiassen still connects be- with the verb buti ‘to be’ (cf. OCS be <
*bhue, shortened in Baltic according to Lex Leskien [see 21.3.2.1]), and
interprets it as a rather autonomous original verb auxiliary later developed
into a particle. As for the te-particle (etymologically from the same stem
as the demonstrative pronoun in t-), the Norwegian scholar observes that
it shows a high degree of grammaticalization in the permissive [see7.4.3.3.11.
200" Wackernagel (1892); Hermann (1926, p. 404).

201 For a rich exposition of the material, cf. Hermann (1926). Specific contributions can be found in Mathiassen

(1996b, p. 245-47; 1996¢; 2010, p. 66); Petit (2010b, p. 261-307). On pronominal clitics in the 1st and 2nd
sing. P. in OLith., cf. Razanovaité (2013).
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Generalizing, Mathiassen (1996a, p. 27) observes that Lithuanian (Baltic)
seems to have developed in the case of prefixes a kind of agglutinating
structure, untypical for IE languages, and probably an innovation, rather
than an archaism.

2.3.2.3. Atonic personal pronouns. The study of the occurrences of enclit-
ic pronouns found between the verbal prefix and the verbal root is very
important when comparing certain verbal constructions of other IE
languages, e.g.: OLith. and Lith. dial. form pamirodik [= parodyk man)]
‘show mel’, pamisakyk |= pasakyk man] ‘tell me!’, Lith. pasirodé ‘he showed
himself’, and perhaps also OPr. pomeleis [if really from *pa-mei-leis| ‘lick
me’ attested in the Vocabulary of Grunau.

According to Ivanov (1965), the verbal prefixes of the Baltic lan-
guages coincide with the constructions of the Anatolian languages in the
structure, position and origin of the separate elements.

According to this interpretation Baltic constructions in which
other forms of the phrase (e.g. OPr. turri fien titet audat ‘it must happen’
(soll also geschehen) are inserted between the clitic pronoun and the verb
must be considered syntactic archaisms, which also occur in Celtic and
Anatolian.

2.3.3. Special constructions

Although it is impossible to affirm with complete certainty that some types
of phrase construction are connected with a common period and that, on
the contrary, they are not confined to East Baltic alone, I will review here
absolute constructions and constructions with the infinitive.

2.3.3.1. Absolute constructions. Regarding absolute constructions, one must
exclude from their number the so-called Lithuanian instrumental abso-
lute, which, as Ambrazas V. (1959) proves, does not exist, and the Lithu-
anian nominative absolute, which is in fact an anacoluthic construction
(Ambrazas V. 1990, p. 110). However, the dative absolute (i.e. a gerund
used with a noun in the dat.) remains in use in Lithuanian (e.g. Lith. Vai-
kams dainuojant, motina grojo fortepijong ‘When the children were singing,
the mother was playing the piano’), distinct from absolute constructions
in other languages; it is also known in Latvian (e.g. Latv. Tévam zinot,
kur mes esam, mate bija mieriga ‘Father knowing where we are mother was
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unworried’), but in Old Prussian texts it is dubious (cf. Schmalstieg 2000b,
p- 355-359). As for the function of the dative absolute, today as in the
past, it is used primarily as the syntactic equivalent of a secondary sub-
ordinate. In general it is considered that ancient nominal phrases were
crystalized in these sentences, which then entered into the composition
of other phrases, while maintaining a certain autonomy of content; this is
reminiscent of a period when parataxis predominated and the connections
between words were somewhat free. Such a situation favoured a transition
of determinate participial constructions into absolute constructions. It
remains unresolved whether they should be considered as being inde-
pendent in the Baltic languages or whether they were originally governed
by the verb of the main clause.

Regarding their origin, Trost (1972) considers the dative absolute
a phenomenon of the Proto-Baltic period, subsequently preserved in

Baltic and lost in Slavic.?%?

In this case, it is particularly interesting that
analogous constructions, often fulfilling the function of an appositive par-
ticiple, also appear in OCS and Gothic, so the question may be posed
as to whether it is an older ancient Balto-Slavo-Germanic isogloss [see
31.1]. However, Ambrazas V. (1962) considers that it is more likely to be
a parallel development of the means of expression, a common syntactic
inheritance of the three linguistic groups.*”” Having carefully studied the
occurrences of use of this construction in Old Lithuanian, Ambrazas V.
has established: a) that such a construction does not emerge from the
influence of another language, but is a reflection of the living language;
b) that two distinct versions of this construction exist with the gerund (e.g.
Lith. Man atvaziuojant, pradéjo lyti “While I was arriving it began to rain’)
or with an agreeing participle (e.g. from the translation of the Bible of
Bretktnas: Numirusiam Husam, io wieton karaliumi tapa Hedad “When Cusa
died Hedad became king in his place’; ¢) that the type with the gerund is
older but already more frequent in the ancient texts; d) that this construc-
tion carries a primary meaning of time, as well as cause, condition and
state, and in the old texts it was employed more freely and variously than
in the contemporary language.

202 Press (1973) mentions several similar features in the absolute constructions of Baltic and of Slavic with

equivalent constructions in Finnic, limiting himself to general typological conclusions.

203 Ambrazas V. (1962, p. 32; 1990, p. 174-176); in addition he considers the influences of OGr. on Slavic and
Gothic, the bookish character of the dative absolute, also revealed in Old Russian texts, and finally, the
absence of the construction in contemporary Slavic languages and dialects.
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Ambrazas V. (1962, p. 25) concludes that ‘the absolute constructions
in Lithuanian and Latvian are phenomena of common origin, probably
inherited from the Proto-Baltic language’.***

2.3.3.2. Infinitive constructions. There are two so-called infinitive construc-
tions: nominative and dative with infinitive. The former deals with con-
structions in which the nominative functions as the object of the action of
the infinitive (various types of this construction are identified in Lithuanian
[see 7.4.4.2.2.and 9.3.21]); in the latter case the construction expresses the aim
of an action, and the construction is equivalent to a subordinate aim, e.g.
Lith. Motina viré pieng vaikams gerti ‘The mother boiled the milk for the
children to drink’, where the dative has the function of a subject in relation
to the infinitive (Trost 1958b; Ambrazas V. 1987).

2.3.3.2.1. Nominative with infinitive. The nominative with infinitive construc-
tions are still preserved today in the Baltic languages and in the northern
Russian dialects. Traditionally the nominative is considered as the former
subject and the infinitive as a reflection of the purposive dative of the
actional nominal.

These constructions have been variously assessed by scholars. Larin
(1963) considers it to be a question of an ancient isogloss which passed
through Slavic, Baltic and Balto-Finnic dialectal territories and was con-
nected with the former function of the nominative in a linguistic phase
reconstructable primarily on the basis of Finnic data. Many others, how-
ever, consider these constructions to be an archaic feature inherited from
IE (Ambrazas V. 1987, p. 216; Schmalstieg 1988, p. 145-152); Kiparsky
(1969) was already convinced of this and rejects a Finnic influence on
Baltic and Slavic (since this phenomenon occurs in situations where it is
impossible to speak of a Finnic substratum), and imagines a possible influ-
ence of Slavicized or Balticized Balto-Finnic peoples, as a result of which
this ancient IE construction was preserved (the so-called Kiihlschrank-
theorie, i.e. “Refrigerator Theory”). But given that the construction with
the infinitive exists in the Finnic languages, there are those who perceive
a phenomenon of a pre-IE substratum or a later borrowing from Balto-
Finnic (Timberlake 1974; Holvoet 1992a, p. 375). Edel’'man (1987) presents

2% For the impersonal absolute construction (attested in Indo-Iranian, OGreek, Latin and Baltic), espe-
cially those describing meteorological conditions, a common IE origin should be preferred according to
Frauzel (1995).
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some Iranian parallels to the Balto(-Slavic) constructions of nominative
with infinitive, and considers (quoting Stepanov 1984) that they must be
ascribed to the weakness of the verb ‘to have’ (and to the consequent abun-
dance of copulative constructions with various meanings: possession, state,
debitiveness, resultativeness etc.) in these languages; the author also main-
tains that substratum influence of the Finno-Ugric languages could have
held back the development of ‘to have’.

According to Ambrazas V. (1987, 1995 and 2001), by studying the
development of these constructions, one can reconstruct different paths of
development for Baltic from those of Slavic, but the fundamental structure
is nevertheless attributable to IE, and the various hypotheses (Endzelins,
Kiparsky, Timberlake) regarding the origin of the nominative with the
infinitive, far from contradicting each other, apply to distinct stages in
the development of this construction. According to Ambrazas V. (1985b,
2001), the original construction with the nominative was re-analyzed and
became an impersonal construction; its new function (the nominative used
as grammatical object of the infinitive) might have come about as a result
of the influence of the west Finnic languages. Thus, the traditional expla-
nation and the new one (i.e. syntactic borrowing from some west Finnic
languages) of the nominative with infinitive are not mutually exclusive, but
they apply to different epochs.

2.3.3.2.2. Dative with infinitive. The construction of the dative case with the
infinitive is the expansion of the nominal or verbal nucleus of the IE phrase
with the help of the dative case of abstract deverbal nouns with the mean-
ing of purpose, which subsequently became fixed by various means as
infinitives in individual languages.

As a result one has the original meaning of purpose for the Baltic
infinitive, the inherited use of the dative case of deverbal abstracts, and
the ancient function of the nominative case as the subject of the infinitive.
Comparison with the other IE languages shows a tendency for the reinter-
pretation of the construction with the infinitive as an impersonal phrase
(and correspondingly of the nominative case as object of the infinitive).
The possibility of the direct influence of the Finnic substratum (for the
northern Russian dialects, the Finnic language of the Volga and the Baltic
of the Dnepr), already rejected by Kiparsky (1969, p. 148), has been recon-
sidered by Holvoet (1992a, p. 375), who as an alternative proposes that the
topic is one of development, common for many contemporary languages
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and traceable to the so-called tough movement (or to the transformation of
certain nominal phrases); however, this still does not resolve the problem if
one is talking of a phenomenon of IE inheritance.

2.3.3.3. Possessive constructions. At the time of their first attestations Lithua-
nian and Latvian already differ in the expression of possession: Latvian has
a construction with esse ‘to be’, of the type ‘mihi est’ (e.g. man ir gramata
‘I have a book’) whilst Lithuanian has a construction with habere, of the
same type as in English (e.g. a$ turiu knygg id., where turéti means ‘to have’,
cf. OPr. turritwei, turit id.). There are also some other marginal ways of
expressing possession, but these are the two basic possessive constructions.
In order to answer the question, which could be the situation in an older
linguistic stage of Baltic, different opinions have been proposed.

Traditionally it has been assumed that the Latvian construction
coincides with and could have been borrowed from Finnic. Otherwise, not
only is the construction with esse more common, but the IE languages have
also created variously the verbs for habere. Moreover the history of Latin
shows clearly the passage from an older phase with mihi est to a younger
one with habeo. For these typological reasons, and also for others based on
the internal evidence of the Baltic languages, Vykypél (2001) considers the
construction with the so-called dativus possessivus, still retained in Latvian,
as the original one, then replaced in Lithuanian (and probably also in Old
Prussian) by a construction with habere.

Holvoet (2003) presents some more arguments supporting Vykypél’s
idea which I will try to illustrate briefly:

a) A semantic shift ‘to have’ <— *‘to hold” has been established for Lith.
turéti (cf. LEW, SEJ), but not for Latv. turéet ‘to hold’ (LEV); if the
latter had been ousted in the meaning of habere by a construction
with esse, then as result of grammaticalization it should have fallen
out of use and a new verb should have appeared in the meaning of
‘to hold’. On the contrary, the few cases in which Latv. furet means
‘to have’ may be qualified just as “exploratory expressions” (which

notoriously do not involve change in the grammar).?*

b) The grammaticalization of Lith. turéti ‘to have’ seems to be a recent
phenomenon since it lacks further similar phenomena which usually

205 Karulis (LEV s.v.), however, seems to be of another opinion since he retains the idea that the older meaning

of Latv. turét was ‘to have’ (that is the same as Lith. turéti).
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accompany predicative possessive constructions; for instance in Lith.
the grammaticalization of a resultative perfect, although observable
(jis yra/turi pasistates namgq ‘he has built a house’), is still rudimentary.

Beyond that both Vykyp€l and Holvoet consider that the influence of the
Finnic substratum on Latvian could have preserved and kept alive the orig-
inal IE construction (and also prevented its transformation into a construc-
tion with habere). I would see here the Kiihlschranktheorie [see2.3.3.2.1.].

2.3.4. On participles

Participles are perhaps the most studied system of the morphosyntax of
the Baltic languages. At their foundation lie ancient verbal nouns which
were included into the system of the verb at various periods. Thanks to
Ambrazas V. (1979, 1990) it has become possible to track the chronology
of successive integrations in the verbal system. At first were incorporat-

ed formations in * *

-nt with agent (active) meaning and formations in *-us
with resultative semantics relating to the subject, close to which are verbal
adjectives in *-tfo-, with the same semantics but referring to the object
(among these latter the derivatives from transitive verbs are subsequently
used in passive periphrastic constructions; the derivatives from intransi-
tive verbs remain neutral in respect to the categories of voice and tense,
e.g. Lith. bdltas ‘pale, white’ ~ bdlti ‘to turn pale, to become white’). Sig-
nificantly later formations in *-mo- also became part of the system, at first
neutral in respect to the object of the action (subsequently they form pas-
sive periphrastic constructions only in western Old Lithuanian and Low
Lithuanian dialects). Many Lithuanian and Latvian constructions in *-mo-
do not possess categories of gender and tense; analysis of their form and use
indicates their kinship with verbal adjectives of the OlInd. type bhimd- ‘one
who should be feared’. Moreover, they remind one of the so-called semipa-
rticiple (or a participle of simultaneity), which forms its characteristic suffix
(Lith. -damas, -a; Latv. -dams, -a) from the present stem in -da- plus the
suffix *-mo- of the verbal adjective.

The oppositions of the earlier period (-nt ~ -us) identified for the
original system of Baltic participles have correspondences in Slavic,
Indo-Iranian and OGr., but not in other languages. Therefore, Ambrazas
V. thinks that the system of participles emerged in individual linguistic
groups following parallel developments. On the basis of syntactic relations,
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three main types of participle are distinguished in the successive history of
the Baltic languages and are formally characterized as follows:

a) attributive type, peripheral and neutral with respect to the categories
of tense and voice (e.g. Lith. tinkantis/tinkamas drabuzis, Latv. tikoSas
drebes ‘a suitable dress [which fits like a glove| and tikama meita
‘a pleasant girl’);

b) predicative type, subsequently divided into two subtypes: with auxil-
lary, it forms verbal periphrastic constructions with nouns and passive
participles in the preterite; without auxillary, it has a modal meaning
and functions as the forms of the so-called modus relativus [see7.4.3.41;

o semipredicative type, significantly predominant, in comparison with
the type with the noun and the verb; in its turn it is subdivided
into: appositive participles (including the so-called semiparticiples)
and serves to express secondary action; nominativus cum participio
(e.g. Lith. vaikinas su(si)prato apsirikes literally ‘the boy acknowledged
himself to be mistaken’, equivalent to the phrase vaikinas su(si)prato,
kad apsiriko ‘the boy understood that he was mistaken’).

2.3.4.1. Constructions with the neuter participle. Baltic scholars from several
countries have carried on a special dialogue: whether to consider certain
constructions with the past passive neuter participle (in *-mo- and espe-
cially in *-to-) and the non-agreeing noun, in the nominative or genitive
(e.g. Lith. Jo raSoma laiskas ‘The letter is written by him’, Cia tévo dirbta
literally ‘It was worked here by the father’, ‘This was made by the father’
or ‘The father worked here’), as a Baltic archaism or a recent development
in Lithuanian.

Here again opinions are divided as to the interpretation of how and
when a proposed nominative (cf. *jis raSoma laiskas, *Cia tévas dirbta) was
replaced by a genitive. In this connection some scholars have maintained
that the constructions under discussion (and of the type Lith. jo bita ‘he
was’, etc.) most probably arose by analogy with passive constructions corre-
sponding to active with transitive verb,?’° so that, as Ambrazas V. (1994a,
p.- 9) concludes: “the new passive with subject in the genitive (still in the
making in several Lithuanian dialects), rather than an ancient ergative, is
considered as a model by analogy with which the nominative case, earlier

206

Schmalstieg (1988a, p. 34-35) and Schmalstieg (1991a, p. 78) where the possibility is entertained of seeing
in these constructions the reflection of an original ergative structure.
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combined with intransitive neuter passive participles, was replaced by the
Genitive.” Schmalstieg (1994b) again confirms this point of view regard-
ing such an agent genitive: he considers that this is not the result of a new
process, but an ancient IE feature which developed when the verb had two
arguments: one an agent (in the case of the genitive) and a patient (in the
case of the nominative); only later, but in any case still in antiquity, the
agent genitive functioned as a kind of subject with intransitive verbs from
which arose constructions of the type Lith. ¢ia mano/tavo/jo etc. dirbta/eita
etc. ‘here it was worked/passed through/ by me/you/him/’ etc. The already
cited Ambrazas V. (1994a) has on the contrary preferred to explain the
matter in another way, connecting it with the question of ancient nominal
phrases with neuter predicate (which show the pure stem *-6 not in agree-
ment with the subject, e.g. Lith. rugiai séjama/séta ‘the rye (is) was sown’,
alus sveika ‘the beer is healthy’, etc.), which have clear equivalents in the
other IE languages. Thus the genitive case which was added to such con-
structions should be viewed as possessive in origin (as the use of pronouns
well demonstrates the e.g. ¢ia mano rugiai séta ‘here my rye was sown’, which
was reinterpreted as Genitivus auctoris only when those formations which
later developed into passive participles were still not included in the verbal
paradigm, but had primarily a nominal character and therefore entered
into combinations with the possessive genitive, probably a process favoring
its large use in attributive phrases (Ambrazas V. 1990, p. 197-214; 1994a,
p. 10). At various intervals Holvoet (1992ab, 1995) has spoken out for a
formulation of the problem whereby it would not be obligatory to project
the Lithuanian data (especially in the area of syntax) into the remote past,
and based on the careful analysis of Latvian material, has provided a quali-
tative contribution to the discussion. The Flemish scholar, polemicizing
with the earlier hypotheses, maintains that the passive construction with
agent complement arose rather from constructions with adnominal posses-

sive genitives only in the separate Lithuanian period of the development.*’

2.4. LEXICON

A specific Baltic vocabulary has been established on the basis of corre-
spondences encountered among the individual languages of the group, not
always in all three, but sometimes limited to Lithuanian and Latvian, at

207 On the adnominal genitive in modern Lithuanian (e.g. Jono atvykimas ‘the arrival of John’, Jono teismas ‘the

trial of John’, Jono namas ‘the house of John’, cf. Valeika (1970).
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other times to Lithuanian and Old Prussian, and at still other times to
Latvian and Old Prussian. Within this vocabulary one finds archaisms of
the IE period and specific Baltic innovations, that is, lexemes absent in the
other IE languages.

2.4.1. Pan-Baltic vocabulary

Several lists of forms considered typical for the Baltic lexicon circulate in
the scientific literature, but the quantity they contain varies significantly:
Stang (VGBS, p. 6-9) and Zinkevi¢ius (LKI I, p. 229) inventory about sev-
enty words; Sabaliauskas (1990, p. 142-193) arrives at about 320 entries,
divided by semantic fields and asserts that, “in no small part, those lexemes
which reoccur in all three Baltic languages are an inheritance from the
Baltic protolanguage, that is, they are two to three thousand years old.”
Naturally, as the author himself quickly admits, one must be more cau-
tious in attributing such a large number of lexemes directly to the common
period, since many of them can be considered examples of subsequent
convergence.

Smoczynski (1981a) systematically examines in detail the connection
of the forms of about 150 individual lexemes to the inherited IE lexicon,
to Balto-Slavic or to the specifically Baltic lexicon.

Lanszweert (1984) relies on different principles than those of the
scholars mentioned above: his goal is to establish in a synchronic per-
spective and on the basis of statistical methods (characteristic of the glot-
tochronology of Swadesh) the degree of affinity of the Baltic languages
to each other (and also in respect to the other IE languages). Lanzsweert
starts from the so-called long list of Swadesh (that is, he examines not
one hundred but about two hundred forms), which he modifies on sev-
eral points, so that finally he is working with a number of lexemes that
varies between 140 and 200. From a diachronic perspective this should
allow for the reconstruction of a basic Baltic lexicon, but in conclusion the
author himself admits that the results of his work do not correspond to
this scheme for three fundamental reasons: a) the paucity of Old Prussian
data, b) the limited similarity (more precisely: ancient separation) between
western Baltic and eastern Baltic, ¢) the semantic inadequacy of the base
lexicon, especially in the designation of action, which underwent constant
changes, often for reasons of expressiveness (Lanszweert 1984, p. xl, and
the review of Urbutis 1986).
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Still, none of this impedes the author from defining a specific Baltic
lexicon on the basis of proposed comparisons and to produce a restricted
list of 86 lexemes, expandable to 155 if one considers other partial endo-
Baltic connections.

A project to compile a Proto-Baltic dictionary, coordinated by
Aleksandra Steinbergs (Canada), was announced, but yielded no results.
Baltic and Slavic etymological databases (created within the framework
of the Indo-European Etymological Dictionary project, see: http://www.
ieed.nl) are being constructed in Leiden. In 2004 a project called Com-
mon Baltic Lexicon began at Klaipéda university (Kaukiené, Pakalniskiené
2006); later Pakalniskien¢, Kaukiené, Lauciuté (2008) gives a list of com-
mon Baltic words (but only for the letter “a”) with notes on morphology,
morphonological structure of the root and semantics; the idea is to pre-
pare a comprehensive lexical corpus (that is, including data not only from
the standard languages, but also from old texts, dialects, onomastics, etc.)
which could became the basis of an etymological dictionary of the Baltic
languages. Kaukiené, Jakulis E. (2009) investigate the primary (not de-
rived) verbs common to the three Baltic languages from a morphonologic
and semantic point of view (with special attention to the e- and e- verbs).

2.4.2. Archaisms and innovations

As evidenced by the research cited above, the principal division in the fun-
damental lexicon of the Baltic languages is usually between archaisms and
innovations (Sabaliauskas 1990, p. 7-110). Among the latter it is useful to
separate common innovations from other language groups (or ancient bor-
rowings from them), primarily from Germanic or Slavic [see3..1-3], from the
innovations of the Balto-Slavic period isee3.1.51. Four strata are traditionally
identified: IE lexicon, lexicon common to Baltic and to Slavic, exclusively
Baltic lexicon, and finally Lithuanian or Latvian lexicon. The first and
third subgroups are interesting; here are some canonical examples of the
first stratum:

Lith. diévas, Latv. dievs, OPr. deiws, deywis ‘god’ cf. Olnd. devd-, Latin
deus, divus, divinus ‘godly’; Lith. likti, Latv. pa-likt ‘to leave’, OPr.
po-linka ‘may he/she/it leave [something]’, cf. OGr. Aeimw, Latin
linquo; Lith. suo, Suns, Latv. suns, OPr. sunis ‘dog’, cf. Olnd. sva, sunah,
OGr. »bwv, nuvog, Lith. vyras, Latv. virs, OPr. wijrs ‘man (male)’, cf.
Olnd. vira-, Latin vir; etc.
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Lexemes like the following are ascribed to a specifically Baltic vocabu-

lary:%

Lith. gilus, Latv. dzils, OPr. gillin ‘deep’; Lith. ldngas, Latv. logs,
OPr. lanxto ‘window’; Lith. lokys, Latv. lacis, OPr. clokis (toponym
Tlokunpelk < Baltic *tlak- ‘bear’); Lith. merga, Latv. merga, OPr. mer-
go ‘girl’; Lith. pliénas, Latv. pliens, OPr. playnis ‘steel’; Lith. tikras,
Latv. tikrs, OPr. tickars ‘real’; OLith. vdrias, Latv. vars, OPr. wargien
‘copper’; Lith. byloti ‘to converse; to interrogate’, Latv. bilst, bildet ‘to
speak, to talk’, OPr. billit id., etc.

Still in other cases the semasiological aspect is typically Baltic:

Lith. dangus, OPr. dangus ‘sky’ ~ Lith. dengti ‘to cover’ (but Latv.
debess ‘sky’ id. < *nebh-), cf. Russ. nyra ‘arc’, Pol. dial. dgga ‘arc, bow,
rainbow’ (< Slavic *dgga);

Lith. médis ‘tree’, médzias ‘forest’, Latv. mezs id., OPr. median id. <
*medhios ‘middle’, the meaning ‘forest’ is characteristic only for Balts;

Lith. petys, OPr. pette ‘shoulders’, cf. Avestan pathanah ‘ample, wide’,
OGr. metavvuul ‘to spread out; to open’; etc.

Besides these, several typical Baltic suffixes are used in word formation:*"

208
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Suffixes for the names of action -siana, -siena, -sna, e.g. Lith. eisena,
Latv. ieSana ‘walking movement’, Lith. josena ‘horseback riding’, OPr.
atskisenna ‘resurrection’, OPr. madlisna ‘prayer’;*'? suffixes of proper-
names -un-as, e.g. Lith. Perkiinas, Latv. dialect Perkuns, OPr. Percunis
‘thunder’ (Ambrazas S. 1996a);

Suffixes for diminutives -el-, e.g. Lith. tévélis ‘papa, daddy’, OPr.
patowelis ‘stepfather’; -ul-, e.g. Lith. tévilis ‘papa, daddy’; -ut-, e.g. Lith.
vilkutis ‘wolf cub’, OPr. nagutis ‘fingernail’; -uz-, e.g. Lith. merguzé
‘little girl’, OPr. merguss id.; -ait-, e.g. Lith. mergdité ‘little girl’;

Suffixes for adjectives in -ing-, e.g. Lith. budingas, ‘typical’, Latv.
raksturigs id., OPr. labbings ‘good’.

Sabaliauskas (1990, p. 142-193).

Safarewicz (1976a, 1977) demonstrates the greater archaic quality of Lithuanian compared to Slavic in the
formation of deverbal derivatives; in Lithuanian the motivation for derivatives was preserved to a greater
degree compared to the new process of word formation in Slavic.

On OPr. suffixes for abstract nouns, cf. Parenti (1998).
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Bammesberger (1973) studied abstract formations in Baltic.?"' For Lithu-
anian Ambrazas S. [1957-2010] left unfortunately unaccomplished a huge
investigation on different forms of morphological derivation in Lithuani-
an and Baltic, and devoted three monographies respectively to nominal
(Ambrazas S. 1993, 2000) and adjectival (Ambrazas S. 2011ab) deriva-
tives.?!* For Latvian a fundamental work on word formation has been writ-
ten by Emilija Soida [1924-1989]; her posthumously published work (Soida
2009) is focussed primarily on adjectival and verbal derivatives.

2.5. PHRASEOLOGY

The particular object of this relatively new area in Baltic linguistics is to
define (and eventually to reconstruct) textual fragments or at least units
broader than simple lexical ones by means of endo-Baltic comparison.
Here there is interest in the diachronic aspect of the process, which can
eventually permit attribution of certain phraseologisms to the Proto-
Baltic phase.

2.5.1. Principles

In Baltic (and Balto-Slavic) linguistics the study of phraseology has
developed in relatively recent times and above all in a synchronic perspec-
tive,”"* whilst the diachronic aspect of Baltic phraseology is still at the ini-
tial stages.”"* In the field of comparative Baltic phraseology, the researches
of Rainer Eckert deserve special attention.

A general condition for proper phraseological research is to begin
with stable syntagmatic types (stereotypes), that is from lexemic combina-
tions (Lexemverkniipfungen), which provide a certain guarantee of stability
in the individual languages (of the type of idiomatic phrases). The implicit

A1 Cf. Urbutis (1975).

212 *

On similarities in the formation of the adjectives in *-no-, *-to-, *-mo, *-lo in Baltic and Slavic, cf.
Balalykina (1980).

For Lithuanian Paulauskas (1977); Ermanyté, Kazukauskaité, Naktiniené, Paulauskas, Simenaite, Vilutyte
(2001); Lipskiené (1979, 2008); Jakaitiené (1980, p. 95-114; 2009a, p. 279-307); Vosylyteé (1985); for Latvian
Rike-Dravina (1974); Laua (1992) and also e.g. Migla (2008); Jezupova (2008); moreover, it is important to
at least recall the existence of many bilingual phraseological dictionaries.

24 Veisbergs (1989ab, 1990 [= 1993, 2012]) for Latvian, and Jakaitiené (2009, p. 294-298) for Lithuanian, are

probably the first works from a diachronic perspective.
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assumption is that such stable syntagmas should not be limited to the well-
studied IE poetic language. Another general condition (valid for both syn-
chronic and diachronic research) consists of a comparison of three separate
elements of a probable phraseologism: the formal structure; the semantic
structure resulting from the literal meaning of the components; and the
general phraseological meaning arising out of the metaphorization of the
idiomatic phrase as a whole. Besides this, certain other special preliminary
conditions are necessary for a proper phraseological study of Baltic and
Balto-Slavic material:

a) the retrieval of data from reliable historical and lexicographic sourc-
es, from dialects, from the language of folklore;

b) a comparison with corresponding data of the Slavic languages,
extremely useful to establish the existence of possible variants when
the discussion relates without doubt to coincidences from an ancient
period, but one must be cautious about calques from a recent period;

o for OPr. one must primarily rely on the rare fragments of text which

are not pure calques from the original German.*"

2.5.2. Baltic phraseologisms

Apart from the phraseological sequence deduced from the comparison of
modern Lithuanian and Latvian which serve to define the synchronic situation
for East Baltic, research shows two different types of phraseologisms; a) those
relating to East Baltic alone; b) those probably relating to common Baltic:

a) The comparative phraseologism ‘to grow ~ linden’, e.g. Lith. nudugusi
kaip liepa and Latv. noaugusi ka liepa, literally ‘grown like a linden’,
with many examples in folk poetry, in the phraseological meaning of
‘to grow well’. The comparative phraseologism ‘white head ~ apple-
tree’, e.g. Lith. galva balta kaip obelis and Latv. galva balta ka abele, lit-
erally ‘a head white like an apple-tree’, in the phraseological meaning
of ‘grey (hair), hoary, old’; etc.

b) The stable phraseologism identified by Toporov from comparisons
of OPr. ains antran ‘einander; each other’ (not translated verbatim

Eckert (1989a, 1992b, 1994a); for the complications connected with the “poetic language” of IE, cf. Eckert
(1992a) and, on a more general IE background, Campanile (1993).
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from the original German), Lith. vienas aritrg (already in Dauksa:
wenas antrg ‘one to another’), Latv. viens otru id.; a stable etymologi-
cal figure identified by Toporov, i.e. OPr. etwerreis... wartin ‘ffne...
die Tiir; open... the door’, Lith. atvérti vartus ‘to open the gates’, Latv.
atvert vartus id. (Pr] 1, p. 95; 11, p. 113; Eckert 1992b).

The first type of phraseological example is limited to East Baltic and
remains unverifiable with the present state of knowledge — but because of
this one should not exclude a priori the existence of the same phraseolo-
gisms in western Baltic. For the second type one notices the regular oc-
currence of stable textual fragments in all the individual languages. Nev-
ertheless, their designation as phraseologisms is rather dubious since the
metaphorized moment is lacking in them, and consequently they are in
point of fact devoid of phraseological meaning.

2.5.3. East Baltic-Slavic phraseologisms

Quite a few correspondences of textual fragments (phraseologisms) have
been identified in the East Baltic and Slavic arena (Eckert 1991, 1998a).
The preferred areas are: a) folkloric (poetry) and dialectal language, but also
b) fixed technical areas (apiculture see 4.2431), and, distinct from poetic
ambiance, they have proven fruitful for phraseological research. For example:

a) Comparative phraseologisms ‘berry ~ girl’; they occur in eastern
Slavic expressions (Ukr. miska, sk sirunka ‘a girl like a berry’, Blruss.
HIBeCTKa, 5K sraTka y mece ‘the bride like a forest berry’, Russ.
aronka ‘berry’ a sobriquet for a girl); an analogous use is found in
Lith. kaip tioga ‘very beautiful’, also in folk songs as$ mergelé kaip uogelé
‘I'm a girl like a berry’, and in Latv. Kad es biju jauna meita, ka tidzena
‘When I was a young girl like a little berry’, with cf. Latv. adzena
diminutive of oga ‘berry’ (Eckert 1993, p. 90-98; 1994c¢; 1997,
p. 123). Formulaic phraseologisms are found in Lith. dialect nat ugniés
dioda ‘strikes a blow, hits’, and Blruss. six nyba matie, literally ‘strikes
like an oak’, used for expressing the intensity, or the high degree of
the quality or of the action (Nevskaja 1993);

b) Phraseologisms which connote ‘a sweet drink ~ bitter drink’; they
occur in Slavic formulaic expressions (OCS *medwv olv ‘mead beer’ ~
olv medwv also *medovina olovina) and East Baltic (Lith. aliis medus ‘beer
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honey’, aliis midius ‘beer mead’; Latv. alus medus ‘beer honey’); there
is also a series of combination variants: Russ. Mén—nuBo—Buno—|...]
‘mead-beer-wine-|...]" ~ Lith. midus—alus—vynas—|...] id. (Eckert 1993,
p. 87-90).

Other significant phraseologisms are ‘to place a beehive’, with exact genetic
correspondences of the lexical components, cf. Latv. det dori and Pol. dziac¢
drzewo id. (Eckert 1986). Other phraseologisms connect the concept ‘dry
food / dried food ~ moist food / fat food” and occur in East Baltic expres-
sions (eastern Lith. valga ‘food’, Lith. pavalga ‘nutrition, ingredient’, Latv.
pavalga id., etc., connected with vdlgyti ‘to eat’, vilgyti ‘to moisten’, from
which is deduced the semantic development ‘humidity’ > ‘watery food, fat
food’ (cf. also OPr. welgen ‘a cold or chill’; an analogous series has been
identified in Slavic, e.g. ORuss. Bonora ‘butter, cream, fat’ and ¢ xmebom
n sonororo ‘with bread and fat food’, Russ. dialect BOméra ‘moisture,
water’; also Slovenian vldga ‘humidity, rain’, ‘broth, soup’ (Eckert 1982-
1983; 1984). Finally the significant phraseologisms ‘to vomit / to throw up’
have an exact literal equivalent ‘to skin the goat’, cf. Latv. dirat azi id., Lith.
ozius lupti, OCS *dvrati kozvlv (Eckert 1988b).*'°

Dialectal phraseology (about 900 units) of the Lithuanian folklore
concerning saints and the devil has been analyzed from the ethnolinguistic
point of view by Jasitinaité (2010).

2.5.4.On spells, magic formulas and other

Another specific field of investigation is that of the (generally) short texts
of different spells and magic formulas (German Zauberspriiche, Russ.
3arOBOPBI).

There is no general study of spells in a Baltic perspective,*'” but sev-
eral classic contributions for each single tradition exist e.g. for Lithuanian
Mansikka (1929), and for Latvian the very rich researches of Straubergs
(1939-1941) on magic formulas, and Straubergs (1944) on Latvian popular
customs. In this context it is also worth mentioning the collection of Lat-
vian popular beliefs by Smits (1940-1941). A collection of papers devoted
to both general and particular aspects of this subject is Ivanov, Svesnikova

216 Other parallels have been observed and commented on by Eckert (2006ab). For specific cases of interferen-
ce between Lithuanian and Belarussian, cf. Aksamital (2000).
27 In general, cf. Toporov (1994), Ivanov (1994).
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(1993). Stryczynska-Hodyl (2009) is a study of the Lithuanian and Latvian
versions of the fairy tale Eglé, Zalc¢iy karaliené (The Queen of Grass-Snakes)
and of the magic formulas (name) employd in it.*'®

The correspondences concerning those spells among Lithuanian from
one side, and Belarussian, Polish, Russian from the other side, have been
collected, classified and commented on according to three main connected

spheres: illness, sacrificial illness, fight against illness, in the exhaustive
study by Zav’jalova (2006).

2.6. ONOMASTICS

Regarding Baltic onomastics Toporov has written that it is a “hunting pre-
serve of the ancient IE language.” Within the obvious confines of this
profile I will attempt to clarify certain features which could motivate such
an assertion.

2.6.1. Hydronymics and toponymics

Since [ earlier discussed ancient Baltic hydronymics (and toponymics)
lsee 1.2-3] which cover vast territories where Slavic peoples live today, and
since I will provide additional references later, at this point I will limit
myself to research primarily on the ethnographic territory of Lithuania and
Latvia ifor opr.see 6]. After the first studies completed in the toponomastic
realm by authoritative Lithuanian and Latvian linguists,*" during the last
half century important research has appeared, which has not only produced
new data, but has also contributed to clarifying the features of the Baltic
systems of hydronymics as a whole. The research received a particularly
notable impulse from the results of a collection of hydronymic data pre-

pared on the basis of cartographic material and analyzed by a group of

scholars from the Latvian and Lithuanian Academies of Science.??°

% For comparisons outside of the Baltic area, cf. Eckert (1998b); the reflexes of a cosmological spell in Lith.,

Latv., Blruss. and Ukr. are discussed in Sudnik (1999).

219 For Lithuania, cf. Buiga (1923); Jonikas (1950-1951). For Latvia, cf. Endzelins (1922-1925, 1934); Plakis
(1936-1937). For Latgalia, cf. Zeps (1977, 1984b, 1995). For Prussia Gerullis (1922a) as well as Biolik
(1989) and Blaziené (1994, 2000, 2009 etc.). For Baltic in general, cf. Ruke-Dravina (1973).

20 For Latvian, cf. Avotina (1984); Avotina, Goba (1986); for Lithuanian, cf. Savukynas, Vanagas, Vitkauskas
(1963); this last work, which included just under ten thousand names of rivers and lakes found in the
territory of the then Lithuanian Soviet Republic, was quickly enhanced by unpublished additions and
amplifications, cf. Savukynas (1960-1966). Very useful for Lithuania Minor, in Prussia, is the work of
collection and interpretation of Péteraitis (1992); for place-names, cf. Vanagas (1996); Péteraitis (1997).
For Latvian place-names, cf. Buss (2003); LV'V.
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Relying on a vast collection of material, Vanagas (1970, 1981ab) cre-
ated a kind of trilogy which will leave a definite imprint over time. First,
he studies the principles of formation and derivation characteristic of the
system of Lithuanian hydronymics, and proposes a classification of deriva-
tives based on the utilization of various formants.

The primary hydronyms are distinct, that is, those types coming from
common nouns, anthroponyms or toponyms without change, and which do
not have any typical formant (e.g. Gérvé < fem. noun gérvé ‘crane’; Adomditis
< anthroponym Adomditis, etc.); secondary hydronyms in turn are divided
into derivational and compound. The first are derived by means of various
elements: endings (e.g. hydronym Kreivé, Ilgé ~ adj. kreivas ‘curved’, ilgas
‘long’), suffixes (e.g. hydronym Ilgynas ~ adj. ilgas) or prefixes (e.g. hydronym
Padubé ~ toponym Duibos ~ adj. dubus ‘deep’, masc. noun dubué ‘ravine’).

The second are, on the other hand, composed from various parts of
speech (e.g. from two nouns Briedzupis ~ briedis ‘elk’, upé ‘river’; from adj.
and noun Saltipé ~ Saltas ‘cold’, tipé ‘river’; from verb and noun Kriokupys ~
kriokti ‘to mutter’, upé ‘river’, etc.); a particular type is made up of genitive
formation hydronyms, where the first element is the gen. of a noun (e.g.
Akmeéniy ézeras ‘lake’). A comparison of the structural elements of Lithu-
anian hydronymics with those of Latvian and Old Prussian defines a rather
similar model among the Baltic languages. An areal differentiation of the
diverse formants is not clearly identifiable, and this allows one to hypoth-
esize a relative linguistic homogeneity over the whole territory where such
a hydronymic system appeared and developed.

Another important aspect of Baltic hydronymics, the semantic
aspect, comprises the subject of another contribution of the same Lithu-
anian linguist. Vanagas (1981b) divides the hydronyms into two principal
groups, unmotivated and motivated, from which other successive categories
are derived. The first group, which comprises about a thousand units (11%),
is of little use for semantic research: these hydronyms are characterized
precisely by their non-hydronymic, marginal, but interesting semantics.
Often these hydronyms are taken from other onomastic sectors (primarily
toponymics and anthroponymics). Strictly speaking, the so-called posses-
sive hydronyms have no hydronymic semantic value since the possessive
quality is not directly connected with the description of the body of water;
for the most part they are derived from toponyms (33%) and anthropo-
nyms (67%). Much more interesting for semantic study is the second group,
the motivated hydronyms (89%), whose primary meaning is hydronymic;
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it is possible to distinguish between hydrogeographics (they, in turn have
a series of subdivisions), and those derived from appellatives. In conclu-
sion, one can trace several interesting areal observations. On the one hand,
they refine the relations of the Baltic hydronymic system with the ancient
European hydronymics, and on the other hand, allow for the connection
of specific hydronymic features with the boundaries of the East Baltic dia-
lects (and study the question of the substrata of Curonian, Semigallian,
Selonian, Yatvingian in Lithuanian hydronymics). Moreover, on an ethno-
genetic level, Vanagas accepts the notion that the area of the diffusion of
Baltic hydronymics coincides with that of the diffusion of Baltic ethnicity.
Such an assumption, substantially correct, nevertheless gives one pause,
since one must always keep in mind that prehistoric and historical events
could have changed, even significantly, the picture which is reconstructed
see1.5.2]. The studies just discussed, concentrating principally on Lithuanian
hydronymics, but often of pan-Baltic interest, are generalized in the funda-
mental etymological dictionary of Lithuanian hydronyms (which actually
includes all of Baltic hydronymics). The staff of the Institute for the Lithuani-
an Language in Vilnius are currently continuing the research which Vanagas
[1934-1995] conducted for many years (e.g. Norkaitiené 1993; Razmukaité
1993, and still many others).

Latvian hydronymics has not been studied to the extent that Lithu-
anian has. Still there are many detailed preparatory works which in the
near future could allow us to make a qualitative leap and to produce works
of broader significance.””' Balode L. is working particularly actively in
this area, and her specific contributions regard many types of hydronym-
ic derivation, precisely: of anthroponyms (Balode L. 1991), of names of
lakes (limnonyms; Balode L. 1987, 1990), of names of plants (phytonyms;
Balode L. 1993a), names of tastes (Balode L. 1993b), adjectives denoting
significant color (Balode L. 1992) and so forth; the passage of common
nouns to proper nouns (process of onymization) in Baltic hydronymy is
discussed in Balode (2005).

Finally, I must point out the presence of many other contributions
relating to the study of hydronymic parallels outside the Baltic area.***

Prepared on the basis of the research carried out into Lithuanian
proper words, the Institute of Lithuanian Language has started to publish

21 E.g. the contributions at the conference Vietvardi un personvardi published in the journal ValAK (1988,
p. 233-370).
22 E.g. Balto-Balkan parallels in Breidaks (1977b), Balto-Slavo-Illyrian in Dambe (1974); Toporov (1987) etc.
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a 10-volume projected Dictionary of Lithuanian Place-names, which is a first
systematic attempt to present all Lith. place names attested in the Card In-
dex of Place-names from the Living Language, and give information and ety-
mological explanations on each of them; also regions at present beyond the
political border of the Lithuanian Republic are ethnic considered (Lietuvos
vietovardziy Zodynas 1, A-B, 2008).

2.6.2. Anthroponymics

The Balts had their own specific pre-Christian IE anthroponymics (cf. Schmitt
1991), many traces of which still remain today in typical binomial formations
which are similar in Lithuanian,” Latvian®** and Prussian,*” e.g.:

*But-/*Bud-, Lith. Ar-butas, Kari-butas; OPr. Ar-bute, Ey-buth,
Ey-bud, etc.

*Daug-, Lith. Daubaras (< *Daug-baras, cf. daiig ‘a lot’ and barti
‘reprove; streit’; cf. Pol. Bolestaw, Czech Bolemila, etc.), Daii-kantas,
Daiu-girdé; OPr. Daw-kent, etc.

*Gin(t)-, Lith. Gim-butas (< *Gin-butas), Gin-tautas; OPr. Gynne-
both, Gyn-thawte, etc.

*Nor-, Lith. No6r-vaiSas, Vai$-noras, Noér-mantas; OPr. Nar-wais,
Ways-nar, etc.

*Vis-, Lith. Vis-baras, Vis-mantas; OPr. Wisse-bar (cf. Pol. Wszebora),
Wysse-manth, etc.

Two arguments are generally offered to illustrate the archaic quality of the
Baltic formations: one internal — the fact that one of the two components is
almost always of verbal origin (cf. Lith. Jo-gdila ~ joti ‘to ride a horse’, Gin-
tautas ~ ginti ‘to defend’, and one external, based on the comparison with
the parallel formations found in OGr. (e.g. Agyéraog ‘he who rules the
nation’) or in Olnd. (e.g. Trasddasyu- ‘he who makes his enemies tremble’).
Several correspondences for the individual terms are found in Slavic mat-

23 Leskien (1909-1911, 1914-1915); Baga (1911); Zinkevicius (1977a); Girvilas (1978); Maciejauskiené
(1991, 1994); Kuzavinis, Savukynas (1994); Sinkevic¢iuté (2006). For Lithuanian surnames, cf. Vanagas
(1985-1989); for Latvian surnames, cf. Balodis P. (2005, 2013); for Latgalian, cf. Stafecka (2013). For Li-
thuanian nicknames, cf. Butkus (1995, 1997); for Latvian nicknames, cf. Ernstone (2002), Strausa (2008).
For Lithuanian pseudonyms, cf. Zaveckiené (1998).

224 Blese (1929); Staltmane (1981). For Latvian surnames, cf. Silin$ (1990).

5 Lewy (1904); Trautmann (1925); Blaziené (2011b).
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erial (e.g. Baltic bar- ~ Slavic bor- ‘to fight’, Baltic ddrg- ~ Slavic drago-
(< *darga ‘dear, precious’); only for the meaning: Baltic but- ~ Slavic domo-
‘dwelling’, Baltic gin- ~ Slavic bran- (< *born- ‘to defend’); cf. also Nevskaja
1998, 2001).

About two hundred stems which enter into the composition of the
anthroponyms are identified only in Lithuanian; the verbal element can
occur in the second element with no difference (Lith. Vais-noras ~ noréti
‘to want’), or in the first position (Nor-vaiSas, Hap-u-moutosuun [1350]
~ noréti ‘to want’), or again, both elements can be of verbal origin (Lith.
Munn-rauno [1388] and Goyli-min [1432] ~ gailéti ‘to be merciful’, minéti
‘to mention; to remember’). Occasionally there is a connecting vowel -i-
between the two elements perhaps of verbal origin (cf. min-i ‘he mentions’,
min-i-me ‘we mention’, min-i-te “you mention’).

The forms of the Lith. names in the Ruthenian written Lithuani-
an Annals of the 15th century have been investigated by Garliauskas
(2000). The spread and adaptation of Lithuanian names in Polish has also
been studied (e.g.: Pol. Olgierd, Jagielto,”*® Norwid ~ Lith. Algirdas, Jogdila,
Norvydas and in Belarussian.?* It is possible that the anthroponymic inven-
tory can be expanded and made more precise, thanks to new discoveries
such as the Lithuanian names on the birch bark documents in Novgorod.**®

According to the principles set forth in Valentas (1997, p. 26-50, and
following Campanile 1987), the typical Baltic binomial anthroponymic
formations also reveal features of the IE poetic language (cf. also Valentas
2001, 2009).?** The main root employed for both names and epithets is
that meaning ‘glory, fame’ (e.g. OGr. Evgpu-xAeitog, Olnd. Prthu-srdvas
‘with a vast fame’; OGr. gvxhenig, Olnd. su-srdvas ‘famous, rich of glory’).
In the Baltic anthropolexems the concept of ‘glory’ is rather rarely given
by means of the root *klau(s)- ‘to hear’ (< *kleu-, e.g. Lith. klausyti, OPr.
klausiton), but quite often also by means of the roots *gird-/*gerd- ‘to say aloud’
(< *guerdh-/*gurdh, e.g. Lith. girdéti ‘to hear’, Latv. dzirdet id., OPr. ger-
daut ‘to say’; Lith. girti ‘praise’, OPr. girtwei id.; cf. Olnd. grnati ‘to praise,
to sing’), and probably also *tar- (Lith. tarti ‘utter; pronounce’, OPr. tarin
‘voice’; cf. Olnd. adj. tarasvara- ‘resounding aloud’ from tard ‘bringing
to the other side’ and svara ‘sound’, Hitt. tar- ‘to say’). The correlation

226 Safarewicz (1950); Otrebski (1959); Bednarczuk (1980, 1982, 1983); Smoczynski (1982).
227 Birila, Vanagas (1968); Rimsa (1974, 1981).

28 TJajlenko (1987). Nalepa (1971c) investigates the interesting inscription (13th cent.) Berosro (possibly
*bi-tautas > Vytautas), cf. Lith. bijoti ‘to fear’ for the first element, and Lith. tauta ‘people’ for the second one.

22 The same subject is also dealt with in Petit (2006).
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*klau(s)- ~ *gird- ~ *tar- also has interesting correspondences in other IE
languages (Gall. bardus ‘the name of the Celtic poet’, Olrl. bard id., OArm.
kardam ‘to recit aloud’), and within the Baltic anthroponymy:

*klau(s)- ~ Lith. Klausigaila; OPr. Claws-i-gail [1385], Klawsigail,
Toloclaus, Toleclaus etc.

*gird-/*gerd- ~ Lith. Al-girdas, Gird-mantas, Taiit-girdas; OPr.
Al-gard, By-gerde, Kanthe-gerde etc.

*tar- ~ Lith. Tdar-vydas, Ger-taras, Gin-taras, Daii-taras (< *Daug-
taras) etc.

An attempt to investigate the specific (morphological and semantic) fea-
tures of Baltic women’s names in an IE context is found in Stiiber (2009).

2.6.3. Ethnonymics

I do not propose here to provide the various hypotheses for every Baltic
ethnonym (for that I refer to the particular sections of the succeeding
chapters), but rather to point out certain research trends in explaining
ethnonymic data in a broader Baltic and IE onomastic context. Besides
specific studies in this area, limited references found in scattered works
devoted to closely related arguments are helpful, and among these and of
special value are the allusions found in the numerous studies of Toporov
(1964, 1973, 1977a).

Certain contributions of Kuzavinis (1966) and Lauciuté (1988) are
successful attempts to give a complete and, to the extent possible, system-
atic exposition of the information contained in the material. It is now an
acknowledged given that a fruitful study of Baltic ethnonymics must be
undertaken in a broader IE areal context and chronologically connected
with the period prior to Proto-Baltic. There are at least three reasons for
this:

a) The numerous semantic and structural parallels with ancient Euro-
pean onomastics: in this perspective every etymological or typologi-
cal correspondence so far discovered by scholars (Krahe, Schmid,
Duridanov, Toporov, Laucitté) is important for all the languages
which may have had contact with the ancient Baltic community.
As examples I offer the following correspondences: Baltic *gal-ind-
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(> OPr. Galinda) ~ Kalindoia or Kalindia, a city in Migdonia in ancient
Macedonia; Baltic *pras-/*praus- (Lith. Prasai, Latv. Prusi ‘Prus-
sians’) ~ Thracian toponym Brussa, ITpotoa, [Tpotvoiog, Boovoagtg,
the Celtic toponym Prausi, the Germanic ethnonym Frisja, Frisii
(which Toporov connects with the Etruscan anthroponym Prus ‘Prus’
lsee6.1.3]); Baltic *sel- (> Lith. Séliai ‘Selonians’) ~ the Thracian tribe
name Selletes, ZeA\ot, the name of the country XeA-vufola, the Lusi-
tanian tribe name Sel-puli [see 5.5.2]; moreover, for the name of the
Aesti (Lith. disciai) there are parallels in toponyms of Venetic origin
Ad-estae, At-este; for the name of Lithuania (Lietuva), of the Lithuani-
ans (lietuwiai), of Latvia (Latvija) and of the Latvians (lafviesi) there are
parallels in the tribal names identified as Celtic Lat-ov-ici, as well as
the tribal name (Celtic or Germanic?) Laetus, Gaelic Let-av-ija, Irish
Letha ‘the western part of Gaul’ and Letos; there is no lack of hydro-
nymic or other explanations [seeinfral.

b) The almost total absence of specific Baltic ethnonymic formants; the
only suffixes presumed typical for the Baltic appellative lexicon are
-t- (variants: -et- ~ -it-) and -s- (variants -es-/-is-); on the contrary
they often approach IE toponymic and hydronymic data of Europe,
e.g. Thracian Bdvng, a fortress in Dacia ~ ethnonym Bdv-t-iot,
Bav-io-al, the analogous series in OPr. Banow ~ Ban-et-in ~ Ban-
s-e, Ban-s-in. The suffix -s- quickly became non-productive, judg-
ing by its disappearance in the onomastics of the Moscow region
(ITommockosse) and its stability, on the other hand, in the upper
Dnepr basin (IToguenposne), e.g. Pelesa, Lucesa (< *Lauk-es-a), etc.

o The characteristic process of formation: hydronym — toponym and/
or country name — ethnonym (e.g. Lietava river name — Lietuva
‘Lithuania’ — liettiwiai ‘Lithuanians’), so that the ethnonym is often
formed from hydronymic stems without any special word-formation
suffixes. These explanations maintain that the Proto-Baltic collec-
tives in *-ava ~ -uva and such, as well as perhaps *leti-, reflect the
original name which the ancient Balts used to call themselves and
which signified ‘a country of origin; an inhabitant of the country-
side’.

This point of view, based on hydronymic data, is traditionally favored
(Buga (1913b [= RR 1, p. 528]; ME 11, p. 425; Kuzavinis 1964b). But the
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tendency in recent years toward another interpretation relying on the eth-
nolinguistic aspect must be noted; Karalitinas (1995ac) clearly prefers this
point of view in his works (concerning the name of the Aesti [see1.3.3..1, of
the Gudai, as well as the names of Latvia and Lithuania). Karalitinas (1995c¢)
proposes another development, which can be summarized thus: the first
ORuss. attestations of the name indicate military groups; moreover, such
a meaning reoccurs in similar root forms of the Germanic languages (cf.
Icelandic id ‘orderly; guide; army’, MLG leide id.); if such forms were con-
nected to Lith. Lietuva, then the name would have originally represented a
military campaign (cf. the collective suffix -av- ~ -uv-). Zinkevic¢ius (1994)
maintains on the contrary the traditional view.



CHAPTER 3

THE LINGUISTIC CONTEXT

3.1. THE SLAVIC AND GERMANIC PERIBALTIC CONTEXT

Contacts with the ethnic groups which, according to our present state of
knowledge, lived in proximity to their ancestors, played a large role in the
ethnogenesis of the Balts. In this first section I will concentrate on contacts
with Slavic tribes in the north-east and Germanic tribes in the west [see3.1.1;
in the following section isee3.211 will address relations with Finno-Ugric
tribes; the so-called Proto-Baltic region will be treated separately [see3.3..
It is not possible to delve deeply into the relations with every linguistic
group, but some comments on them are given [see3.4..

3.1.1. Correspondences between Baltic, Slavic and Germanic

The idea of close contact between Balto-Slavic and Germanic, already
expressed in the writings of Zeuss and Grimm is strongly supported by
Schleicher (1852).%*° Overall lexical correspondences are primarily taken
into account, but certain common morphological innovations are also con-
sidered for these languages.

Among the latter Leskien (1876) recognizes only the presence of
-m- in the nominal endings, where the other IE languages have -bh-, but
this does not diminish the assumption of a Balto-Slavo-Germanic sub-
group, an assumption which is shared by many other linguists (Uhlenbeck,
Schmidt, Kluge, Kretschmer), and which dominated at least until the
skepticism expressed by Hirt (1892, p. 305): “von der Verwandtschaft des
Lituslavisches mit dem Germanischen nichts zu halten ist” (i.e. Nothing
can be said concerning the kinship of Lithuanian-Slavic [i.e. Balto-Slavic]
with Germanic).

20 On the importance of the Balto-Slavic and Germanic unity idea in the history of linguistics, cf. Létzsch
(1986, 1990).
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Later, after the appearance of the works of Meillet and the Ital-
ian Neolinguistics school,”' the question of a hypothetical Balto-Slavo-
Germanic unity ceased to be discussed as a distinct problem and was ab-
sorbed into the more general attempt to define the geographical-dialec-
tal division of the IE linguistic families. Thus, Pisani (1933) puts Baltic,
Slavic and Germanic (to which one can probably add Illyrian and Thra-
cian) into a central subgroup, contrasting with analogous western (Italian,
Celtic), southern (Osco-Umbrian, Greek, Macedonian) and eastern (Indo-
Iranian) subgroups. Conversely, Devoto (1952) considers that Proto-Slavic
and Proto-Baltic are part of northern IE, which in turn stands in opposi-
tion to southern IE and western IE. Other similar hypotheses have been
offered, for instance Porzig (1954, p. 139-143) revisits eight Balto-Slavo-
Germanic lexical correspondences from previous studies. I consider it use-
ful to examine this problem more fully.

Material appropriate for consideration in cases like this obviously
excludes the borrowings from a historical period, while at the same time
orienting itself on ancient vocabulary, that is, on those lexemes which show
phonetic “regularity” (like the forms inherited from IE), but are circum-
scribed only by the Balto-Slavo-Germanic area, at least as it is known in

21 The so-called school of Neolinguistics emerged in Italy at the beginning of the 20th century. Because its

linguistic ideas are generally not well known, I consider it appropriate to give a brief explanation. Neo-
linguists considered the schemas of the Neogrammarians to be of pure practical interest but lacking in any
essential value. Consequently they looked at language as at an individual and spiritual phenomenon. In
that respect they were adherents of idealism, that is the philosophy of Benedetto Croce [1866-1952] and
Karl Vossler [1872-1949]. The linguistic ideas of the Neolinguists arose from three main sources: a) the
substratum linguistics of Graziadio Isaia Ascoli [1829-1907]; b) geographical linguistics (especially of Jules
Gilliéron and Johannes Schuchardt); and ¢) the Wérter und Sachen movement. Because of these influences
the Neolinguistic school of linguistics was also called “areal linguistics” and/or “spatial linguistics”. They
set forth five “areal norms” which must be understood not as laws, but rather as tendencies. The main figu-
res of the Italian Neolinguistic school were Matteo Giulio Bartoli [1873-1946], Giulio Bertoni [1878-1942],
Giuliano Bonfante [1904-2005] and at the beginning Giacomo Devoto [1897-1974|. Other linguists with
similar views were: Giuseppe Vidossi [1878-1969], Pier Gabriele Goidanich [1868-1953] and later perhaps
also Vittore Pisani [1899-1990]. Goidanich (1907) wrote a study of the diphthongization in the Romance
languages where he draws programmatic parallels with the situation in Lithuanian. Bertoni was a professor
of Romance linguistics in Switzerland and obtained a high academic degree h.c. from the University of
Vilnius during the Polish period. Among many other items with Bertoni (Bertoni, Bartoli 1928), Bartoli
(1925, 1933, 1937) also wrote a couple of articles and some reviews on Baltistic subjects; he was especially
interested in defining the concepts of archaic and conservative in linguistics. Along with Devoto (2004)
the Neolinguist who paid most attention to the Baltic languages, and who was able to work with them,
was Bonfante (2008). In several articles published in SB he investigated accentological matters in all three
major Baltic languages. He wrote a still-quoted paper on the name of the Baltic Sea, and was also interested
in tabu, animism and phonetic symbolism; in all his works he frequently used facts of the Baltic languages,
especially Lithuanian. This is also true of his book I dialetti indoeuropei (1931) where one can find many
original and intriguing proposals not only for lexical matters and etymology. For their specific interest in
the Baltic languages, Neolinguists even have some connection with Carlo Cattaneo [1801-1869] a forerun-
ner of G. I. Ascoli. On the other hand they promoted the rise of the Italians in historical linguistics, whose
representatives have still paid attention to the facts of the Baltic languages.
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historic times (e.g. Lith. lidudis ‘people’, OCS [l'udvje, OHG liuti). Equally
interesting are those lexemes for which there is no evidence that they came
from one linguistic group and then entered into the others (e.g. Lith. sida-
bras ‘silver’, OCS svrebro, Goth. silubr). Such correspondences were already
the object of numerous specific works when Porzig proposed his list of
eight Balto-Slavo-Germanic correspondences. Subsequently, in a gener-
al overview of Germanic in an IE context, Cemodanov (1961ab, 1962)
explains the relations between Balto-Slavic and Germanic according to
several phases of development: at first Slavic was closer to Indo-Iranian and
Baltic to Germanic; when Slavic distanced itself from Iranian it became
more closely connected to Baltic, while Germanic entered into closer rela-
tions with Italic, perhaps Illyrian, and only later with Celtic.

As for the specific Balto-Slavo-Germanic lexical connections,
Cemodanov considers only four of those identified by Porzig to be valid,
the overall number to twenty-four. Porzig’s inventory remained a point
of reference for about a decade, and was then criticized on several occa-
sions by Polomé (1970, 1983). At about the same time the fundamental
work of Stang (1972) was published. In this, his last significant work, he
compiles an “isoglossary”, including in it only reliable — on the basis of the
status of the science at the time — lexical material (188 lexical isoglosses),
and only a part of the doubtful material, useful for discussion purposes,
and does not include numerous unreliable correspondences (abundant in
previous scientific literature). In this manner a definite number of lexi-
cal isoglosses was collected, divided into Balto-Slavo-Germanic (68), Bal-
to-Germanic (66), and Slavo-Germanic (54). Their careful analysis often
resulted in the identification of different derivatives of common roots in
the three groups, and occupies the major part of the work (Stang 1972,
p. 13-66).

Alongside the work of Stang stands the collection of the Ukrain-
ian Academy of Sciences (Nepokupnyi 1989), created, in the words of the
authors themselves, as “an echo to Stang’s book.” This collection offers a
precise exposition of the problem and a substantial bibliography, thereby
confirming Stang’s position after twenty years and at the same time extend-
ing his work. The analysis by the Ukrainian group takes into account new
discoveries in specific areas of Baltic, Slavic and Germanic dialectology.**

#2 In the interval between the appearance of the works of Stang (1972) and NepokupnyT (1989), the etymological
dictionary of the Slavic languages (ESSJa) and of Proto-Slavic (SIPrst), and of Russian dialects began to appear
as well as, of special importance, the etymological dictionary of Old Prussian (Prf; PKEZ). Not only lexical, but
general considerations for the study of Baltic, Germanic and Slavic relationships can be found in Klimas (1970b).
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The results in many cases differ from Stang’s, and for several pairs a third
comparison is identified. The principal limit of this research, coordinated
by Nepokupnyi, is that it includes only a limited number (25) of Balto-
Slavo-Germanic isoglosses — it is not clear why — and that the authors ac-
cordingly use Lithuanian, Russian, English and/or German lemmas to rep-
resent the three groups — Baltic, Slavic, Germanic (e.g. English ale ‘beer’,
Lith. alus, Russ. dialect onosuna; English asp ‘aspen tree’, Latv. apse, Russ.
ocuna etc.).””” Nevertheless, the percentage relationship between semantic
spheres into which Stang had already divided the lexical isoglosses remains
unchanged, and here one notices the absence of common items in the
religious sphere and abstract concepts; kinship terminology is also weakly
represented, while many more common designations for flora, fauna and
natural elements occur. Stang also points out the abundance of techni-
cal terms (especially for identifying wood objects), which could testify to
the possible existence of a primitive artisan culture. However, Trubacev
(1974) holds a different opinion on this question. Most scholars share the
viewpoint of Stang, according to which isoglosses are a product of the
period when the ancestors of the Balts, Slavs and Germans lived side by
side (Nachbarschaft), and in this regard it is more accurate to speak about
differences of dialectal types rather than about different languages. This
epoch of proximity left some well-known reflexes, not only in lexicon but
also in grammar (e.g. nominal endings of the dat.-instr. plur. cases in -m-
with -bh- in other IE languages, cf. Lith. vilkdms ‘to the wolves’, OCS
vlbkomv, Goth. wulf-am; the diffusion of the suffix *-isko- with general
functions, and certain other examples).

Stang (1972, p. 81) considers that such a Balto-Slavo-Germanic
lexical alliance should be viewed as part of a wider whole, precisely the
Vocabulaire du nord-ouest of Meillet, which represents a kind of conden-
sation and moreover a continuation. Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984,
p- 498-499) also refer to the material in Stang. Although it is impossible to
define the precise chronological relationships between the lexemes of the
two groups, Stang leans toward recognizing northwestern IE isoglosses as
the most ancient. Regarding the chronological aspect, I should remember
the importance of Baltic borrowings in Balto-Finnic (Ostseefinnisch), which
Schmid (1975) points out. On the basis of these it is possible not only to
specify individual lexical correspondences accepted by Stang, but also to

23 Otkupscikov (1973) investigates the old name for ‘bread’ in Baltic, Slavic and Germanic. Boutkan (2003)
the name for expressing ‘wetness, rain, drop’.
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put forth certain hypotheses regarding the relative chronology of Balto-
Slavic-Germanic isoglosses:

a) they pre-date the borrowing of their Baltic components in Balto-
Finnic;

b) nevertheless, they are more recent than the Iranian stratum in Balto-
Finnic, which dates to the 5th century B.C.;

o the Baltic borrowings pre-date the most ancient Germanic borrow-
ings, that is, they were borrowed before the birth of Christ.

With this in mind, and considering that the state of the culture which
the Balto-Slavic-Germanic isoglosses and Baltisms in Balto-Finnic reflect
does not differ from the culture of the epoch under discussion, Schmid
(1975) comes to the conclusion that the temporal distance between these
two events cannot be great.

Finally, I note with Maziulis (1994c) that some indicators are very
important for the analysis of the study of the ethnogenesis of the Balts, Slavs
and Germans, for example, the formative elements for the dat. plur. with
2% The closest ethnic contacts between the Balto-Slavs and
Germans probably took place as early as the 3rd millennium B.C., when they
divided into two groups: the first moved to the northeast, and the second to
the northwest. Moreover, until the middle of the 1st millennium B.C. the lan-

the element -m-

guage of the Balto-Slavs was so-called Proto-Baltic, from which then began
to develop Proto-Slavic. However, the relations between the Balto-Slavs and
Germans and the Indo-Iranians must be limited exclusively to the IE epoch.

3.1.2. Correspondences between Baltic and Germanic

Although overshadowed by the numerous correspondences between Baltic
and Slavic, the idea of a significant close relationship between Baltic and
Germanic was already clear at the very beginning of IE comparative phi-
lology, sometimes in the more generic frame of nordische Sprachen (Bopp).
According to traditional opinion there are more than a few very ancient
specific Balto-Germanic correspondences (probably arising in the 3rd mil-
lennium B.C.), but this question remains to be resolved (cf. Bednarczuk
1976 with the bibliography of earlier works).

2 Schmalstieg (2003a) argues that there may be a connection between the existence of oblique cases in *-m

and the lack of a nasal in the *-¢ stem neuter nom.-acc. sing. in Baltic and Slavic.
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3.1.2.1. Lexical borrowings. Continuing the history of the research in this area
one notes that after the classic work by Hirt (1898) regarding the Germanic
borrowings in Baltic, the seminal investigations of Buga (1921) were pub-
lished, from which it appeared that such borrowings were few. In all, Biiga
collects approximately a dozen borrowings which he subdivides in the fol-
lowing way:

a) Borrowings common for the entire Baltic territory e.g. OPr. alu
‘mead’, Lith. alus, Latv. alus «— Olcel. o/ ‘beer’, OEngl. ealu id.*

b) Borrowings common for Lithuanian and Latvian e.g. Lith. kliépas,
Latv. klaips <— Olcel. hleifr, Goth. hlaifs ‘bread’; Lith. kvietys, Latv.
kviesi <— Olcel. hueite, Goth. hwaiteis ‘wheat’; Lith. gdatvé, Latv. gatve
«— Goth. gatwo, ON gata ‘street’.

o Borrowings common to Lithuanian and Old Prussian e.g. OPr.
sarwis, Lith. Sdrvas ‘armor’ «<— Goth. sarwa ‘weapons’.

d) Borrowings appearing only in Lithuanian e.g. Lith. midus < Goth.
*midu ‘mead’, cf. OHG metu, meto.>*®

e) Borrowings appearing only in Old Prussian e.g. OPr. rikijs < Goth.
*reikeis (cf. OHG rihhi ‘powerful’); OPr. kelmis ‘hat’, Germ. *xelmaz
‘helmet’; OPr. ilmis ‘kind of hay shed’ «— Germ. *hilm(a)z ‘hay loft’;
OPr. lapinis ‘spoon’ «— Goth. *lapins;*" etc.

Cemodanov (1962) collects a significant number of exclusively Balto-
Germanic correspondences (as many as 69, that is, more than Hirt).*** In
this lexical material which reflects several semantic fields typical of primi-
tive life (parts of the body, diseases, work, objects) and which puts oth-
ers aside (social life), Cemodanov sees the influences of a very ancient
situation. Polomé (1974) offers a different opinion. He tries to invalidate
Cemodanov’s entire list on the strength of methodological deficiencies, the
weakness of the similarity or at least the non-exclusivity between the words

2 The Baltic words for ‘beer’ along with OCS olv ‘stirring beverage’ and also Ossetian @luton id. should be

understood as German loanwords, but Finn. olut id. (because of o < a) may be only a Baltic loanword, cf.
Schmid (1986¢).
2% On Germanic loan-words in Lithuanian is worth mentioning also the contribution of Senn A. (1935ab)
with bibliography up through the 1950s.
This inventory, although not complete, still deserves discussion. In general, cf. PKEZ or PrJ; note that Falk
(1985) has, however, shown that lapinis is not a borrowing.
Another lexical investigation of the same period is Scherer (1941) in which the etyma ‘common to Ger-
manic and Balto-Slavic’ are gathered anew, and innovations are isolated which ‘might suggest a tentative
chronology of structural chages.’
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created in Baltic and German. As for the ancient Germanic borrowings in
Baltic, already noted by Biga, it should be pointed out that subsequently
other scholars expanded their number and introduced certain corrections
to the list. The first to propose a new inventory of noteworthy ancient
Germanic borrowings was Otrebski (1966). His list only partially coincides
with that of Btiga and, among others, includes:

OPr. alu ‘mead’, asilis ‘donkey’, brunyos ‘armour’, ylo ‘awl’, carbio =
/tarbio/ ‘a bin (of a mill)’, catils ‘pot’, wumpnis ‘stove’, sarwis ‘weapons’,
sticlo ‘glass’.

OLith. piela ‘saw’, kliépas ‘bread loaf’, kvieciai ‘wheat’, midus ‘mead’,
OLith. pékus ‘cattle’, Sdlmas ‘helmet’, tuinas ‘fence’, istuba ‘hut’, muitas
‘duty (tax)’, pinigai ‘money’, kunigas ‘priest’, Lith. gatvé ‘street’ and

Latv. gatve.**

Moreover, Otrebski has observed that none of these borrowings is exclu-
sive to Baltic, but many are present in Slavic. He arrived at the conclusion
that the Slavs were the only peoples who came into direct contact with the
Germanic tribes and were the main channel for the transfer of Germanic
words into Baltic.

3.1.2.2. Ancient lexical isoglosses. In point of fact, no Baltic borrowings have
been discovered which could be ascribed to common Germanic.*** How-
ever, several works which speak of the existence of ancient Balto-Germanic
isoglosses for certain forms deserve mention, e.g.:

Lith. gatvé, Latv. gatve (Lanzsweert 1985); Lith. gulba, gulba ‘elm
tree’ and Olcel. kolfr ‘onion’ (Karalitinas 1989); Lith. alka(s) ‘(pagan)

temple hill, deity’ and Goth. alhs ‘temple’, both with onomastic re-

flexes going back to the Narva Culture*!; Olcel. audr ‘destiny’ finds

its explanation on the basis of IE *aud- ‘weave; warping, plot’, cf. Lith.
dusti ‘to weave’, audinys ‘warping, plot, textile’ (Otkupscikov 2003).

These and other similar examples correct the traditional theses which con-
sidered all the correspondences as borrowings.*** On the basis of approxi-

2 The inclusion in this group of OLith. lukai ‘garlic’, cf. Pol. fuk, Russ. 1yx ‘onion’ seems rather dubious.

20 Concerning works devoted to later borrowings directly drawn from the large Germanic vocabulary in Old
Prussian, Lithuanian and Latvian [see 7.].
21 Sausverde (1989); cf. also Palionis (1989); Pijnenburg (1989) updates the question on the name for ‘thousand’.
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German-Baltic parallels in topo-appelatival lexicon are discussed in Puzulis (1988).
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mately twenty lexico-semantic correspondences (some new), identified in
various semantic areas of the vernacular life of the Germans and Balts, the
hypothesis was reaffirmed that came into contact with Baltic very early on,
and only later with Slavic.**

3.1.2.3. Morphology. It is clear, however, that the grammatical correspond-
ences are more significant than the lexical ones. Schmid (1986a) has
attempted to inventory those which, although not exclusive, connect Baltic
and Germanic, specifically:

i) the ending of the dative case in -m-, cf. OHG demu ‘to the’, OPr.
stesmu, Lith. tam(ui) and also Russ. Tomy;

i) the double inflexion of the adjective;
i) the pronominal endings of the strong adjectives;

iv) the comparatives of adjectives, cf. Goth. -izan-/*-izn-, Lith. -esnis
goes back to the comparative suffixes *-ies-/*-ios- introduced into
stems in -n- with varying degrees of apophony;***

v) verbal forms with root apophony -o- and thematic suffix in -a-,
cf. OHG dinsan, danson ‘to pull’ and Lith. fesiu, tgsat ‘I stretch,
lengthen’; OHG dringan, drangon ‘to penetrate’ and Lith. trenkiu,
trankati ‘I bang, knock, strike’;

vi) partial parallelism in the formation of the preterite according to the
apophonic series of strong German verbs, cf. Goth. greipan, graip,
gripum ‘to take, to seize’ and Lith. likti, licka, [iko ‘to leave’).

To Schmid’s list should be added the dual forms of the personal pronouns
(cf. for ‘both of us’ ~ Lith. Samogitian vedu, Goth. wit (< *ue-duo) id., ON
vit, and for ‘both of you’ ~ Lit. ju-du, Goth. *jut (< *iu- duo) id., AS git, ON
it, where the numeral du ‘2’ has left a trace), and the characteristic forma-
tion of the numbers from 11 to 19 in Lithuanian (Lith. -lika) and in the
Germanic languages (e.g. Goth. -lif), limited to the numbers 11 and 12, cf.:
‘11’ Lith. vienuo-lika, Goth. ain-lif; ‘12’ dvy-lika, Goth. twa-lif, although this
formation is absent in Latvian, which shows a situation similar to that of
the Slavic languages, neither is it attested in Old Prussian.?*

24 BalaiSis (1994 [1996]). Proceeding from the concept of “Balto-Germanic” Palmaitis (1996) proposes a new
interpretation for the formation of the IE dialects.
24 Euler (1997, p. 110) thinks differently.
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Cf. Dini, Udolph (2005) for an updating of both apellative and onomastic data.
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It must be remembered that the majority of these occurrences are not
exclusive to Baltic or German, but exist at least in Slavic and in certain
other IE language groups. The data are sufficient to conclude with Schmid
(19864, p. 720) that:

geht deutlich hervor, daf3 der grammatische Aufbau des Germanischen
in Nachbarschaft des spiteren Baltischen vor sich gegangen sein muf3,
denn selbst die Praeteritalbildung fiihrt im keltischen und Lateinischen zu
anderen Ergebnissen als im Baltischen und Germanischen

it is completely obvious that the grammatical structure of Germanic
had to develop in proximity to late Baltic, since the same preterite
constructions in Celtic and Latin give different results compared with
Baltic and Germanic].

Relying on this and other considerations Schmid considers it impossible
to place the Urheimat of the Germans in southern Scandinavia. Of course,
the discussion remains open and a careful analysis of the whole problem
would be very useful, especially with particular attention to morphology,
keeping in mind that studying only the lexical isoglosses does not allow for
conclusive results.

[ mention here S. Ambrazas’s (1994, 1996b) attempt to show that
some suffixes of the Baltic languages (e.g. -ing-, -isko-, -6-men-) entered the
Germanic languages as borrowings (cf. OHG arming ‘a poor person’; ON
bernska ‘childhood’; Goth. aldomin ‘for old age’), but one also notes that
the assimilation of morphemes implies prolonged contacts which should
have left greater traces, especially in lexicon. According to Otkupscikov
(2003, p. 116) the presence not only of isolated words, but also of many
parallel lexical derivations is to be considered a very significant Balto-
Germanic isogloss (e.g. from IE *bher- ‘carry’, Goth. and Olcel. barn ~ Lith.
bérnas ‘boy’, Latv. berns id., and further Goth. barnisks ~ Lith. bérniskas or
the diminutive Goth. barnilo ~ Lith. bernélis).

3.1.3. Correspondences between Baltic and Slavic

The closeness between the Baltic languages and the Slavic languages is
demonstrated by several common features of phonetics, morphology,
syntax and particularly lexicon. The hypotheses regarding the existence
or absence of an intermediate Balto-Slavic linguistic phase relating to the
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period between the beginning of the IE migrations and the 2nd millen-
nium B.C. will be discussed later see3.1.41. Scholars understand it differently
based on common traits which can be seen in the languages of the Baltic
and Slavic families.**¢

3.1.3.1. Phonetics. Common features of Baltic and Slavic are:

246

m

(2

3)

correspondences in the accentual paradigms, e.g. Lith. nom. sing.
ranka, acc. sing. rafikg, Russ. nom. sing. pyka, acc. sing. pyky; Lith.
prasyti ‘to ask (for something), beg, request’, Russ. mpocurs id., etc.
Particularly significant are those cases where Baltic and Slavic not only
coincide, but differ as well from OGr. and Olnd., e.g. Lith. nom. plur.
dimai ‘smoke’, Latv. duami id. just as S-Cr. sing. dim, dima id., Russ.

meiM, mpiMa, along with OlInd. dhimd-, OGr. 0ouég ‘soul, spirit’.>

IE *eu > Baltic *iau, Slavic *iu, e.g. IE *leudh- ~ Lith. lidudis and
liaudzia ‘people’, Latv. [audis, OCS ['udvje, OHG liut (iu < *eu) and
also OGr. ¢he00gpog ‘free’.

IE *R> iR ~ uR that is the IE resonants */, *r, *m, *n represent a
typical double development in Baltic see2.1.1.41and Slavic, e.g.:

(il ~ ul) Lith. vilkas, Latv. vilks, OPr. wilkis ‘wolf” and OCS ovlvkw,
Russ. Bonk, Czech vlk, S-Cr. vuk compared with Goth. wulfs, OGr.
Mixog, Latin lupus, Olnd. vrka-; Lith. kulks$(n)is, Latv. kulksnis, OPr.
culczi (< *kulsi) ‘heel’ and Bulg. xsnka, S-Cr. kuk (< Slavic *kulk-),
ORuss. koink id. also in Latin calx ‘heel’;

(ir ~ ur) Lith. kifsti, Latv. cirst ‘to cut’, OPr. kirtis ‘hit’, and OCS
Crotati, Russ. uwepra (< *Crota) ‘line, train’ compared with OlInd.
kri- ‘crack, split’; Lith. gurklys ‘crop, craw’, OPr. gurckle ‘throat’
and ORuss. repno, Russ. ropno, Czech hrdlo compared with Latin
gurgulio ‘throat’;

For systematic comparisons between Slavic and Baltic data, cf. Arumaa (1976-1985); Cekman (1988,
p. 168-179); Poljakov (1995). A comparison of the sound correspondences between Urslavisch and its
contemporary Baltic and especially of 600 B.C. is found in Holzer (1998, 2000, 2001). A renewed exami-
nation of the common Balto-Slavic features and diversity in phonology, morphonology and morphology
has been done by Hock (2004, 2005, 20006).

This is a very complex field carried on by specialists who meet regularly in workshops known as IWoBA
(International Workshop on Balto-Slavic Accentology): I, Zagreb 2005 (cf. Kapovié¢, Matasovi¢ 2007); II,
Copenhagen 2006 (cf. Olander, Larsson 2009); III, Leiden 2007; 1V, Scheibbs 2008; V, Opava 2009; VI,
Vilnius 2010 (cf. Blt, 6 Priedas); VII, Moscow 2011; VIII, Novi Sad 2012; IX, Pula 2013 (cf. Tamulaitiené
2014); the 10th meeting will be held in Ljubljana. On this subject at least some major works are worth
mentioning: Dybo (1980, 1981, 1989) and again Dybo (2002) with related Derksen (2007), Olander
(2009a), Andersen (2009), Lehfeldt (2009).

201



(im ~ um) Lith. Simtas, Latv. simts ‘one hundred’ compared with
Latin centum, OGr. ¢xatév, Olnd. satam, Goth. hund (IE *kmt-); Lith.
dumti ‘to blow’, and OCS doti (< *dum-ti) id., domo ‘I blow’ compared
with Latin famo ‘I smoke’ (IE *dhm-), cf. as well OGr. Bopdg ‘soul’,
OlInd. dhuma- ‘smoke’;

(in ~ un) Lith. mifti, minéti ‘to remember, to mention’, Latv. mit,
minet, OPr. minisnan and menisnan ‘memory’, and OCS monéti ‘to
think’, compared to Latin mens, mentis ‘mind’, OGr. pwuvijoxewv ‘to
remember’, Olnd. manyate ‘he thinks’, Goth. munan ‘to think’; Lith.
gundyti ‘to try, to seduce’, Latv. dialect gumdit ‘to excite’, OPr. guntwei
‘to defend’ and OCS gwnati ‘to chase’.

3.1.3.2. Lex Winter. It should be pointed out in addition that there is a typi-
cal and observable lengthening of vowels in Baltic and Slavic. In order to
explain the presence of long vowels in these two linguistic groups (e.g.
Lith. ésti, Latv. ést, OCS jasti ‘to eat’) in those places where one expects to
have short vowels (cf. Latin édere), Winter (1976) proposed the following
formulation: in Baltic and Slavic the combination C,VC, changes to C VC,
when C, continues the IE voiced non-aspirated stops.

Until now the reception of this thesis (improperly labelled “Winter’s
Law” or also “Winter-Kortlandt Law”), has ranged from categorical rejec-
tion to almost unreserved acceptance (Kortlandt 1998f, 2009) and already
has an extensive bibliography. In order to give an idea both of the differ-
ent opinions on this subject and of the history of the question, I will quote
chronologically the contributions of several scholars.

Gercenberg (1981) took sides against the law by observing that the
roots contained in the examples given by Winter show not only length-
ened grades outside the Balto-Slavic area, but also shortened grades
inside the Balto-Slavic area, and therefore they cannot be considered to be
a Balto-Slavic innovation. Shintani (1985) assumes the validity of the law,
although under certain circumstances and limited to a Pre-Balto-Slavic
epoch. Young (1990) speaks for the validity of the Lex Winter in Baltic.
Campanile (1994) contra legem produces counter examples. Birnbaum (1998,
p- 129-130; 1999) prefers to speak not of a law, but of a tendency (to put it
in the prehistory of Baltic and Slavic). An attempt at reformulating the phe-
nomenon has been carried out by Matasovi¢ (1994, 1996), arguing that the
lengthening was limited only to closed syllables. Derksen (2002) presents a
critical discussion of this new reformulation and considers this sound “law”
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as well established. Patri (2004), based first of all on Slavic material, offers
a detailed discussion of the many contributions on this subject, and con-
cludes “que la loi de Winter est une fiction” [i.e. the Lex Winter is a fiction];
Manczak also (2005) takes sides contra legem with other arguments.
Interesting enough, even those scholars who are inclined to accept
the law propose to change it to some extent. Thus, in the presence of a
considerable series of contrary examples, one should probably come to the
conclusion that this is neither a law nor a rule, but only a useful indication
of a general tendency toward the lengthening of vowels, which in Baltic and
Slavic takes place primarily before an ancient non-aspirated voiced sound.

3.1.3.3. Morphology. The following are typical morphological features of
Baltic and Slavic:

@ The Lithuanian, Latvian and Slavic languages have an identical
ending for the gen. sing. of stems in *-6, e.g. Lith. vilko ‘of the wolf’
(-0 < *-a), Latv. vilka (-a < *-a), OCS vlvka, Russ. Bonka compared to
the endings derived from *-o0-s(i)o/*-e-so as in other IE ffor the discussion

on this point see 2.2.1.5.1.and 6.3.2.4.1.].

(5

-

Traditionally one includes the formation of definite adjectives see
2217)which are formed in Baltic and Slavic similarly by means of
a pronoun (-io, e.g. Lith. masc. gerasis ‘good’ (~ jis ‘he’), fem. gerdji
‘good’ (~ ji ‘she’), Latv. masc. labais, fem. laba (< *labaji), OPr. masc.
pirmois, fem. pirmoi ‘first’, OCS novwjv, novaja, novvje ‘new’, Russ.
HOBBIN, HOBad, HoBOe id.?*®

(6

-

General features are also observed in the formation of lst-person
pronouns in Lithuanian and Latvian dialects, e.g. dat. sing. mun-,
Samogitian mun, muni, Latv. dialect mun ‘to me’, OCS mwné; OPr.
gen. plur. nouson, nuson ‘of us’, OCS nasw (but Lith.-Latv. mus-).

(7) Baltic and Slavic have the stem -i- in the present of the verb beside

-

the infinitive with -e-, e.g. Lith. séd-i-me ~ séd-é-ti, Latv. sed-i-m ~
sed-e-t ‘to sit’, OPr. turr-i-mai ~ turr-e-ttwey ‘to have’, OCS vid-i-mwv
‘we see’ ~ vid-é-ti ‘to see’, Russ. Bug-u-m ~ BUI-€Th.

A detailed examination of the concordances between Baltic and Slavic (and also Iranian) definite adjectives
carried out by Petit (2009b) shows, in contrast to the traditional assumption, that the innovations common
to Baltic and Slavic are very limited; what is common is a structure with the same function in geographi-
cally narrow linguistic areas.
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Moreover, there exists a series of common suffixes:

®) *-ik-/*-ik-, e.g. Lith. vainikas ‘crown’, siuvikas ‘cobbler’, dalykas ‘thing’,
Latv. melnikis ‘(type of) black horse’, masica ‘sister-in-law’, OPr. mynix
[-iks] ‘tanner’, schuwikis ‘cobbler’, debikan ‘large’, OCS vénbcw ‘crown’,
Russ. Bener id., cmemen ‘blind person’, Benuxun ‘large’; *-ib-/-ib-,
e.g. OLith. draugybé ‘friendship’, vedybos ‘wedding’, Latv. draudziba,
vedibas, OPr. pagonbe ‘paganism’, OCS druzvba ‘friendship’, Zladvba
‘damage, disadvantage’; *-itk-, e.g. Lith. Svilpuikas ‘petty thief’, téviikas
‘daddy’, Latv. sunuks ‘little dog’, vecuks ‘little old man’, OPr. wosux
[-uks] ‘kid’, OCS synvkw ‘little son’; *-nik-(/-nink- /-niek-) in Lith.
priesininkas ‘enemy’, Latv. pretinieks id., OPr. maldenikis ‘child’, OCS
mladenvcy ‘infant’, Russ. nsopuuk ‘porter’ and others.**’

3.1.3.4. Syntax. The common syntactic features attributed to Baltic and Slavic
are:

9 Double negation, e.g. Lith. jis nieko nezino ‘he knows nothing’, Latv.
vins neka nezin id., Russ. on Huvero ne 3zaer id.

(10)The use of the genitive in place of the accusative to express the direct
object after negation, e.g. Lith. jis skaito knygg ~ jis neskaito knygos,
Russ. on uuraer KHUry ~ OH He uyurtaeT KHuru ‘he reads the book
(acc.) ~ he does not read the book (gen.).

(1 The instrumental predicate to indicate a non-permanent condition
of the subject, e.g. Lith. jis buvo mokytoju ‘he was a teacher’, Russ.
ou 6b11 yuurenem id. This instrumental there is also in Latvian, as
can be attested from folk songs, e.g. masinam saucamies ‘we call each
other sisters’.

3.1.4. A brief historical summary of the “Balto-Slavic question”

The debate on the Balto-Slavic problem is notoriously very old. It prob-
ably began as far back as the laconic palaeocomparative reflections on the
linguistic situation in eastern Europe proposed by Aeneas Sylvius de’

Piccolomini [1405-1464] in his book De Europa (1458) and by the so-called
Philoglots (Conrad Gessner, Angelo Rocca, Hieronymus Megiser et al.)

22 According to Ambrazas S. (2004), the exclusive derivational innovation in the Baltic and Slavic langua-

ges, i.e. nomina agentis (in *-ta-io-, *-e-jo, *-i-ko-) and nomina attributiva (in *-in-i-ko-, *-in-ei-ko-), are

accounted for by the old contacts between the two language groups.
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in the middle of the 16th century with their Slavic and Illyrian theories
see 73.2]. One must also mention the later linguistic ideas of Lorenzo
Hervas y Panduro [1735-1809] (Dini 1997a) on a Scytho-Illlyrian lan-
guage family, and the first “modern” attempt at an explanation in the work
Mithridates by Johann Christoph Adelung [1732—-1806]. It was only after the
acceptance of “scientific” linguistics that a methodologically founded com-
parative approach to the Balto-Slavic question was developed (Aliletoescur;
Petit 2004c¢).

After the 5th International Congress of Slavists in Sofia in 1963 a
special commission of the International Committee of Slavists was formed
to study Balto-Slavic linguistic relations. And in more recent resolutions
of the 9th International Congress of Slavists in Kiev 1983, Balto-Slavic
relations were acknowledged as one of the most urgent questions requiring
more research (Eckert 1994b); successive presidents of the Commission
have been: Kostas Korsakas, Vytautas Maziulis, Rainer Eckert, and Bjérn
Wiemer. Eckert (2011) is a historiographical contribution updating the
information on the many and different tasks accomplished by the Balto-
Slavic Commission from its foundation until the present time.

Linguistic features common to Baltic and Slavic have given rise to
numerous and varied generalized interpretations, often sharply differing
from each other, such that it is really only feasible to review the most
important ones. Therefore, I will schematically outline a few arbitrarily
chosen examples from the developing and still inconclusive discussion. For
more in-depth information I refer the reader to the more detailed “histo-
ries of the problem” (Toporov 1958ab, 1959; Bogoljubova, Jakubaitis 1959;
Gornung (1959); Karalitinas 1968; Poljakov 1995) and to the specific bib-
liographies (Hood 1967, and those regularly published in LgB until 2002).

[ can attempt to define three main stages: i) classical theories from
comparative linguistics, represented primarily by Schleicher (1861) and
Meillet (1908); i) modern theories, that is, theories proposed by the advo-
cates or opponents of the first theories (the latter were primarily dissemi-
nated in the middle of the century in connection with the 4th International
Conference of Slavists held in Moscow in 1958); iii) contemporary theories,
that is, those theories based on important hydronymic research in the early
1960s, and still the subject of discussion.

3.1.4.1. Classical theories. The question of Balto-Slavic relations — or, in the
terminology of that time, Lithuanian-Slavic, Latvian-Slavic, etc. — was
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often touched upon by various scholars as early as the 17th and 18th cen-
turies, and it may be that research on the so-called palaeocomparative lin-
guistic thought will add to our knowledge about this see7.31. The prevailing
idea in the 18th century, well represented by Lomonosov (1952; Tichovskis
1973) and preserved until the early 19th century (that is, at the dawn of
comparative linguistics) was that the Baltic languages (or these languages
called by other names until 1845) were derived from Slavic languages.
Alongside this predominant opinion there were others, according to which
the Baltic languages derived from a blend of Slavic languages, Gothic
and Finnic, or kindred languages. Such theories most commonly rely on
a simple comparison of lexical elements of the two groups of languages,
while observations regarding grammatical similarities are very rare. This
situation continued until the advent of the comparative-historical method.
By studying the relations among the IE languages Bopp proposes a closer
genealogical relationship between the Balto-Slavic languages on the one
hand and the Indo-Iranian languages on the other hand. Employing the
same method, Rask concludes that a particularly close bond exists be-
tween Baltic, Slavic and Germanic, and this opinion remained predominant
for the first period of comparative-historical linguistics. Schleicher’s (1861,
p. 7) opinion is similar: he postulates postulated, in line with his theo-
ry of the “family tree” (Stammbaumtheorie), the existence of a large
Balto-Slavic-Germanic branch, which originally broke off from the remain-
ing IE languages, and subsequently divided into two trunks: Balto-Slav-
ic and Germanic;* in other words, he postulates a period with a common
Balto-Slavic language before the division into Baltic and Slavic. Baudouin de
Courtenay and Meillet among others spoke against Schleicher’s hypothesis.
But the theory of parallel and independent development, formulated by Meil-
let (1908), was accepted with particular favor; distinct from Schleicher, he feels
that the common features for Baltic and Slavic could be explained by the fact
that both derived from rather similar IE dialects and that subsequently they
underwent distinct and independent, but nonetheless parallel, development.

3.1.4.2.Modern theories. The discussion of the opposing positions of Schleicher
and Meillet, which developed in the 1940s and 1950s, led to the division of
most scholars into two camps: some announced themselves to be supporters
of the Balto-Slavic unity theory and therefore were opponents of Meillet’s

20 On the image of the tree in Schleicher and its relations with Celakovsky, cf. Priestly (1975); LemeSkin
(2010).

206



point of view (e.g. Vaillant,”' Leumann,** Safarewicz,”” Kurylowicz,**
Szemerényi*” and, of course, Trautmann®*°); others, on the contrary, felt
that there had been no common stage for the two groups after the frag-
mentation of IE unity, and substantially, although differently, agreeing
with Meillet, saw the correspondences as the result of parallel development
(e.g. Erhart, Senn, Salys, Klimas A.).

The arguments brought forth against Meillet by the scholars of the
first group are well expounded in several works of Vaillant (1956), espe-
cially in the detailed catalogue raisonne of the major points of view on this
question published by Szemerényi (1957).

The views of the scholars from the second group are primarily
reflected in the works of Erhart (1958), who considers that the similarity
of the morphologycal systems of the two groups of languages are the con-
sequence of the vicinity of the IE dialects from which they had derived.
According to Senn (1966, 1970), even today the common features observed
are the result of the historical domination of the Poles and Russians over
the Lithuanians and Latvians.”” Klimas A. supports the so-called away-
from-the-center-gradation theory in Salys’s version, which does not provide
for a unified Balto-Slavic stage.”®® Other scholars prefer to occupy a middle
position, or generally refuse to search for a further resolution of the prob-
lem, since they considered it “closed and non-historical” (Devoto 1952,
p- 1). Among the opinions presented at the 4th International Congress of
Slavists, one should focus on the views of the Pole Jan Rozwadowski [1867-
1935] and the Latvian Janis Endzelins [1873-1961].

Rozwadowski (1912) lays out a complicated scheme, divided into three
periods of development: (I) a period of unity, related approximately to the
3rd millennium B.C.; (II) a period of division and independent development
between the 2nd and 1st millennium B.C.; (III) a period of renewed affinity,
related to the early Christian era and continuing until today. Rozwadowski’s

1 Vaillant (1956); Vaillant (1950-1977, vol. 1, p. 14), writes: “les langues baltiques ne different guere plus des
langues slaves que le suédois de I'allemand” [i.e. the Baltic languages do not differ from the Slavic ones
more than Swedish from German].

»2 Leumann (1955).

23 Safarewicz (1945ab, 1961a).

4 Kurylowicz (1957).

2 Szemerényi (1948).

For Trautmann [see 3.1.5.].

27 (Cf. the earlier works of Senn A. (1941, 1953a).

»8 Klimas A. (1967, 1970a, 1973ab); cf. Salys (1956). Klimas A. examines this problem from the point of view
of psychological experience and observes that the views of the scholars are influenced by their scientific
background: thus, scholars with a Slavic education are inclined toward the idea of Balto-Slavic unity, while
those specializing in Baltic languages are inclined to reject the unity theory.

207



weak point is that it is difficult to explain in a convincing way the proposed
extended period (2000-1500 years!) of interruption in contact.

According to Endzelins (1911b, 1952), on the contrary, after the dis-
integration of the IE linguistic unity the Baltic and Slavic languages lived
independent lives. As a result of further contact they arrived at a “common
epoch”, the chronological boundaries of which are difficult to define; after
this they again began to separate from each other. Endzelins refines his
position in subsequent works (coming closer to Otrebski 1954) and offers
demarcations between Baltic and Slavic, noting that between Slavic, on
the one hand, and Latvian and Prussian on the other hand, there are more
common features than between Slavic and Lithuanian. Based on this he
comes to the conclusion that the Lithuanians could have been separated
from the Slavs by the subsequently disappearing Baltic peoples, for exam-
ple, the Yatvingians in the south and others, hard to identify, in the north.
Fraenkel (1950a) generally agrees with this position. Thus to the already
traditionally opposing views of Schleicher and Meillet were added the more
moderate views of Rozwadowski and Endzelins. These and the above-
mentioned theories can be presented in a diagram (see below).

The situation described above reflects the views of scholars on the
problem of Balto-Slavic relations until the Moscow Congress, thanks to
which the entire problem received renewed attention. The extreme theses
typical of the previous period, were definitively rejected, while more flex-
ible formulations were generally successful, similar to the earlier proposals
of Endzelins and Rozwadowski. During the Congress a special question-
naire was distributed with a request to the scholars that they express their
opinions concerning Balto-Slavic relations. It is worth briefly summarizing
the positions of some of the many scholars who responded to the questions
and took part in the discussions.””” Lehr-Sptawinski repeated the concept
of “common development”, which continued over several centuries and
which he sees as a phenomenon following the stage when the ancestors
of the Balts and Slavs were already distinguished within the IE world by
their dialectal features. Vaillant (1950-1977 I, p. 13-15), who proposed in
his comparative grammar of the Slavic languages the existence of a uni-
fied Balto-Slavic period, refined his idea that the common Balto-Slavic
language can be understood as a faisceau des parlers (“bundle of dialects”),
since he considered that the littoral dialects and those of interior regions
diverge from each other.

259

For a complete presentation, cf. Slav. IV, p. 152-175; a report is Meriggi (1965).

208



"
LT —__{
wwan

LI R

Theories on the Balto-Slavic linguistic relationships

Still others (Slav. IV, p. 167, 170), like Trost (1958a), accepted the formu-
lation of an “extended linguistic commonality”; Bernstejn (1958) called
for an analysis of the problem in the light of the theory of a “linguis-
tic alliance” (s3vikosas coobuwunomo) and preferred to speak about “con-
tacts” between two groups of languages. In this regard it is worth noting
the thesis of Otrebski (1956-1965), who agreed with the reconstruction of
the two groups: eastern Baltic and western Baltic (a traditional division
accepted even today by many scholars), focusing attention on the difficulty
of comparing these two groups, hypothesizing the presence of a “Finnic
wedge” dividing them. Apparently, Otrebski’s position best reflects the
state of knowledge about Balto-Slavic relations as achieved toward the end
of the Moscow Congress. As for common Baltic, here, in addition to the
isoglosses, there is also a whole series of differences. As for common Slavic,
it is difficult to verify the most ancient situation because of the leveling
effect which OCS had on the lexicon and morphology (e.g. the aorist) of
the Slavic languages. A discussion of the different approaches at this epoch
is found in Birnbaum (1970).

In general it should be noted that the reason for the differing conclu-
sions arrived at by scholars was mainly because they used different chrono-
logical perspectives and the very concept of IE was treated variously. In
fact, some scholars felt that IE could be reconstructed as far as a unified
stage, while others used this concept for a stage of dialectal fragmentation.
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Moreover, it was observed that the relations between Baltic and Slavic
linguistic groups developed over a period of dozens of centuries; but their
evolution covered distance and proximity which could have in turn affected
these languages completely or only partially. Actually, the connection be-
tween historical events and linguistic data can only be established for a
later period (e.g. historical events which led to the penetration of Ukrainian
and Polish borrowings into Lithuanian). But for the older epoch one must
turn for help from other disciplines (for example, prehistoric archaeology,
anthropology), although scholars interpret the data variously. Czekanowski
often resorted to anthropology and felt that in the ethnic composition of
the Balts and Slavs there was a mixture of northern, southern and Lapland
peoples.

The analysis of linguistic data, today as in the past, allows one to
establish that the Baltic and Slavic areas are connected by a certain number
of isoglosses and at the same time separated by significant differences. At
the Congress several general conclusions were accepted mainly as orienta-
tion points for future research: 1) to study in depth the question of whether
one can talk of a single Slavic or a single Baltic language; 2) to estab-
lish criteria according to which an absolute or relative meaning can be as-
signed to specific linguistic phenomena; 3) to establish a chronology of cor-
respondences and divergences; 4) to make the applied terminology precise
in each instance.

After the Congress the scholars who rejected the hypothesis of a com-
mon Balto-Slavic period turned their attention primarily to the numerous
divergent features of the Slavic and Baltic languages. As for general fea-
tures, they said that in reality one can find them even in other IE linguistic
groups, and it was underscored that they could have arisen independently
from each other both in the Slavic and in the Baltic group. The situation
for the study of the Balto-Slavic question can be reduced to the alternative:
is it a subgroup of IE or is it the result of mutual influence which took place
over a period of protracted contact? The answer to this question is absent
even in the well-documented and systematic exposition of the problem
which Stang (VGBS, p. 20) offers at the beginning of his seminal work on
the Baltic languages. In spite of the abundance of material and the scholar’s
competence, in essence this is nothing more than a simple list of isoglosses,
at the end of which a cautious conclusion with many questions is posed:

Welcher Schluss soll nun aus allen diesen Fakten gezogen werden? Wohl
dieser, dass in nachindoeuropdischer Zeit ein balto-slavisches Dialektgebiet
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existierte, das gewisse Variationen umfasste, und das vielleicht niemals
ganz homogen war... Methodisch bedeutet dies, dass man kein Recht hat,
in allen Fdllen mit baltoslavischen Grundformen zu rechnen.

[What conclusion should we now make from all these facts? It is pos-
sible that in the post-IE period a Balto-Slavic dialectal zone existed
which included within it specific variants and probably was never
uniform... In the methodological plan this means that we have no
basis in all cases to proceed from Balto-Slavic forms.]

3.1.4.3. The baltoide hypothesis of Toporov. In the early 1960s Russian schol-
ars expressed new views, which they occasionally revised, regarding Bal-
to-Slavic relations by taking into account previous archaeological**® and
especially hydronymic discoveries [see1.2.3]. The theoretical base — to a large
extent representing the contemporary discussion of linguistic relations
between Baltic and Slavic in antiquity (6th-7th centuries B.C.) — affirms
the viewpoint that the interconnected terms “Baltic” and “Slavic” should
not be understood in their usual meaning. In this context they signify that
stage of development of these languages when mutual differences (at least
phonetic ones) were, as supposed, so insignificant that the reconstruction
of a unified language group is completely warranted. The Russian scholars
Ivanov, Toporov (1958) offer the opinion in their important works that that
the most ancient stage can legitimately be called Baltic or Slavic. They
note that the term “Baltic” stands in opposition to “Slavic” historically
and typologically, rather than ethnically or linguistically.?®’ From today’s
viewpoint, that is, from the diachronic viewpoint, it can be understood as
a unified language and provisionally called Balto-Slavic. In the course of
their research into the hydronyms of the upper tributary of the Dnepr the
two Russian scholars provide their subtle vision of the ethnic and linguistic
Balto-Slavic relations, which have been the object of numerous discus-
sions. The framework of this question can be outlined as follows:

a) the Slavic protolanguage was formed from peripheral dialects of a
Baltic type;

200 Gimbutas (1963ab) and other works (cf. the complete bibliography in Skomal, Polomé 1987).
1 Toporov’s views raise many other important questions about ethnogenesis, but the space they deserve
cannot be provided here. For example, how should we understand the formation of a Slavic type from the
peripheral Baltic; is it possible that such a process involved only language without ethnic elements? The
answer is not easy; perhaps the observation of analogous processes taking place before our eyes today in
Latgalia (cf. Toporov 1990b) and in Dzukija can help, since the intermixture of Lithuanian, Latvian and

Latgalian on the one hand and Russian and Polish on the other is especially strong here.
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b) the Slavic linguistic type was formed later from the structural model
of the Baltic languages;

o the structural model of the Slavic languages is the result of a trans-
formation of the structural model of the Baltic languages.

As was already outlined above see1.4.3.11in the prehistoric period (approxima-
tely in the 2nd millennium B.C.) the linguistic area of Proto-Baltic (more
or less coinciding with the borders of Baltic hydronymics) was divided
into two dialectal zones: I) the central containing the dialect from which
Lithuanian and Latvian develop, and 2) the peripheral, from whose dialects
come Old Prussian, Yatvingian and Curonian. It is difficult to determine
the borders of these dialectal zones because of the scarcity of evidence.

The proximity between the Prussians (and Yatvingians) and Curonians
is clearly already seen in the 13th-14th centuries in several lexical ele-
ments exclusive to these Baltic languages, such as: OPr. kelan ‘wheel’,
Curon. *cela < *kela- id. (cf. Latv. du-celes ‘bicycle, vehicle with two wheels’);
in certain common morphological features (the ending in *-e, e.g. OPr.
bers-e ‘birch’, Latv. < *Curon. berz-e id., compared to Lith. berz-as id.; in
antiquity the velar pronunciation of *k and *g before a palatal vowel must
have been common to Old Prussian and Curonian. The Baltic dialects of
the peripheral dialectal ring were in direct contact with Slavic dialects.
The continuity hypothesized for the Slavic and western Baltic spoken lan-
guages is confirmed by several lexical features which are found in Prussian
and Curonian, but which are absent in Lithuanian and Latvian; examples
of this type: Curon. *cela < *kela- ‘wheel’, OPr. kelan id., OCS kolo id.
(cf. Russ. komeco, Pol. koo, Bulg. xono, xonemno id.).

This point of view in no way contradicts the traditional theses ac-
cording to which the Baltic and Slavic protolanguages survived for a long
time after their formation. From the observations of the scholars cited here,
the protolanguage (so-called baltoide by Toporov 1958ab, 1959) acquired
more concrete features, and as a result the Slavic protolanguage in the peri-
od between the 20th and 5th centuries B.C. can be considered a continuum
of the spoken languages of the Proto-Baltic language, or more accurately,
of the peripheral ring of Proto-Baltic. Moreover, the Slavic region must
have been larger than the specific Baltic region of the peripheral dialectal
area of Proto-Baltic. From this supposition it follows that linguistic contact
between the future Slavs and the southwestern Balts commenced rather
quickly and continued over a long time. The specific lexicon in Old Prus-
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sian testifies to this, as already cited: OPr. kelan ‘wheel’, OCS kolo id. (com-
pared with OLith. ratas, Latv. rats id., or OPr. assanis ‘autumn’, Russ. ocenp
id. (compared with Lith. rudué, Latv. rudens id.), etc. Many Lithuanian
scholars share Toporov and Ivanov’s position (Karalitinas 1968; Maziulis
1970, 1981a, 1984), while Trubacev has expressed a belated skepticism.***

3.1.4.4. The hypothesis of Pisani. Here it is worth reviewing separately Pisani’s
theory, which he expounded and perfected over several years (Pisani 1963,
1967, 1969b) and which encompasses Baltic, Slavic and Iranian. According
to his often reiterated, personal and original theoretical view, the Italian
scholar does not try to connect the problem with Schleicher’s wissenschaftli-
che Fiktion (scientific fiction) but investigates it in the style of Schmidt.
This is what Pisani (1963, p. 219) wrote regarding the hydronyms of the
upper course of the Dnepr [see1.21:

In vista anche della sequela cronologica degli strati linguistici assodata dagli
autori (Toporov e Trubacev), mi domando se il tanto dibattuto problema
della stretta parentela fra lingue baltiche e lingue slave non vada risolto
nel senso che il tipo slavo é risultato dal sovrapporsi di quello iranico, im-
postosi soprattutto come portatore della civilta mediterranea, sul baltico: si
pensi alle importanti isoglosse slavo-iraniche, e al maggiore ‘iranismo’ (ao-
risto sigmatico, ecc.) delle lingue slave meridionali rispetto alle settentrionali
(aspetto perfettivo marcato normalmente da prefissi, ecc.). Nell idronimia
un tal processo si rifletterebbe nella ‘slavizzazione’ fonetica di nomi in
origine baltici, rilevata dai nostri autori.

[Keeping in mind the chronological sequence of linguistic strata
established by scholars (Toporov and Trubacev), I ask myself, can
the problem, so long discussed, of the close relationship of Baltic and
Slavic languages be resolved in the following way: the Slavic type is
the result of an Iranian superstructure, the carrier of Mediterranean
civilization, on Baltic. Let us remember the important Slavo-Iranian
isoglosses, the greater “iranianism” (the sigmatic aorist, etc.) of the
South Slavic languages in comparison with North Slavic (the perfec-
tive aspect, typically indicated by prefixes, etc.). In hydronyms this
process is reflected in the phonetic “slavicization” of names of Baltic
origin discovered by the authors.]

202 Cf. Trubadev (1983, p. 237-240), repeated in Trubacev (1991, p. 16-19); a skeptical attitude is also expres-
sed in Mayer (1987). Cf. Anikin (2011).
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Subsequently, Balto-Slavic linguistic relations were better integrated into
Pisani’s conception of IE antiquity, and consequently, investigated in the
light of his understanding of Proto-Sanscrit and Proto-Brahman culture.
Pisani’s conclusions regarding Slavic, understood as Iranianized Baltic,
and regarding Baltic, “which, on the contrary, was subject to the influ-
ence of the Germanic languages [...] when the Germans became mediators
of Greco-Roman civilization for northeastern European regions,” remain
interesting discoveries in the arena of international scientific discussion.?®’
In any case it is clear that the real limitation of this interesting problem is
the danger of looking at languages as only a clump of isoglosses.

3.1.4.5. Other contemporary investigations. In addition, several other view-
points on the Balto-Slavic controversy, formulated in the 1980s and 1990s,
should be presented here.

Karalitinas (1968) has provided a fundamental contribution to this
problem. Having analyzed various aspects of the question and having pro-
vided more than one original solution, he comes to the conclusion that
the oldest occurrences of proximity which one observes between the two
groups of languages can be explained if an epoch of active contact or a
community of isoglosses (aktyviy kontakty resp. izoglosinés bendrystés epocha)
is supposed, that is, a spatial-temporal continuum of Baltic and Slavic dia-
lects. Summarizing the innovative reasoning of Karalitinas, it is possible to
distinguish a series of periods of gradual differentiation and/or intermedi-
ate convergence in the following way:

) approximately in the 3rd millennium in the northeast IE area the
Baltic dialects were separated from Slavic dialects and had more
intensive contacts with Germanic dialects;

i around 2000-1500 B.C. a secondary rapprochement of the different
dialects produced a community, which was characterized by the dis-
appearance of laryngeals, the elimination of the opposition of simple
voiced and aspirate voiced stops (g, *gh > *g), the development of
resonants (*R > *iR/*uR), the change of palatals to sibilants (*k’, *¢’
> Lith. 8, z; Slavic s, z), the development of *s after i, u, r, k (Lith. §;
Slavic ch), the formation of the tonal opposition (acute ~ circumflex),
and the formation of new suffixes (*-éio, *~taio-);

** These ideas of Pisani find support from an onomastic point of view in Jurkénas (2006).
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I approximately in the middle of the 2nd millennium a convergent
development of Baltic and Slavic dialects changed to a parallel de-
velopment; probably contacts between Baltic and Finnic can be dat-
ed to this time period, contacts in which Slavic did not participate.
There was also the rise of changes, common for Baltic and Slavic,
e.g. the passage of the diphthong *eu to Baltic *iau, Slavic iu, the Lex
Saussure-Fortunatov [see2.1.3.2.21, and later: definite adjectives, verbal
endings of the 2nd pers. sing. *-séi.

In the picture drawn by Karalitinas, relations of a different order between
Baltic and Slavic are organically connected: independent, convergent and
parallel. The epoch of the so-called community of isoglosses coincides
only with the older period of development of relationships between the two
linguistic groups.

Particular attention should be given to the proposals of Martynov
(1982a), who explains Balto-Slavic linguistic relations in the light of his
original theory of lexical components. According to this theory Baltic and
Italic components were distinguished in the Proto-Slavic language; the
former resided in the substratum and the latter resided in the superstratum.
The ancient Baltic component of the substratum can be explained with
regard to the infiltrated Germanic and Celtic, as well as the Iranian and
Italic, strata. This would be a confirmation of the Proto-Baltic origin of the
Proto-Slavic language, a hypothesis which Martynov accepts.

The Polish researcher Manczak, on the other hand, using the rather
dubious methodological premise that in the definition of linguistic proxim-
ity preference is given to lexical rather than grammatical similarities, offers
the opinion that the original habitat of the Slavs (which he equates with
the TE Urheimat, cf. also Manczak 1997) was located between the basins of
the Oder and the Vistula (not in the Dnepr basin), and consequently, they
had contacts with West Baltic dialects (Manczak 1987a, 1988-1995). Else-
where, Manczak (1990) writes that the difference between Balts and Slavs
consists in the fact that the latter emerge from that part of the IE tribes
which remained in their original habitat, while the former emerge from
that part which was imposed on a Finnic substratum. This would allow for
an explanation, on the one hand, of why Baltic and Slavic have many com-
mon traits (a significant spatio-temporal affinity), and, on the other hand,
of various instances of the Finnic influence in Baltic (with more examples
in Latvian and fewer in Lithuanian and Old Prussian.)
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Considerations of the Balto-Slavic problem from the areal point of
view are presented in Pohl (1982) and also in Holzer (2000, 2001). The
model worked out by Thomason and Kaufmann to examine the genetic
relationship between languages is applied by Grazevich (1990) to the Balto-
Slavic problem. Pleterski (1995, 1997) relates to Slavic ethnogenesis with
reference to the Balto-Slavic question. According to Otkupscikov (1997)
there has been no Balto-Slavic linguistic commonality, but an extremely
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close genetic vicinity.*** The evidence of hydronomy has been considered

again by Brozovi¢ Roncevic¢ (2000).

3.1.5. Balto-Slavic lexicon

The affinity between Baltic and Slavic has always been most evident in
the lexicon. The lexical relationships between Lithuanian and Slavic were
already noticed during the epoch of linguistic Palacocomparativism, and
also at the beginning of Indo-European Comparative Linguistics. The lex-
ical aspect has been the most frequently adopted criterion to determine
the possibility of an intermediate Balto-Slavic protolanguage (Briickner
1914). Endzelins (1911b, p. 192-200) particularly emphasizes the impor-
tance of the lexicon. Interestingly enough, the similarities in the lexicon
have been recognized even by scholars (e.g. Machek 1934, Otrebski 1949,
or Trubacev 1966) who were not inclined to accept a Balto-Slavic sub-
group. The lexicon is, however, notoriously unreliable in supporting kin-
ship relations (Toporov 1962b, p. 15).**° In considering Balto-Slavic lexical
correspondences the adequacy of the proposed comparisons is of prime
importance.

Those correspondences which can effectively be traced back to Balto-
Slavic lexicon are innovations from the prehistoric epoch common to the
two language groups. However, the number of lexical isoglosses increased
significantly in the historical period, so for a preliminary diachronic defini-
tion at least three important features must be considered:

a) the action of the Baltic substratum on Slavic territory;

b) the historical connection of the territory of the Grand Duchy of

Lithuania with a large portion of Ukrainian, Russian, as well as
An opinion completely opposite to the Balto-Slavic hypothesis is expressed by Mayer (1981). A gene-
ral presentation of the Balto-Slavic linguistic problem is Poljakov (1995); cf. Hock (1996-1997), Schmid

(1997b), and Hock (2004, 2005, 2006).
29 Although Manczak (1990, etc.) thinks differently, and Poljakov (1995, p. 30) partially agrees with him.
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Polish lands, which promoted extended contacts with pagan Lithu-
anian tribes;

the reciprocal influence among neighboring peoples in border ar-
eas which produced typical border Baltisms distributed in a clearly
defined area and exhibiting specific formal characteristics.

In the present case, however, only the common Baltic and Slavic innova-

tions preceding the historical period must be considered. From this perspec-

tive one can count over 1000 words whose form and meaning is very close,
and no fewer than 200 common lemmas (Stawski 1970; Sabaliauskas 1990).

The Balto-Slavic lexical stock has been divided into some primary

semantic fields (e.g. Sabaliauskas 1990, p. 112-141). As established through
a comparison of the vocabularies of both Baltic and Slavic languages, the

Balto-Slavic lexical stock is often not exclusive. It has been determined

that the words do not necessarily all belong to the same period. Here follow

several examples with a brief commentary:
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(1 Body parts.

‘head’ — Baltic: Lith. galva, Latv. galva, OPr. [EV 68 Houpt| Galwo =
Slavic: OCS glava, Russ. romosa, Pol. glowa, Bulg. rmasa. A connec-
tion with Arm. glux ‘head’ (< *gholu-kho-) has been proposed. The
Balto-Slavic names may be related to *gal- ‘naked’.**

‘hand & arm’ — Baltic: Lith. ranka, Latv. roka, OPr. [Gr 21 handt]
Rancko = Slavic: OCS rgka, Russ. pyka, Pol. reka, Bulg. psxa
(Koleva-Zlateva 1996).2%

‘palm of the hand’ — Baltic: Lith. délnas, Latv. delna = Slavic: OCS
dlans, Russ. magons (< *dolonv), Blruss. mamous, Ukr. mamous, Pol.
dton, Bulg. nman. A connection within the Indo-European languages
has been proposed.?*®

‘finger’ — Baltic: Lith. pifstas, Latv. pirksts and pirsts, OPr. [EV 115
Vinger| Pirften = Slavic: OCS prostv, Russ. nmepct, Ukr. nmepct; Pol.
parst, Cz. and Slovak prst, Upper Sor. porst; S-Cr. prst, Slov. prst,
Bulg. mpbcr. There may be a formal connection with Olnd. prsthd-
‘back; peak’, Avestan parsta- ‘back’.**’

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 77); LEW, p. 131; ESR[a I, p. 424; LEV 1, p. 284. But the Baltic nouns could
rather be related to Lith. galas ‘end etc.’.

Other explanations have been proposed, cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 237); LEW, p. 697; ESR]a III, p. 515;
LEVII, p. 128.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 51); LEW, p. 87; ESRJa 11, p. 448; LEV I, p. 208.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 220); LEW, p. 598; ESRJa 11, p. 244; LEV 11, p. 54; Machek 1934, p. 58-65.
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2 Kinship terms.

* ‘uncle’ — Baltic: Lith. strujus ‘uncle; old fellow’ = Slavic: ORuss. ctpbu
‘uncle’, Russ. crpoi, Pol. stryj, Bulg. ctpuko. A connection with Olr.
sruith ‘elder, venerable person’ has been proposed.*”’

* ‘son-in-law’ — Baltic: Lith. Zéntas, Latv. znots = Slavic: OCS zeto
‘bridegroom’, Russ. 3at1p ‘son-in-law’, Pol. zigc, Bulg. 3eT. The word is
related to Lith. Zindti (< *gen-) ‘to know’, and further to OGr. yvotdg

‘relative’, OlInd. jaati-.*"!

3) Fauna.

e ‘crow’ — Baltic: Lith. vdrna, Latv. varna, OPr. [EV 722 Kro] Warne =
Slavic: OCS vrana, Russ. Boposna, Pol. wrona, Cz. vrana, Bulg. Bpaus.
A comparison with Tokh. B wrauria ‘crow’ has been proposed.?’*

* ‘horn’ — Baltic: Lith. ragas, Latv. rags, OPr. [EV 705 Horn| Ragis =
Slavic: OCS rogw, Russ. por, Ukr. pur, Blruss. por, Pol. rog, Cz. and
Slovak roh; Upper Sor. roh, Lower Sor. rog; S-Cr. rog, Slov. rog, Bulg.

273
por.

@ Flora.

* ‘berry’ — Baltic: Lith. #ioga, Latv. oga = Slavic: OCS agoda ‘fruit’,
Russ. aroma ‘berry’, Pol. jagoda. Connections with other languages,
e.g. Goth. akran ‘fruit’, Welsh aeron id.*"*

e ‘lime’ — Baltic: Lith. liepa, Latv. liepa, OPr. [EV 601 Linde] Lipe and
place-names Leypein, Leypiten = Slavic: Russ. numa; Pol. lipa, Bulg.

=

nnmna.’’”?

(5) Natural objects and phenomena.

* ‘lake’ — Baltic: Lith. éZeras (dial. aZeras), Latv. ezers, OPr. [EV 60
See|] Affaran, (?Selonian) lake-name Zarasas = Slavic: OCS jezero
and jezerv, Russ. osepo, Ukr. osepo, Blruss. Bosepa; Pol. jezioro, Cz.
jezero, Slovak jazero, Upper Sor. jezor, Lower Sor. jazor; S-Cr. jézero,
Slov. jézer(o), Bulg. esepo. There are dubious parallels with Illyrian
Oocgpidteg and with OGr. Ayépwv.*”

-

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 290); LEW, p. 926; ESR[a 111, p. 780.
Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 370); LEW, p. 1301; ESR[a II, p. 112; LEV'II, p. 566.

272 Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 343); LEW, p. 1201; ESR]a I, p. 353; LEV' 11, p. 489.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 235); LEW, p. 684; ESR[a III, p. 489; LEV 11, p. 99.
Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 202); LEW, p. 1165; ESR]a V, p. 545; LEV'1, p. 634.

5 Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 155); LEW, p. 366; ESRJa I1, p. 499; LEV I, p. 525. There is a dubious parallel with

Welsh llwyf ‘lime’.
Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 73; LEW, p. 125; ESR]a III, p. 125; LEV 11, p. 274; Hamp (1998); further discus-
sion, cf. Andersen (1996).
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e ‘ice’ — Baltic: Lith. lédas, Latv. ledus, OPr. [EV 56 Js| Ladis = Slavic:
OCS ledv, Russ. nén, Pol. lod, Bulg. nen. Connections with Olr. ladg
‘snow’, OGr. AiBog ‘stone’ have also been proposed.?””

(6) Activities and conditions.

* ‘hunger’ — Baltic: Lith. dlkti, Latv. alkt, OPr. [Ench. 87:2 Nuchtern]
Alkins = Slavic: OCS alkati, alvkati and lakati ‘hunger; desire’, Russ.
nakats, Pol. takngc, Cz. lakati ‘attract, fascinate’. Connections with

-

OHG ilgi *hunger’, Olr. elc ‘mischievous, bad’ have also been pro-
posed.*”®
* ‘plunge’ — Baltic: Lith. nérti and nirti, Latv. nirt = Slavic: OCS vwnreéti,
Russ. mbipare, Bulg. aupna, S-Cr. ponirati ‘flow underground’.?”
‘sleep’ — Baltic: Lith. miégas ‘sleep’ and miegéti ‘to sleep’ (< *‘to close
the eyes’), Latv. miegs, OPr. [Ench. 101:12 Schlaff] maiggun = Slavic:
Russ. mur ‘blink (of an eye); instant’ and murars ‘blink; wink’, Pol.

mig, Bulg. mur.?®

(7) instruments et al.

e ‘hammer’ — Baltic: Lith. kdjis, Latv. kija ‘stick’, OPr. [EV 518 Hamer]
Cugis =~ Slavic: OCS kyi; Russ. kui, Pol. kij, Bulg. kusx ‘weight’**.

e ‘butt’ — Baltic: Lith. péntis ‘butt (of an axe)’, Latv. pietis ‘heel’, OPr.
[EV 147 Verfe| Pentis = Slavic: OCS peta; Russ. usra, Pol. pieta, Bulg.

neTa.282

(8) Colors et al.

e ‘green ~ yellow ~ gold’ — Baltic: Lith. zalias ‘green’, Zélti ‘overgrow’,

-

geltonas ‘yellow’ and Zeltas ‘golden’; Latv. zal$ ‘green’, zalot and zalinat
‘to be verdant’, dzeltens ‘yellow’ and zelts ‘gold’; OPr. [EV 468 Grune]
Saligan = Slavic: OCS zelenw, zlvcv ‘bile’ and zlato ‘gold’; Russ.
senéunin ‘green’, Pol. zielony, Cz. zeleny, Bulg. semen.’®

Lauciaté (2002) analyzes many words of the Slavic languages and dia-

lects in the north-eastern area which show a suffix of Baltic origin in
their formation (especially -uk-, -iuk-, -ien-), and observes that they might
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Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 154); LEW, p. 350; ESR[a II, p. 474; LEV' 1, p. 512.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 6); LEW, p. 8; ESRJa 11, p. 452; LEV'1, p. 67.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 156); LEW, p. 495; ESR[a III, p. 91; LEV I, p. 629.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 174); LEW, p. 447, ESR]a II, p. 618; LEV'I, p. 589.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 123); LEW, p. 232; ESR[a II, p. 231; LEV I, p. 435.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 214); LEW, p. 571; ESR]a 111, p. 424.

Cf. Trautmann (1923, p. 83 and 364); LEW, p. 145 and 1287; ESR]a II, p. 92; LEV'1I, p. 548; a connection
with Alb. del’pere ‘fox’ has been proposed, cf. Jokl (1923, p. 297).
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be old Baltisms rather than so-called Pro-Slavic dialectisms. In another
investigation Lauciaté (2007) studies the fate of nominal endings of Bal-
tic origin, appellatives and place-names, borrowed or inherited from the
linguistic substratum by the Northern Slavic languages. The nomina-
tive form of the word is adapted to the system of the host language; some
endings (-as, -is, -us) are usually dropped, and although not completely
assimilated, have many variations (e.g. Lith. svifnas ‘barn, granary’ ~
Blruss. cBipan, c¢’supan’, cBepin ‘storehouse, barn’, Polish swiren, swiron
‘storehouse for grain; storehouse’, Rus. csupen, céupon, Ukr. csipon id.); -é
is rendered by -(i)a (e.g. piné, puné ‘barn, chaff store, cow shed’ ~ Blruss.
liter. myns ‘hay barn’, Polish punia ‘small wooden barn for storing hay’,
Rus. nyus ‘farm building for straw, chaff store, storehouse’); -a is nor-
mally preserved (e.g. Lith. banda ‘herd of livestock; loaf of bread; wages
for a hired hand’ ~ Blruss. 6onmna id., Polish bonda ‘loaf of bread’, Ukr.
6onpa ‘old cow’). The plural nominative forms, however, acquire the form
of the host language. Lauciuté (2007) also points out that differences in the
transmission of the ending could also be the result of the geographical dis-
tribution of the borrowing when it is used in dialects bordering the Baltic
languages or completely surrounded by them. Beyond that the semantics of
the loanword can also stimulate the preservation of the Baltic ending in ap-
pellatives, especially if with a highly expressive connotation (Blruss. 6w~
yc ‘slacker, lazy person’, 6bunp-ac ‘giant’, Polish szud-as, lorb-as ‘a nick-
name’, gilb-as ‘tall, ungainly adolescent’ et al.). Interestingly enough, in the
geographical zone of Baltic substratum influence, several Slavic appella-
tives and place-names show the Baltic formatives inserted in the word stem
(cf. Russ. npe6-yc-uma ‘wet, swampy place’, Arkhangelsk region; Blruss.
ky7-ic-ok ‘incompletely threshed sheaf’, western Polesie; Blruss. I'yp6-ac-
0BO TI071€, a field in western Polesie).

3.1.5.1. Old and new Balto-Slavic dictionaries. The classical collection of Bal-
to-Slavic lexical correspondences is the dictionary BSW of Trautmann
(originally printed in 1923, but reprinted in 1970). This work reflects the
neogrammarian approach to this topic and shows the imprint of the time
when it was created, both from the point of view of the material collected
(168 Balto-Slavic and Germanic isoglosses, of these 74 are Balto-Slavo-
Germanic, 52 are Balto-Germanic and 43 are Slavo-Germanic) and the
theoretical principles behind it. It is clear that a deeper analysis of the
material would dictate changes in the selection of many of the isoglosses
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included there.”®* According to Stawski (1970) the 888 words contained in
this dictionary are to be analyzed as follows: 30% (265 words) belong to
the old Indo-European lexical stratum; 37.5% (334 words) are characteristic
only of the Baltic and Slavic languages; 32.5% (289 words) are Balto-Slavic
innovations. Inoue (1986, 1989) investigated Trautmann’s BSW dictionary
statistically and divided the correspondences into two main types based on
the notions of “divergence” and “convergence”; sharing the highest degree
of commonness, the latter type is more likely to represent Balto-Slavic
lexemes.

Since Trautmann’s pioneering work, lexicographical investigation in
the fields of both Baltic and Slavic languages has made considerable pro-
gress. Monumental works like the Latviesu valodas vardnica (ME, Diction-
ary of the Latvian language, 6 vols., 1923-1932) or the academic Lietuviy
kalbos Zodynas (LKZ, Dictionary of the Lithuanian language, 20 vols.,
1941-2002%%°) have been finally completed. The lexicographical project of
a Proto-Slavic dictionary (cf. SIPrst and ESSJa) has been equally impor-
tant. Many etymological dictionaries of individual Baltic languages have
been published (Lithuanian, cf. LEW; Latvian, cf. LEV; Old Prussian, cf.
Pr] and PKEZ) and Slavic (Russian, cf. ESRJa; Czech and Slovak, cf. ESJC
and CES; Slovene, cf. ESS]J; Sorabian, cf. HEWNS;, Croatian, cf. ERHS]).

All these works have produced a huge harvest of new lexical entries
and have led to new interpretations of known facts. Many contributions
on specific word correspondences between Baltic and Slavic have been
published in the last century; they cover many different aspects of the
investigation in this field and deal both with dialectology and onomastic
(especially hydronymic) issues (Udolph 1990; Dini, Udolph 2005, p. 64-67,
69-73 with further bibliography).

The Baltisms of the Slavic languages have also been intensively
investigated by Lauciateé (1982). According to Lauciate (1985) one can clas-
sify the Baltisms of the Slavic languages as follows:

a) forms which were borrowed directly into Slavic from the Baltic lan-
guages;

b) forms of Baltic origin which entered into Slavic as indirect borrow-
ings through other languages (e.g. through Finnic into Northeastern
Slavic);

8 An analysis which was considered obligatory and partly carried out in Stawski (1952-); Safarewicz (1961b);
Trubacév (1978).

A booklet prepared on the occasion of the publication of the 20th volume is Zabarskaité, Siménaité (2002).
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o forms of non-Baltic origin which entered into Slavic through Baltic
languages.

Utilizing the lexicostatistical method, Zeps (1984a) explains Slavic as a
West Baltic dialect, therefore he questions the label “Baltic” and proposes
to rename what was traditionally called Baltic, Slavic and Balto-Slavic. He
writes (1984a, p. 218): “On the basis of lexicostatistics, Slavic is plainly
another Baltic language, closest to Prussian, but no closer than Prussian
is to Lithuanian”. On the background of these results he questions the
label “Baltic” (“just a name for “non-Slavic” [...] the background against
which Slavic can be defined”) and proposes to rename what was tradition-
ally called Baltic, Slavic and Balto-Slavic.

Smoczynski (1986d) gives an example of how one could revise
Trautmann’s dictionary and also offers several theoretical principles over-
looked by Trautmann:

a) the entries should be limited to common innovations;

b) the reconstruction of Balto-Slavic should always rely on the compari-
son between the historic forms of the languages of the two groups;

o any lexeme suspected of being borrowed should be eliminated;

d) the lexical correspondences of Balto-Slavic are not always absolute,
with frequent oscillations in the root vocalism and in the suffixes; it
would, therefore, be useful in certain cases to reconstruct two equiva-
lent protoforms (which Trautmann systematically avoided).

Applying these principles, Smoczynski corrects many of Trautmann’s
doubtful correspondences. Although this work was conceived as a sketch
(on the same topic also cf. Smoczynski 1989a), its methodological value
is important since priority has been given to the internal reconstruction
within the two different groups prior to making a comparison of them.

In this context Anikin’s (1994, 1998; cf. Urbutis 1998) work must be
mentioned. The author has analyzed about one thousand (!) lemmas from
*A to *G. His aim has been to collect systematically the currently estab-
lished Balto-Slavic lexical correspondences. Therefore, he uses material
from dictionaries of both Baltic and Slavic languages, and of Proto-Slavic.
He rightly laments that a Proto-Baltic dictionary does not yet exist (there
have indeed only been projects, cf. Steinbergs 1996-1997; Lanszweert
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1984). Anikin is a scholar who could really revise Trautmann’s classical
book at a higher level and according to updated theories. He is working
intensively in this field, as one can see from his recent dictionary of Balti-
cisms in the Russian language (Anikin 2003, 2005).

3.1.5.2. Semantic spheres. A different way of studying the Balto-Slavic lexical
relations is based on their classification by thematic criteria and on their
areal distribution.

The importance of the thematic approach was already mentioned by
Endzelins (1911b, p. 199) who emphasizes among other points the large num-
ber of concordances in the names of body parts. Such an approach is pre-
sented in the works of Trubacev (1966), Rekena (1975), Nepokupnyi (1976),
Otkupscikov (1971, 1986, 1989a, 1993), Lauciuté (1980, 1985) and Sedzik
(1995, 2002). Here one is concerned with concrete semantic spheres (e.g. the
terminology for handicrafts, agricultural tools, animal husbandry and the
like). The advantage here is the study of more or less complete lexical subsys-
tems and not just casual and isolated examples related to various lexical strata.

Moreover, the analysis of circumscribed lexical phenomena brings
together facts which show the varied areal distribution of the items in the
semantic sphere under study. Two case studies will illustrate this approach:

a) The entire area of the Slavic languages and the entire area of the
Baltic languages; all the Slavic languages preserve the reflex for
IE names for ‘domestic pig’, cf. Russ. cBunbps (< *sy-in-) and Russ.
(regional) mopocs ‘piglet’ (< *porsg); similar differing terms also oc-
cur in Baltic but are distinct by area, cf. Lith. parsas, OPr. [EV 686
Ferkel] Praftian (corrected to *parstian) compared with OPr. [EV 682
Swin| Swintian**°, Latv. sivens, suvens ‘pig’.

b) Only a part of the area of the Slavic languages or only a part of the
Baltic languages; thus the IE name for ‘tooth’ in all the Slavic lan-
guages derives from Slavic *zgbv which has correspondences in the
other IE languages and also in Latv. zobs ‘tooth’. The Lith. cognate
zaribas ‘sharp edge, corner’ also has other correspondences in the IE
languages. The forms Lith. dantis ‘tooth’ and OPr. [EV 92 Czan| Dan-
tis, however, do not have correspondences in Latvian, but evidence
of a probable cognate is encountered in Proto-Slavic *desn-, cf. Russ.

286 Karalitinas (1992, p. 19-21) asserts that OPr. Swintian ‘swine’ is not a Germanism but a Baltic word which
should be connected with Lith. svynas ‘pig sty’.
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nmecua ‘gum’, Pol. dzigsto, Cz. dadseri, S-Cr. desna, Slov. dlésna (ESR]a
I, p. 506).

3.1.5.3. Issue of onomastics. It is well known that the territory across which
one can trace Baltic (especially hydronymic) elements was considerably
larger than that inhabited by the Balts since historical times [see 1.2.2.3].
Therefore one could expect that a Balto-Slavic stage would have left
important onomastic traces. On the contrary, the investigations in this sec-
tor have not confirmed this expectation. Neither has the study of the hydro-
nyms of the individual Slavic and Baltic languages, nor the analysis of the
most ancient pre-Slavic stratum in Poland (Schmid 1976ac, 1978b, 1992a
and more; Vanagas 1983; Udolph 1990). Onomastic evidence (hydronymy
and toponymy) speaks against the existence of a Balto-Slavic subgroup.

3.1.6. Baltic, North-Slavic and South Slavic

Another direction in Balto-Slavic research is developing around the ideas
of W. P. Schmid (1992a, 1993a), whose aim is to clarify the prehistoric
spatio-temporal differences in specific dialectal areas [see1.5.2.11. The analy-
sis of lexical correspondences may unite various data chronologically, for
example, the reflexes of Indo-European words and Balto-Slavic innova-
tions. In reality it is not easy to distinguish borrowings, parallel develop-
ments and common innovations.

In the latter case specific northern, southern and kindred Balto-
Slavic lexical isoglosses are particularly interesting, since a list of these is
never complete and is always open to additional corrections as research in
the area of dialectology develops. Details of the areal distribution differ
from case to case and no strict criteria exist for adequately determining
the greater or lesser degree of diffusion of specific forms within the Balto-
Slavic area. This type of research, directed toward the identification of
isoglosses connecting the Baltic languages with a particular group of Slavic
languages, and vice versa, began in the 1960s and has continued to develop
until the present. This research is a part of the more general problems of
linguistic relationships in the so-called Ponto-Baltic region, i.e. the area
between the Baltic and the Black seas [see3.3].

3.1.6.1. Baltic and North-Slavic. Nepokupnyi’s research (1964, 1976) relating
to a group of lexical isoglosses connecting Baltic and North-Slavic (Russ.
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ceBepHOC/IaBsIHCKME) is very instructive. Nepokupnyl has identified three
types of lexical and semantic isogloss: those common to the two areas as
a whole and those which connect North-Slavic (i.e. West and East Slavic
languages) either with West Baltic or with East Baltic. He relies on the fact
that Baltic as a whole has features common to all the Slavic languages in
the inherited Indo-European lexicon, while common borrowings are lim-
ited to North-Slavic alone. Special attention is devoted to certain specific
lexical fields (fauna, flora, names of mountains, birds, fish, body parts),
material which was collected according to dialect and often analyzed with
new and original conclusions which clarify many details. Polessia’s Balto-
Slavic lexical data, which enriched the Trautmann inventory, are widely
used.

According to Nepokupnyi the most important evidence of contact
between Baltic and North-Slavic are the extant onomastic data in the
Yatvingian settlements in the Carpathian region and the traces of dialectal
separation among the eastern Balts found in the lower course of the Berezi-
na. Nepokupnyi concludes that the contribution of the Baltic languages to
the North-Slavic lexicon was larger than commonly thought. The southern
border of the distribution of toponyms from Baltic anthroponyms should
also be relocated from Belarus to Ukraine, the explanation of which is prob-
ably connected with the politico-administrative division of the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania. The specific concordances between Baltic and East Slavic, par-
ticularly with Russian, are investigated by Anikin (1995, 2003, 2005).

3.1.6.2. Baltic and south Slavic. Bezlaj (1966-1968, 1974, 1977, 1981), Borys
(1992ab), Nepokupnyi (2000) and Duridanov (2006) have investigated the
specific lexical isoglosses connecting the Baltic and South Slavic languages.
Bezlaj has paid special attention to Slovenian. His merits are that, thanks to
convincing and often previously unknown parallels, he turned attention to
the importance of data from Slovenian (usually not included) for comparing
Slavic languages with each other and with Baltic. Bezlaj cites an impressive
series of examples which would serve for a more systematic study of the
question than the present stage of irregular comparisons of isolated South
Slavic dialectal forms with forms corresponding in structure and meaning
to those of Baltic. Bezlaj looks at the complicated etymological relations
between Slavic and Baltic, which he eloquently labels as Sprachmischung
(i.e. language mixture, but without providing a more specific theoretical
definition of the phenomenon).
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3.1.6.2.1. Baltic and Slovenian. Borys’s research in this area is concerned with
the lexical relations between the Baltic vocabulary and the folk vocabulary
of South Slavic languages, which contains occasional archaic forms. Thus,
as a result of analyzing extensive South Slavic material an exclusive com-
parison of adjectives is proposed, e.g.:

Slovenian végrast ‘oscillating, irregular’, the hydronym Vjagr, attested
in Ukrainian (Polish Wiar), Lith. vingrus ‘winding’, and Latv. vifigrs
‘elastic; agile, quick’; or a comparison of two such forms extending
over limited territories, thus, e.g. S-Cr. dial. jéZa ‘flower bed’ and
Slov. dial. jéza ‘boundary (between a field and road)’ on the one hand
can be compared with Lith. eZia ‘boundary’ and Latv. eza ‘flower bed’
on the other hand, all of which in his opinion derive from a recon-
structed Balto-Slavic agricultural term *eza.

Nepokupnyi (2000) observes an interesting correspondence between
S-Cr. nunap ‘lime-grove’ and the oronym Lith. Liéporas and OPr. Lepare
(Sambia, 1331).

3.1.6.2.2. Baltic and Bulgarian. Baltic and South Slavic relationships have also
been investigated by Duridanov (1969, 1970, 1971, 2006) and Walczak-
Mikotajczakowa (2001) who puts the accent primarily on the concordances
with Bulgarian, e.g.:

Bulg. berna ‘mouth’ and Lith. burna id.; Bulg. rparop ‘gravel (of a
river)’ and Lith. gargZdas ‘gravel’; Bulg. 6pvkam and 6vpkam ‘shove
(the hand)’, S-Cr. brknuti ‘grasp’ and Lith. briukti ‘poke, shove’, Latv.
brukt *wipe off’; Bulg. toza and Lith. jauda, jaiidas ‘agitation, excite-
ment’, judéti ‘to move’ (cf. ERBKE).

3.1.6.2.3. Other parallels. The comparative study of folkloristic and mytho-
logical traditions (Mikhailov 1996, 2000; Laurinkiené 2011) also permit
the establishment of interesting parallels between Baltic and South Slavic.
In particular Kati¢i¢ (1992 and 1993) uses the Baltic material connected
with the night of St. John for a better understanding of a Croatian fertil-
ity rite and folk songs;*®” in the same context Matasovi¢ (1995) proposes
some Greek-Balto-Slavic textual parallels for reconstructing (perhaps an
inherited piece of an IE) myth and fragments of the IE poetic language
(indogermanische Dichtersprache).

27 QOther similar cases are also found in Kati¢i¢ (1996, 1998 and 2001).
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3.1.7. Instead of a conclusion

The evidence encountered in the Balto-Slavic lexical correspondences can
not of course offer any definitive answer to the Balto-Slavic question. Nev-
ertheless it is also clear that in certain cases the Baltic data may be satisfac-
torily explained without the help of the Slavic languages, but the contrary
is not true.

This conclusion seems to be valid both for common and proper
nouns. Note the following examples:

i) Lith. ranka ‘hand ~ arm’ is derived from the verb rifikti ‘gather, col-
lect’ (rankioti, intensive), cf. also Latv. roka ‘hand ~ arm’ and OPr.
Jen-rinka [Ench. 45,16 famlet ‘collects’| whereas Russ. pyka and its
Slavic cognates cannot be directly derived from any Slavic verbs
(BernsStein 1961; Safarewicz 1976a);

i) the river name Laukesa in Lithuania, Laucesa in Latvia (and river
names of the same type) are certainly derived from Lith. latikas ‘open
air, field’ (Vanagas 1981, p. 183), but the Slavic cognate JIyueca in
Russia cannot be explained on the basis of Slavic data [see1.2.21.

In many cases the Baltic data may be explained by means of internal
reconstruction but such internal reconstruction is sometimes not possible
for the Slavic languages. This situation suggests that the Slavic can be de-
rived from the Baltic but not vice-versa, i.e. the Baltic data may be directly
derived from the Indo-European, but the Slavic data require an intermedi-
ate stage.

The investigation of the lexicon confirms for Baltic and Slavic lin-
guistics a prehistoric model of a (very probably baltoide) dialectal continuum
advocated primarily by Toporov and Ivanov [see3.1.4.31.%*

The above presented proposals, respectively examining the special
relations of Baltic with North-Slavic and with South Slavic languages
independently are, admittedly, open to further development and refine-
ment. The systematic study of Russian dialects on the one hand and
of the dialects of South Slavic languages on the other should produce
new material necessary for the elaboration of the linguistic aspect of the
problem.

288 Cf. Toporov (1958ab, 1959); Ivanov, Toporov (1958). For an application of this concept with reference to
Slavic, cf. Enrietti (2000).
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3.2. THE BALTO-FINNIC AND VOLGA PERIBALTIC CONTEXT

In antiquity the Baltic and Finno-Ugric languages were in contact over a
broad territory extending from the shores of the Baltic Sea to the basin of
the middle course of the Volga.?®” Relations with the Balto-Finnic languages
are most commonly studied relations with the group of Finnic languages of
the Volga was advanced significantly by the investigations of Toporov and
Trubacev [see1.2.3..

3.2.1. Archaeologic and hydronymic data

Traditionally it is thought that the speakers of one of the IE dialects (from
which Proto-Baltic developed), having relocated in several waves from the
southeast to their present habitat (which more or less coincides with the
territory of the present Baltic Republics), encountered Finnic peoples who
had lived there from remote antiquity. In the south (in modern northern
Poland and in the present Kaliningrad region), where there were more Bal-
ts, they quickly assimilated the Finnic tribes, while the Balts who advanced
deeper into the north, on the contrary, were themselves assimilated by
the Finnic peoples. This traditional representation (Buga, Endzelins)*° is
buttressed by Finnic hydronyms on the territory of Lithuania and Latvia.
Still more are found as one proceeds toward the north, where the process
of assimilation of Finnic tribes continued longer (for example the Livoni-
ans), and in certain instances is not yet finished.

The (Ugro-)Finnic substratum is observed even today in the hydro-
nyms of Finnic derivation primarily in Latvian territory (Breidaks 2003;
Kagaine, Timuska 2006) and, although in significantly smaller numbers, in
Lithuanian territory (about 30); they are rather uniformly distributed over
Latvia, with the greatest concentration in the northwest regions of Kurzeme
and Vidzeme, with many fewer in Semigallia, Latgalia and Lithuania.?"

Kilian (1986) connects archaeological and hydronymic data and calls
attention to the encounter of the two cultures in the Baltic area, beginning
in the 2nd millennium B.C. to the present era (the Haffkiistenkultur — pre-

29 For a description of the Finno-Ugric languages, cf. Collins (1960); Décsy (1965); Gheno (1977); Manzelli

(1993).

Materials on this point were already presented in Buga (1908); on the intensive research of Endzelins on

this topic, cf. Rage (1973, 1986). Considering the point of view of archaeology, cf. Salo (1997).

¥1 Cf. Rudzite (1968); Breidaks (1973, 1977a); Ariste (1978); Vanagas (1971, 1975, 1981b, p. 143-146); Sch-
mid (1978b); Boiko (1992); Toporov (1997d); Vaba (1993) identifies probable Latvian toponyms in Estonia
which he interprets as a substratum phenomenon.
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sumably coincidental with the Pamariy kultura or the Littoral Culture of
Gimbutas, or Baltic Coastal Culture, whose bearers are considered to be
the ancestors of the Balts, and the Bootaxtkultur (Boat Axe Culture) bearers
who were, it is supposed, the ancestors of the Finns) and the substratum
and superstratum phenomena which link the two cultures see1.2.1.1..

Another explanation has also gained acceptance. Finnic tribes were
the ancient inhabitants of the eastern shore of the Baltic Sea (at least from
the middle of the 3rd millennium B.C.); with the appearance of the bearers
of the Corded Pottery culture (which is considered to be related to some IE
languages) they relocated into the territory of modern Latvia, where they
remained until they finally settled in present-day Estonia and Finland.
Approximately at the end of the 3rd millennium the European bearers of
the Corded Culture, who relocated to the Baltic Sea, came into contact
with the representatives of the Narva-Nemunas Culture and of the culture
of the upper Nemunas, Europoid in civilization and culture. From their
merger developed the so-called Littoral Culture, with its characteristic
corded pottery and special types of Battle-Axes. However, in Lithuanian
hydronymics there are no traces of such a Europoid presence. This leads us
to think that the Balts from the south came into contact with some small
group of Finnic nomads from whom they acquired the names of lakes and
rivers, names which are preserved even today. From this emerges a com-
pletely plausible picture of the existence of Baltic and Finnic tribes in the
area of modern Lithuania in the prehistoric epoch. A similar state of affairs
can be reconstructed with certainty on Latvian territory, where, along the
Daugava, the first ethnic boundary (later moved northward) between the
Balts and Finns was fixed. On the other hand, Baltic traces are found first
hand in the south of Finland. But analysis (still to be done) of the hydro-
nyms of Estonia and Finland itself could lead to unexpected discoveries,
thereby changing this picture.

It is supposed that the relations of the prehistoric epoch between
Baltic and Finnic also touched the Volga group. If it could be established
that several lexical borrowings were acquired directly and not through
Balto-Finnic, then that would indicate a long and intense exchange taking
place in a very ancient period in regions far removed from historical places
of habitation, places where it is considered the Balts settled no earlier than
the 20th-15th centuries B.C. In such a case it is highly likely that the oldest
Baltic words entered into Finnic in the 2nd millennium B.C. and that the
Volga Finns acquired certain words from the Fat’janovo settlement during
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the period when they lived along the upper course of the Volga to the east
as far as Chuvash, Tatarstan and Bashkir (cf. Kallio 2008).

3.2.2. Linguistic relationships with Balto-Finnic,
Laplandish and Volga

Pioneering studies of the relations between Baltic and Finnic were written,
as is known, by Thomsen (1890) and Mikkola (1930), works which were
partially confirmed and refined by Lithuanian (at first Jaunius, Buga, and
later Sabaliauskas 1963)*** and Finnish linguists.*”?

Today one is faced with two diametrically opposed points of view.
On the one hand there is the innovative (compared to Kalima) hypothesis
of Nieminen, according to which individual Balto-Finnic tribes had inde-
pendent linguistic contacts with individual Baltic tribes, while there were
no contacts between Balto-Finnic languages and Proto-Baltic. There did
exist, however, independent relationships between Balto-Finnic languages
and independent Baltic languages, structurally already distanced from the
protolanguage (Nieminen 1957). But such a hypothesis is contradicted by
chronological data; therefore the advocates consider that the borrowings
were unified later in the course of time. Second, since it is unlikely that
separate Baltic languages already existed, they try to assign the period of
proximity between Baltic and Balto-Finnic tribes to a much earlier era than
our own, and they move it to a deeper antiquity, specifically, according to
Koivulehto (1983ab, 1990), to a time prior to the entry of Germanic and
Baltic borrowings in Finnic, that is northwest IE. Ritter (1995) offers the
Ist century A.D. as terminus ante quem for borrowings from Proto-Baltic in
the Balto-Finnic languages and considers that they represent more ancient
language contacts between the Balts and Balto-Finns in their places of
habitat on the Baltic Sea. Attempts at dating the oldest loans between Fen-
nic and west IE (i.e. later Germanic-Balto-Slavic) lead to vague conclusions
(Koivulehto 2006).

Another point of view is offered by Bednarczuk (1993) in a synthetic
survey of the principal structural convergences between Balto(-Slavic) and
Balto-Finnic. He proposes the existence of a period of contacts and mutual
language exchange between the Balts, Slavs and Balto-Finns in the Bal-
to-Slavic epoch, which the Polish scholar calls a language alliance of the

22 A collection of contributions specifically devoted to the Balto-Baltofinnic linguistic relationships is VBF.
2% Kalima (1936); Hakulinen (1953-1955); Ariste (1955); Nieminen (1957, 1959); Liukkonen (1999).
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lake region to the southeast of the Baltic Sea, extending from present-day
Latvia to the lower course of the Vistula.

Having described these general points of view I should now set out
the situation of the relationship of Baltic to the three linguistic groups:
Balto-Finnic, Laplandish, Volga-Finnic.

3.2.2.1. Balto-Finnic. Suhonen (1988) makes systematic attempt to collect and
classify the lexical Baltisms of Balto-Finnic according to ten specific cat-
egories. These are: instruments and objects of necessity, the animal world,
man’s world and human activity, the vegetable world, agricultural work
and animal husbandry, atmospheric occurrences, names of food, names of
colors, mythology and religion, and others (for an analogous classification
cf. Zinkevicius, LKI I, p. 166-171). However, it should be noted that the
author primarily studies the borrowings from a semasiological point of view
and traces the possible variants of their semantic development when they
had already been assimilated by Finnic. But he almost never points out the
Baltic source of the borrowing, nor — and this is particularly important —
the chronological stratification of the borrowings themselves.

However that may be, Baltisms of Balto-Finnic can be assigned to
two main semantic spheres: a) one, better represented, combines lexicon
typical for a primitive society and b) the other, very important, contains
abstract and religious concepts.?®* Here are a few examples with references
to corresponding Baltic words:

a) (agriculture) Finn. siemen, Eston. seeme ‘seed’, cf. Lith. sémenys ‘lin-
seed’, OPr. semen ‘seed’; Eston. (h)dis ‘flower, bloom’ «— Baltic *Zaida-,
cf. Lith. Ziedas, Latv. zieds id.; Finn. herne, Eston. hernes ‘pea’ «— Finn.
*herneh, cf. Lith. Zirnis id.; Finn. vako, Eston. vago ‘furrow’, cf. Lith.
vaga id.; Finn., Eston. des ‘harrow’, cf. Lith. akéCios id.; Finn. siikanen
(with a Finn. suffix -nen) ‘fish bone, point of spike’ «<— Finn. *sika-
< *fika- < Baltic *diga-, cf. Lith. dygas, dygé ‘thorn’ (Posti 1977,
p. 369);

(farm animals) Finn. hanhi, Eston. hani ‘goose’, cf. Lith. Zgsis, OPr.
sansy id.; Finn. vuohi, Eston. voho ‘goat’, cf. Lith. ozys, OPr. wosee id.;
Finn., Eston. oinas ‘ram’, Lith. dvinas id.; Finn. paimen ‘shepherd’,
Eston. paimendama ‘to guard, to tend’, cf. Lith. piemué ‘shepherd’ (ie
< *ai); Finn. silta ‘bridge’ «— Finn. *tilta, cf. Lith. filtas, Latv. tilts id.;

2% According to Liukkonen (1999) one has to add here also many Finnish words concerning marrying and his
semantic field; on Finn. lanko ‘relatives by marriage’, however, see also Vaba (2001).

231



b)

(means of transport) Finn., Eston. ratas ‘wheel’, cf. Lith. ratas id.;
Finn. reki, Eston. regi ‘sleigh’, cf. Lith. rogeés id.;

(buildings) Finn. pirtti ‘hut’, cf. Lith. pirtis ‘sauna’; Finn. seind,
Eston. sein ‘wall’, cf. Lith. siena id.;

(hunting, fish, apiculture) Finn. ankerias, Eston. angerjas ‘eel’, cf.
Lith. ungurys, OPr. angurgis id.; Livonian vagal ‘burbot (a fresh water
fish)’, cf. Lith. végélé id.; Finn. lohi, Eston. lohi ‘salmon’, cf. Lith. lasiSa
id.; Finn., Eston. vaha ‘wax’, cf. Lith. vaskas id.; Finn. vihi ‘a trapping
term’, cf. Lith. vezti ‘drive, lead, carry’ (Uotila 1986b).

(natural elements) Finn. halla, Eston. hall ‘frost’, cf. Lith. salna id.;
Old Finn. panu ‘fire’ [compared with Finn. tuli id.], cf. OPr. panno
id.; Finn., Eston. meri ‘sea’, cf. Lith. marios ‘sea (closed)’;

(animals) Livonian palanddks ‘dove’, cf. Lith. balandis id.; Finn.
kddarme ‘serpent’, cf. Lith. kirmis ‘worm’;

(body parts) Finn. kaula, Eston. kael ‘neck’, cf. Lith. kdklas ‘neck’,
kdaulas ‘bone’;

(family members, a possible proof of exogamy) Finn. heimo, Eston.
hoim ‘race’, cf. Lith. Seima ‘family’; Finn. tytdr, Eston. tutar ‘daughter’,
cf. Lith. dukté dukters id.; etc. (Mégiste 1970).

Finn. taivas, Eston. taevas ‘sky’, cf. Lith. diévas, Latv. dievs, OPr. deiws
‘god (divinity of the radiant sky)’ (Senn 1949);

Finn. perkele ‘devil (a curse)’ «— Finn. *perkeleh <— Baltic *perk-, cf.
Lith. Perkiinas ‘god of thunder’ and diminutive Perk(an)élis id. with a
pejorative semantic evolution from ‘god of thunder’ to ‘devil’;*”

Finn. viekas, veiked, with different meanings in the dialects rang-
ing from ‘svelto, agile’ to ‘astuto, furbo’, and vaikku ‘force, energy’
<« Baltic *veika-, cf. Lith. viékas ‘shrewd, sly, crafty’, veikus ‘quick,
fast’,2% etc.?”

Another interesting fact is that there are several Baltisms in Finnic which

disappeared over time in the Baltic languages, but which can be recon-

structed, e.g. Finn. aisa ‘shaft (of a cart)’ < *aisa, cf. Czech oj id., S-Cr.
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Uotila (1970, p. 6-8), cf. also Gheno (2003, p. 26-28). For Balto-Finnic mythological names of Baltic ori-
gin, cf. Blazek (2006a).

Uotila (1983), cf. also Gheno (2003, p. 28-30).

For other possible Baltic loans in Finnic see Uotila (1970, 1983) and Gheno (2003), e.g.: Finn. mdhkd ‘ulcer;
bulge (on a tree), knot’, laukki ‘animal with a white spot on its forehead, etc.’, kdrhys ‘hay dryer’, linnys
‘limetree’, kohta ‘place, spot, site’, hinta ‘price’, suhta ‘moderation, measure; proportion’, nuutua ‘to wither;
to grow weak’, synkkd ‘dark, dull’.
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isa id. or Finn. vuona ‘lamb’ < *ognas, cf. Latin agnus, OCS agnoco.
By Suhonen’s (1980, 1988) calculations there are about 200 such Baltisms,
one quarter of which are dubious and uncertain. If one considers that many
ancient borrowings could have been lost in the individual Balto-Finnic
languages, it is significant that:

a) they are variously distributed in eight different languages of the
Balto-Finnic group; b) a strong concentration of borrowings is found in:
Finnic, Estonian, Karelo-Olonese; ¢) Finnic shows more borrowings than
Estonian itself.

In this regard the Estonian linguist Vaba (1988, p. 180; 1989; 2006),
having isolated a series of Baltisms in Balto-Finnic names of mountains,
notices that the picture could be changed significantly if the Estonian
dialects were better studied; moreover, that the closeness to living Bal-
tic languages had a great importance in the recent period, and in this
regard the numerous borrowings in Livonian (about 2500-3000; cf. Suhonen
1973) are instructive. Finally, the interesting research of Sausverde (1994)
should be mentioned, in whose Seeworter (sea-words) three linguistic areas
are connected: Germanic, Baltic and Balto-Finnic. These data could be
useful for studying the pre-IE substratum in the Balto-Scandinavian area.
Among other things the author tentatively writes that the “substratum in
Baltic languages has not been considered as a problem”.

The study of Baltic borrowings in Finnic is also important for the
indications furnished regarding the existence of the neuter gender in East
Baltic see74.211. According to Vaba (1994), verbal nouns in -m- also entered
into Balto-Finnic (e.g. Eston. pérm, -u, Udmurt permu ‘dust, ashes’ «— Baltic
*berma-/*berma-, cf. Lith. befti ‘to scatter’, bérimas ‘scattering’).””® The re-
search regarding the Baltic (Latvian) borrowings in Livonian is particularly
advanced [see9.1.2.2].

But the Baltic influence encompasses morphological phenomena as
well (e.g. the compound forms of the Estonian preterite, cf. Eston. olen
lugenud and olin lugenud ‘I have read’, and ‘I had read’ connected with cor-
responding Baltic forms, cf. Lith. esu skaites, Latv. esmu lasijis ‘1 have read’
and buvau skaites, biju lasijis ‘T had read’) and syntactic (e.g. the attributive
agreement of the adjective and noun in Balto-Finnic, absent in the Ural
languages, of the type: (nom. sing.) Eston. suur linn, cf. Lith. didelis miestas
‘large city’, (gen. sing.) Eston. suure linna, cf. Lith. didelio miesto ‘of the large

28 On this question, cf. also Ritter (1993); in this work, regardless of the title, he treats also ancient Baltic
borrowings in Balto-Finnic.
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city’, (dat. sing.) Eston. suurele linnala, cf. Lith. dideliam miestui ‘for, to the
large city’; perhaps the development in Finnic of adverbs of direction, etc.)
(Schadiro 1985; Nilsson 1995).

3.2.2.2. Laplandish. There are no observed direct borrowings from the
Baltic languages in Laplandish. However, there are words of indirect Baltic
origin. They refer back to ancient (approximately 2nd millennium B.C.)
borrowings from common Finnic (there are about a dozen, e.g. heind, cf.
Lith. siénas ‘hay’; hirvas, cf. OPr. sirwis ‘deer’, etc.), or to recent borrowings
(about 80-90) which entered Laplandish later, but it is not easy to attribute
the words to one or another category.

3.2.2.3. Volga-Finnic. The hypothesis of direct contacts between the Baltic
languages and the Finnic languages of the middle Volga arose recently
and can in an obvious way be connected to the expansion of the prehis-
toric habitat of the Baltic peoples between the Volga and the Oka [see1.2.31.
Traditional theses (Thomsen, Kalima, etc.) interpret the correspondences
between the Baltic languages and Volga Finnic as deriving from Balto-
Finnic on the strength of two main considerations: a) the Baltic borrow-
ings in the Volga region are significantly less numerous; b) the majority of
them are not different from those found in Balto-Finnic (Thomsen 1890,
p. 153-155).

Subsequently Serebrennikov has tried to isolate certain forms in the
territory between the Volga and the Kljaz’ma which belong to an unknown
language, close to the Baltic languages, while Knabe (1962) speaks of an
indefinite linguistic unity containing within it Baltic, Slavic, Indo-Iranian
and even Germanic elements.

There is a different point of view (Ariste 1956; Mégiste 1959), accord-
ing to which in prehistoric times the Volga area extended further to the
west and direct contacts were possible between Baltic, Mordvinian and —
although with great skepticism — also Cheremis (Mari). Vaba (1983, 1988)
emphasizes the fact that the absence of a common stratum of Baltic bor-
rowings, typical of the Volga group, is not surprising, just like the absence
of common innovations: this is explained by the improbability of the exist-
ence of a common Volga-Finnic protolanguage (the predominant viewpoint
in Finno-Ugric linguistics). Vaba (1990) lists 374 Balto-finnic words with
a Baltic etymon, but 186 of them (49.6%) are considered doubtful by the
same author.
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Among the languages of this group, the most Baltisms are apparently
found in Mordvinian, in two of its dialects (Moksha and Erza), spoken in
central Russia. Along with the Baltisms known in Balto-Finnic there are
also several more or less exclusive correspondences offering notable inter-
est; they can be accepted as an indication of very ancient direct contacts,
cf. e.g.:

Erza meens [p'ejel’], Moksha plejal’ ‘knife’; cf. Lith. peilis id.;
Moksha nmaumos, Erza maucr ‘reins’, cf. Lith. pdntis ‘hobble (of ani-
mals)’; Moksha nenrs, Erza nenre [lenige| ‘bast’ compared with Finn.
lunka, cf. Lith. lunkas id.; the case for the following is uncertain:
Moksha kspsxu, Erza kepmr [Ker(t)(] ‘left’, cf. Baltic *kurs-ia-.

Although there has been no systematic research on Baltisms in Mari
(Cheremis), several new etymologies have been put forward (Gordeev 1967,
1973), sometimes evoking doubts (e.g. Cheremis morsip, moursrp ‘back’
along with Mordvinian myxypo, uykyp and Finn. nukero, cf. Lith. nugara,
Latv. mugura id.; Cheremis xaum ‘neighbors’ compared with Finn. kaima
‘person having the same name, namesake’, Eston. kaim ‘relative, husband’s
brother’, cf. Lith. kdimas ‘village’, kaimynas ‘neighbor’).

Moreover, the study of Russian argot in these areas has allowed for the
addition to traditional comparisons of at least two more possible compari-
sons without correspondences in other Finno-Ugric languages; these also
suggest direct contacts between the Balts and Mari. Thus Mari stems were
reconstructed: *kolba- ‘ to speak’ deriving from the Russ. slang xonbar, cf.
Lith. kalbéti id.; *kirfds ‘hatchet’ deriving from Russ. xup6sic, slang of the
Yaroslav region, cf. Lith. kifvis id.; more problematic are *dula/*tuls with
a stem from the Russ. slang of the Kostroma region mynssic ‘fire’, cf. Lith.
dilis ‘piece of wood to smoke out bees’ which is also found in Balto-Finnic,
e.g., Finn. tuulas ‘fishing spear, harpoon’, and with palatalization of the
stem, Veps tul’l'astada ‘to fish’ (Vaba 1988).

Finally, probable Baltisms are also found sporadically in the Per-
mian group; the canonical example is Udmurt meirop, Komi meirdp ‘pat-
tern, seat’, or Komi kepasusr ‘to cut’ to be compared with Mari xsrpau,
Mordvinian kepsimc, cf. Lith. kifsti ‘to cut off’. Much remains unclear,
particularly because the vocabulary of the languages of the Volga is little
known and little studied; this is a fertile field for study for future genera-
tions of Finno-Ugric and Baltic specialists.
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3.2.3. About Finnic influences on Baltic

Naturally a number of connections have been proposed in the opposite
direction from those I have examined up until now, but they have been
less well investigated. Thomsen and Buiga acknowledge only a small num-
ber of ancient words of Finnic origin in Lithuanian (e.g. buré ‘sail’, kadagys
‘juniper’, Samas ‘sheat fish’), to which can be added another dozen ma-
rine terms (e.g. lafvas ‘ship’ «— Finn. laiv <— Goth. hlaiw ‘gravel’; kiras
‘sea bird, mew’, cf. Livonian kir, Eston. tiir, Finn. kiiri), which however
often reflect not Finnic words, but are derived from Germanic or Slavic,
cominginto Balticthrough Finnic(concerning morerecentrelationsbetween
Latvian and Livonian fsee9..2.2.1]). Sabaliauskas (1963, p. 131-135) collected
33 cases in the Latvian language and Lithuanian dialects (coming through
Latvian).

Buss (2009) considers about 600 possible borrowings from Finno-
Ugric languages in Latvian. This lexical layer, mostly coming from Livo-
nian and Estonian, is very heterogeneous and the sources of all of the words
are not equally certain.

The modern data concerning Baltic hydronymics isee 1.23] confirm
Buga’s thesis regarding the existence of direct relations with the Volga
group; evidence for them also comes from Lith. lopsys ‘cradle’, if one
assumes it is a borrowing from Mari (Cheremis) memmt, and Lith. séra ‘mil-
let’ (which has no IE correspondence), assuming it is a borrowing from
Mordvinian ceipa [surd] (Moksha), ceipo [suro] (Erza) which, in turn, is
connected with the Komi zor ‘oats’.

To explain the small number of Finnic loan words in Baltic, Thomsen
(1890) and Kalima (1936) suppose that a Baltic tribe close to the western
Finns became extinct prior to the historical epoch; Uotila (1986a, p. 208)
explains this rather by demographic domination and the cultural superior-
ity of the Balts.

But the Finnic influence on Baltic can also be considered for an
explanation of phenomena other than simply lexical ones. Thus, for pho-
netics Kiparsky (1968a) proposes an interesting hypothesis according to
which doublets with the alternation voiceless/voiced in the Baltic languag-
es (of the Lith. type katikaras/gatigaras ‘hillock’, stiéptis/stiébtis ‘to extend
oneself (upward)’, virbéti/virpéti ‘to vibrate’, etc.) could be the result of con-
tacts between Baltic and Finnic groups in the Baltic Sea area. As confirma-
tion of this explanation one can observe that similar doublets are encoun-
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tered particularly (200 cases) in Latvian and to a lesser degree (50 cases) in
Lithuanian (cf. also Jegers 1971).

The Finnic influence is sometimes cited for morphology as well; for
example, in the verb it is reflected in the non-distinction of number in the
3rd pers. (Thomason, Kaufman 1988, p. 243); the origin of the imperative
(Lithuanian) in -k- has also been explained as being derived from analo-
gous formations in Eston. seis-ke ‘stand!’, nih-ke ‘look!’, cf. Lith. stovékite,
Ziurékite id. (Toporov, Trubacev 1962, p. 249-250; on the formants ~k- more
thoroughly see 7.4.3.3.4.]).

Nor does the syntax of the Baltic languages remain immune from
Finnic influences. This influence can be called upon to explain the use of
the genitive of the direct object in negative sentences, the so-called geni-
tive of possession (instead of adjectival) in expressions of the type lietuviy
kalba ‘the Lithuanian language’ (Bednarczuk 1968); this influence also
explains the instrumental predicate (e.g. Eston. Tapio on épettajana koulussa
‘Tapio is a teacher’ an impermanent condition ~ Tapio on Opettaja koulussa
id. a permanent condition). It remains unclear whether Finnic influence is
responsible for the formation of the postpositional locative case (e.g. Finnic
nom. sing. maa ‘land’, illative sing. maahan ‘into the land’, a position in
a specific place maasa ‘in the land’, compared with e.g. Lith. nom. sing.
miéstas ‘city’, illative sing. miéstan ‘into the city’). Also attributable to the
syntactic influence were typical participial constructions such as the modus
relativus [see7.4.3.4], e.g. Eston. vend kirjutab kirjad and Lith. brolis rasgs laisSkq
‘the brother [they say]| is writing a letter’ or Latv. vins slimojot ‘he [is] sick’
and similar forms (Pisani 1959). For these cases Ambrazas V. (1979, p. 192;
1986b) has proposed a hypothesis of historical contact between Balts and
Finns; others think that it is possible to treat this phenomenon as common
for many language groups, and that it is not possible to prove with certainty
the influence of one on the other (for the intermixing of Livonian and Lat-
vian [see9.1.2.2.1]).

Gheno (2002 and 2004) are two critical surveys on the question of
Uralic antiquity and related problems. In particular Gheno (2002) reports
the investigations carried out by many scholars of Finno-Ugric from Fin-
land, Hungary and Estonia starting with the classic theory of the Uralic
Urheimat which uses the biogeographic argument, and Gheno quotes from
the works of A. J. Joki, E. Itkonen, Gy. Laszlo, I. Sebestyén; in addition
Gheno comments on the so-called Uralic theory, basing himself on P. Ha-
jda; further, the theory of Uralic continuity (Finnish jatkuvaisuusteoria),
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supported by A. Kemildinen, and finally also the more recent idea of a con-
glomerate of Pre-Proto-Uralic and Pre-Palaeosibirian languages without
a definite Urheimat (A. Kiinnap, K. Wiik, J. Pustay). Gheno (2004) is rather
a critical updating on the question of the oldest contacts between Finnic
and Baltic. He considers both the quantitative and the qualitative question
with regard to the Baltic loans in Finnic, and also considers the possibility
of backdating them. Specifically, he evaluates rather critically Liukkonen’s
(1999, p. 10) opinion that “im Finnischen etwa 550 sichere baltische Leh-
nworter gibt” [i.e. in Finnic there are about 550 certain Baltic loanwords]
and underlines with regard to this point his own and Antilla’s (2003) severe
judgment on it.

3.3. THE PONTO-BALTIC REGION

The natural narrowing of Europe between the Baltic Sea and the Black
Sea, or the ponto-Baltic isthmus, which serves to delimit the longitudinal
strip extending from the Baltic region to the Balkan peninsula, has served
over the course of centuries as a kind of ideal Pontus, an ideal place of
transit connecting the vast region — very distinct from the ethno-linguistic
point of view — from the Baltic to the Balkans.**”

In the periods straddling the last two centuries there emerged a
unique Danube hypothesis regarding the ethnogenesis of the Balts as a
result of the study of Balto-paleo-Balkan connections. The supporters of
this theory have combined the various peoples of this area into a whole and
think that the Balts emerged from this conglomerate of tribes.’*® In actual-
ity one should differentiate various language groups which replaced each
other in this territory and which still exist there in large numbers: thus
the so-called Illyrian alliance (according to popular opinion separated into
Liburnian, Pannonian and Illyrian itself), today in a significant part cov-
ered by a superstratum Slavic; Romanized Dacian;’” traces in the South

#° This was precisely the area of special interest for the journal Ponto-Baltica (ceased in 2005, cf. Mastrelli

1981). A typological study in the light of linguistic contacts among Slavic, Baltic and Balkan languages is
Ivanov (2013).
0 This hypothesis, now rejected, arose in the active mind of Jonas Basanavi¢ius [1851-1927], a famous
Lithuanian patriot and doctor who was passionately attracted to folklore; the theory is best expressed in
Basanavicius (1921), an inspiring volume in which, on the basis of historical, ethnographic and linguistic
data, he offers his thesis about the origin of the Balts from Thracian Phrygians (the linguistic data are used
frivolously).
31 Poghirc (1970); Radulescu (1981) and Hamp (1991). In general, cf. Birnbaum (1984, p. 242-255) and
bibliography.
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Slavic and Greek area of the vestigial Thracian, Phrygian and ancient Mac-
edonian languages. Moreover, Germanic dialects and Hungarian in the
west and Slavic dialects in the east along with Baltic, Albanian, and (Neo)
Greek have left traces in this vast territory.*"?

Various hypotheses have been put forward and continue to be put
forward in connection with the ponto-Baltic region, primarily based on
toponymic data (mostly hydronyms): Illyrian, ancient European, paleo-
Balkan. However, in an attempt to describe linguistically the ancient
phases of contacts which took place, it is obviously impossible to ig-
nore the spatio-temporal arguments. Thus one notes that from the areal
perspective particular, Balto-(paleo)Balkan relations are of maximum
intensity between southeast Baltia and the (north-)west Balkans, i.e. in
the Adriatic region of the Balkan peninsula. From the temporal point of
view, one must differentiate the ancient phase (the Balto-Illyrio-Thracian,
Balto-Phrygian and Balto-Armenian connections attested in a limited
quantity) from a later phase (Balto-Albanian connections which are espe-
cially instructive).

3.3.1. The Carpathian axis and Balto-Balkan linguistic parallels

Generally, the study of this material derives from the classical theory
(Bartoli 1932; Porzig 1954; Toporov 1987, p. 276, etc.) concerning the
closeness between Baltic and the West Balkan languages in the context
of IE dialects. This in turn arose from the attempt to define the situation
relating to the Albanian area; from this also derives the thesis of the direct
contiguity of the area occupied by the ancestors of the Balts and Albanians.
This places prime importance on the Carpathian geographical border, as
well as archaeological and hydronymic data, in the formation and develop-
ment of these two different ethno-cultural and linguistic areas. This is an
axis which serves simultaneously to divide and to unite (remembering the
ancient Amber Roads).

Although during the time of the first attestations of the Baltic and
Albanian languages the Balts and Albanians already lived to the north
and south of the Carpathians (in a radius of approximately 400-500 kil-

32 Voigt V. (1970) considers that Magyar-Baltic relations were possible even before the arrival of the Hunga-
rians in the Carpathian region (i.e., earlier than 896 B.C.), and that they took place in the central area of
eastern Europe, but the only “proof” of this is the similarity in the name for amber (cf. Hungarian gyanta ~
gyantdr ‘amber’), and there are also, however, many other hypotheses [see 1.3.3.7.]. Zoltan (2009) considers
Hungarian t6t ‘Slav’ to be ancient loan from the Baltic languages (cf. OPr. tauto ‘land’, Lith. tauta ‘people’).
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ometers), there is reason to think that their earlier ancestors somehow
controlled and occupied regions located accordingly in the north and
south of the mountain chain. This allows one to propose a more north-
ern placement of the so-called Proto-Albanian complex until its displace-
ment toward the Adriatic, and may also indicate the presence of Slavs
to the north of the Carpathians in the period of intense connections
with the peripheral area of the Baltic dialectal-cultural alliance (follow-
ing the view of the Balto-Slavic question proposed by Toporov isee 3.1.4]),
until their migration to the south of the Carpathians. According to To-
porov (1987), the picture that results is as follows: the Balts on the one
hand and the Albanians (as perpetuators of the Illyro-Thracian complex,
later overrun in significant measure by the subsequent waves of Slavs)
on the other hand, were separated as far as possible from the Carpathian
mountains. It is no accident that the same Carpathian oronym (Ptolemy’s
Kapmateg 6gog) is connected with a whole series of toponyms which To-
porov places to the north (OPr. Carpaw, Lith. Kdrpis, Karpénai, Latv. Karpa,
Karpine, etc.) and south (the river Kaomig, mare Carpathium, Carpi, Carpesii,
Carpetani, etc.) of the mountain chain, as well as with similar lexical ele-
ments, like Alb. karpe ‘crag, cliff’, OGr. napmodg ‘fruit’, Latin carpo ‘I collect,
I detach’, which Schmid puts on the southern slope, and with Lith. kifpti ‘to
cut’ on the northern slope.’”’

For Baltic linguistics the new element is the connection between the
Baltic languages and the ancient languages of the Balkan area (Thracio-
Dacian, Phrygian, Macedonian, etc.), which have been studied over the
last decades.’® The ethno-cultural community of the longitudinal pon-
to-Baltic belt is clear from at least five main linguistic characteristics:
a) the polytonality; b) certain, few to be sure, coincidences in inflection;
¢) the lexical correspondences between Baltic and paleo-Balkan languages;
d) specific lexicon connected with the religious and mythological sphere;
and to this one can add another characteristic, relating to e) the parallel-
ism of the toponymic (primarily hydronymic) elements of the two areas
in antiquity.

33 Cf. Toporov (1987, p. 284); Schmid (1993a); but perhaps one should keep in mind the existence of a non-IE
(Mediterranean?) stem *krappa ~ *karpa.

304 Cf. Duridanov (1969, 1992); Poghirc (1970); Breidaks (1977b); Toporov (1964, 1973a, 1977a, 1984, 1987).
The theses of Duridanov have been carried to extreme conclusions in Mayer (1992, p. 24), who con-
tends: “Thracian and Dacian and their IE ancestor dialects, Pre-Thracian and Pre-Dacian, as ‘Southern
Baltoidic’, ‘Southern’ with respect to their ultimate position as eventually more southerly than Baltic proper
and ‘Baltoidic’ to indicate them as a class of ‘Baltic-like’, if not exactly, Baltic dialects and then languages”.
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3.3.1.1. Politonality. In the frame of his own Continuity Theory see 1.5.31],
Alinei (2000, p. 294-300) ascribes great importance to the fact that pitch
stress (polytonality) characterizes not only the languages of the Baltics, but
also those of the Balkans (Serbo-Croatian, Slovene and North Albanian).
Based on that he wants to hypothesize a “Balto-Balkanic super-isogloss”.
Beyond that, according to Alinei’s viewpoint, one could consider here the
expression of evidentiality see7.4.3.4] as well, since this feature also somehow
connects the two areas. This idea of a “super-isogloss”, if confirmed, could
not only shed new light on the possible existence of an extinct Baltic pe-
riphery in the south, but might even be crucial for the problem of Baltic
and Slavic ethnogenesis.*””

3.3.1.2. Inflection. Given the available corpus it is obvious that correspond-
ences in this area are few and doubtful; moreover, they always contain
Slavic. The ending -m- of the instr. sing is usually mentioned (cf. cum
Valeriis Decibalm... et Mamutzim, singled out by Poghirc (1970) and Pisani
(1981), who sees a Thracio-Baltic element in the ending of the gen. sing.
Lith. -o, Slavic -a, Thracian -a interpreted as derived from *-a, which in
turn can be understood as the result of the contraction of *-o(si)o-; other

correspondences relate to Albanian [see3.3.2.and infra].

3.3.1.3. Lexicon. One notes a richer semantic sphere of Balto-Balkan lexical
correspondences in the topographical lexemes (e.g. Alb. gur ‘stone’ and
OPr. garian ‘tree’, Lith. giria ‘forest’, Latv. dzira id., Russ. ropa ‘mountain’,
cf. Tvpdg and T'vpor the names of mountains in Ischia, Garganus, Gorizia;
Alb. are ‘field’, Messapic aran and Lith. illative sing. déran ‘outside’, Latv.
aran id.,*°® etc.). These words typically appear rather frequently along the
Balto-Balkan zone, but they are not exclusive to this region and also appear
in other linguistic groups with parallelisms in toponymics. The Carpathian
mountain name Beckunsr (< ?Illyrian *biz-ket ‘forest of beech’) belongs
to this semantic sphere, but also evokes discussion, cf. Trubacev (1968,
p. 281), Toporov (1987, p. 281-283), Schmid (1993a, p. 14).>"

3% One should, however, say that similar opinions have been already and repeatedly expressed by Mayer

(1981, 1991, 1992, 1997 et al.), also, cf. Schmid (1993a).
3% The inclusion into this series of the hapax <arrien> ‘theshing floor’, which should probably be amended to

<arnen>, or *arn < MHG arn ‘collected’ seems dubious, cf. Smoczynski (1989a).
7 Cf. Osipova (1992), who began her research in the framework of research on the Etymological Dictionary of
the Carpathian Area, edited by L. A. Gindin, analyzes the lexical data of Slavic languages of the Carpathian
area (approximately 400 items), assuming that their distribution reflects the areal boundaries of the Slavic

habitat during the migration to the Carpathians (6th-7th centuries B.C.).
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Another well-represented semantic sphere is the names of products
for agricultural production (e.g. Alb. djathe ‘cheese’, OPr. dadan ‘milk’ and
OlInd. dddhi- ‘sour milk’)*®® and of wild flowers (e.g. the name of ‘hazelnut
tree’, cf. Alb. laithi and OPr. laxde, Lith. dial. lazda, Latv. lazda, lagzda), etc.
A recent line of inquiry is the collection of distinct Balto-Slavic isoglosses
(derivational or semantic) from the Carpathian area which can throw new
light on the specific lexical correspondences between Baltic and South
Slavic (Balto-Bulgarian and Balto-Slovenian). These can be explained, at
least partially, as Balto-Carpathian.

3.3.1.4. Sacral lexicon. In the Balkans as well as in the Baltics one finds lexical
traces which allow one to reconstruct the so-called primary myth [see4.3.1.5],
deriving from the name of the god of thunder (cf. the Thracian names
of gods reconstructed by Georgiev, viz. Ilegrog, Ilegnuv; Alb. Perendl
‘Peren-god’ and note the affinity to OPr. percunis, Lith. Perkiinas, Latv.
Perkons and Slavic perunt iseea3..41). There are also certain textual frag-
ments which refer to rituals to produce rain.’”

Certain lexemes, attested above all in Albanian and with reflexes in
Thracian (as e.g. Perendi or bese ‘faith; oath; religion’), allow one to speak
of an archaic mythological origin; this is found both in Balkan and Baltic
areas, e.g. the famous case of the Thracian goddess Bévdig and of the Lith-
uanian divinity cited in the list of Lasicius Bentis (emended as <Bendis>, cf.
Lith. beridras ‘common’, baridZius ‘comrade’, etc., deriving from an IE stem
*bhendh- ‘to bind’ also encountered in Alb. bese (< *b(h)end(h)-ia); a similar
semantic development is encountered in Latin religio ~ ligo ‘to bind’.*"°

3.3.1.5. Toponymics. One might also note cases of parallelism such as:
a) north/south parallelisms (or Balto-Illyrian in the terms of the pan-
[lyricist Krahe) and more specifically b) Balto-Thracian parallelisms, repre-
sented by a group of about a hundred lemmas, among which several dozen
seem reliable and show correspondences in the common nouns. Compare
the following examples for the two types:

a) Thracian Iuras, the name of the river (Pliny), is found in Jura (a
tributary of the Narew) and in the names of rivers, Lith. Jira, Jiré,

% The connection with Kashubian donofa *‘milk’ seems unlikely to me, cf. Kregzdys (2012a).

39 Georgiev (1975, p. 10, 19, 46); Ivanov, Toporov (1974); Toporov (1984, p. 18-21; 1987, p. 288-293). For a
diverse opinion see Hamp (1995a).
10 Mastrelli (1997).
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Jiirupis and also OPr. jurin ‘sea’, Lith. jira, jiiros id. and Latv. jira,
jures (Schmid 1993a, p. 11); one can observe the productivity of the
hydronymic endings connected with the name of ‘beaver’ from the
root *bhebhru- as well as from *ner-/*nor- (Mikhailov 1992) in the
Balkan area (cf. Thracian Befouxeg, Bulg. bebposo, bebpen and
Thracian Nagdxiov otépa, Ndagerog, Illyrian Nagwv, Nerate) with
the Baltic area (cf. OPr. Bebirlauken, Bewer, Bybir, etc.; Lith. Bébreé,
Bebriné, etc.; Latv. Bebrupe, Bebresezers).

b) Thracian Batkunion, Lith. Batkiinai; Thracian Calsus, Latv. Kalsi,
Kals-strauts; Thracian Kypsela, Lith. Kupséliai, cf. Lith. kupsélis ‘a small
pile’; Thracian Rumbo-dona, OPr. Rumbow, cf. Latv. rumba ‘flow, cas-
cade’ (Weber 1989 sees an Iranian reflex); Thracian Strambai, Latv.
Struobas, cf. OPr. strambo ‘stubble’, Latv. strobs ‘stem’ (Duridanov
1985, p. 142-143), etc. Many other toponymic parallels are hypoth-
esized in Otkupscikov (1988, 1998), and Hirsa (1989).

3.3.2. Balto-Albanian relations

Proponents of the Illyrian hypothesis have uncovered a large number of
onomastic correspondences between Baltic and Illyrian (Jokl 1926, p. 45;
1929; Krahe 1954, p. 104). Toporov (1987) has underlined the conservative
quality of such relations, while Schmid (1993a) points out how common
innovations are. In any case there is substantial agreement among scholars
regarding the importance of such isoglosses. Desnickaja (1983, 1984) was
the first to attempt to systematize specific Balto-Albanian lexical and deri-
vational correspondences and also to turn attention to three grammatical
phenomena of interest as possible traces of a parallel development in the
Baltic and Albanian areas:

a) in the structure of the word one notes a particularly high produc-
tivity of the suffix *-i-ma- (< *-i-mo-) in the derivation of nomina
actionis (indicating action) both in Albanian (e.g. vrapim ‘running’ <
*vrapima-s compared with vrapoj ‘I run’) and in Baltic (e.g. Lith.
bégimas id. compared with bégu id.);

b) lexicon, e.g. Proto-Albanian *liga, Alb. lige ‘illness’, cf. Lith. [iga,
Latv. liga id. and Alb. i ligé, i ligshté ‘sick, weak’ and Lith. liguistas
‘sickly’; Proto-Alb. *malas, Alb. mal ‘mountain’, cf. Latv. mala ‘shore’;
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Proto-Alb. *landa, Alb. Gegh lande ‘construction lumber’, cf. Lith.
lenta ‘[wooden)] table’.

o coincidence in the loss of the neuter gender.

However, several scholars (Schmid 1993a, p. 10-13; Orél 1985b;*"
Liukkonen 1989, 1993) have noticed that although root and lexical paral-
lelisms are very often observed between Baltic and Balkan languages, the
examples of exclusively Balto-Albanian parallelisms, which do not include
Slavic, are not numerous (d), while the number of correspondences, espe-
cially in the verbal system, increases (e), e.g.:

d) *pel- ‘gray’ with amplification in -k- to the root in -e- grade ablaut is
an exclusive isogloss, cf. Alb. pellg-u ‘puddle’ and Lith. pélké ‘swamp’,
pilkas ‘gray’; and perhaps as well Alb. buze ‘point’ < *‘a pointed
instrument for cutting’ and Lith. budé ‘type of mushroom’, ‘whet-
stone’; Alb. lak ‘snare, net’, Alb. fluk ‘to throw, to hurl’ (< *aua-laka)
and Lith. laka ‘opening (of a beehive)’ from [lékti ‘to fly’.

e) formation of the preterite with lengthening of the stem vowel corre-
sponding to the present tense in *-io-, cf. Lith. kelitt ~ kéliau ‘T lift ~
[ lifted’ (*e/*e) and Alb. sjell ~ solla ‘1 carry ~ I carried’ (*e/*o <*e);
in the Ist pers. sing. of the preterite, cf. Lith. kepti ~ kepiaii ‘I cook
~ I cooked’ and Alb. pjek ~ poga (-a < *-au) id. one observes the
same ending and the same palatalization; moreover, a participle in
-mo-, well known in Baltic, can be reconstructed for Albanian as
well, deriving from substantive forms, cf. Gegh shkueme ‘past’ com-
pared with shkoj ‘to go’, etc.;*'? the Alb. prefix ge-, dialectal kle-, used
in the suppletive aorist from the verb to be (cf. geshe, dialectal kleshe
‘1 was’, close to Latv. kliat ‘to become’ (Orél 1985a, 1988).

From the point of view of the ancient European theory see 1.5.21, Schmid
(1993a) puts the spotlight on the following difference: while Baltic shows
itself as an area of continuity (Kontinuititszentrum), Albanian, a satom
language, instead presents a kind of “hard nut” because of the ancient

It About 50 Balto-Albanian lexical isoglosses are also presented in Orél (2000, p. 254-256), but they are not
all equally convincing.

312 These data are discussed by Schmid (1993a, p. 8), who sees in this list the use of the same particle for the

formation of the Albanian imperative -le, the “conditional” -lai and the Latvian permissive lai; the same

particle is used for the expression of modality as well in Lith. fe-esié ‘let it be’ and in Albanian té jet¢ id. But

according to Stang (VGBS, p. 443), Latv. lai, Samogitian lai is an exhortatory particle derived from the

imperative of laist ‘to leave’ (cf. Lith. [éisti ‘to permit’).
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(centum) hydronyms considered to be Illyrian; therefore, the incidental hy-
dronymic correspondences between the two groups should not be consi-
dered as Balto-Albanian isoglosses. But if one considers that the morpho-
logical correspondences (especially parallelism in the formation of the pret-
erite) can be accepted as common western innovations, then Baltic and Al-
banian show a gradual separation from the remaining eastern area and give
witness to particular contacts which took place in the north-south direction.

3.3.3. Baltic and Greek

A brief survey of linguistic contacts with Greek as compared so far follows.
The isoglosses which connect the two linguistic groups have been observed
and studied from the beginning in historic-comparative studies. They are
enumerated in the Lithuanian etymological dictionary of Fraenkel, but
many are not exclusive, but rather characteristic of the Balto-Slavo-Greco-
Indo-Iranian area; other isoglosses turn out, upon deeper analysis, to be
inadequate, as in the case of the comparison between Lith. nérévé ‘nymph
(Seejungfrau)’ and OGr. Nepevg (Ademollo Gagliano 1981).

Among the exclusive isoglosses there are for the most part archaic
data (e.g. Lith. piemué ‘shepherd’, cf. OGr. mowunv id.; Lith. aistra ‘passion’,
cf. OGr. oloTog id., etc.), but not solely (Kazanskiené 1980). Rozwadowski
(1908) wanted to see a correspondence between OGr. orvtdAn and Lith.
skutulé (of course, if it is not a loan, cf. German Schuttel ‘bowl’).

On the contrary, the common innovations look rather dubious, which
can, apparently, be explained as a result of parallel development. In other
works the attention of researchers has been transferred to Lithuanian dia-
lects, e.g. Lith. dialect mdja ‘mother’ and OGr. poia id. (Karalitinas 1995b),
and to Mycenean OGr, e.g. Lith. milas ‘rough cloth’, Latv. mils ‘wool cloth-
ing’, OPr. milan ‘rough cloth’ on the one hand, and Mycenean OGr. mi-ja-
ro [mialon] (Witczak 1994) on the other. Finally, it should be remembered
that in the particular hydronymic perspective of the Alt-Europa Theorie isee
1.5.2] there are interesting correspondences between Greek and Baltic names

(Schmid 1983b).

3.4. THE REMOTE CONTEXT

I will attempt in this section to present information concerning the linguis-
tic relations connecting the Baltic group with geographically less close lan-
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guage areas, foremost with Celtic and the Iberian and Italian peninsulas.
I will also provide several references, mainly bibliographical, for a deeper
analysis of the relations with linguistic groups of the IE area, unexamined
until now (Armenian, Anatolian, Tokharian, Indo-Aryan).

3.4.1. Baltic and Celtic

The connections between the Baltic and Celtic languages have already
been mentioned [see1.33.61. A comparison between OPr. forms and words
from Armstrong’s Gaelic Dictionary (London, 1825) had been proposed by
Pierson (1874) who imagined a mixture of Germans, Lithuanians and Celts
in dem Volke der Aestier (i.e. in the population of the Aestian).

The studies on this topic are not numerous, but worthy of note.
According to Vendryes (1937, p. 355-356) the few forms common to Celtic
and Balto-Slavic can be explained as borrowings. Dillon (1947) and subse-
quently Porzig (1954, p. 135-137) do not identify any isoglosses exclusive
to the two linguistic families; other scholars come to similar conclusions,
having examined lexical comparisons among Celtic, Baltic and other lin-
guistic groups.’” This is a list of the most frequently quoted Balto-Celtic
lexical isoglosses:

i) Welsh croth ‘stomach, vulva’ ~ Lith. kratis ‘breast’, Latv. kruts and
krute ‘breast; hill’ and other words (with correspondences in northern
Italy, cf. Meid 1983);

i) Olr. do-eismet ‘they fill’ ~ Lith. semiu ‘I scoop up, ladle, draw (water),
get (knowledge)’ (but not exclusive, cf. Latin sentina ‘bilge [of a ship]’);

i) MIr. mala ‘eyelash’, MBret. mal-venn ‘eyelid’ ~ Latv. mala ‘shore,
edge’ (but the semantic agreement is doubtful);

iv) Olr. richis (gen. sing. richessa) (< *prk-es-) ‘hot coal’ ~ Lith. pirksnis
‘ember’;

v) OCorn. moroin ‘puella’, Cimr. morwyn, OBret. moroin (< *morigna
according to Campanile 1974, p. 81) and also Welsh merch, Breton
merc’h, MCorn myrgh, mergh ‘daughter’ ~ OPr. mergo ‘girl’, Lith.
merga, Latv. merga id. (cf. also Olnd. marya- ‘young man’, OGr.
uetpaf id.);

13 O’Brien (1956); Meid (1983); Schmidt (1985).

246



vi) OPr. [EV 431 Keynhéngeft] Sweriapis ‘jousting stallion’ ~ ‘young stal-
lion’, cf. Olr. serrach, Ir. searrach ‘young horse’ (< Celtic *swerihapos,
according to Stalmaszczyk, Witczak 2001).

In general one can say, however, that none of these examples is confirmed by
the evidence: some have correspondences in other IE languages, while others
are perplexing on the semantic level; only the last two appear less weak.

Another area of research where certain other comparisons between
Celtic and Baltic can be traced is onomastics. Thus Bertoldi (1930) already
noticed a semantic parallel between Gaulish belsa (< *belisa) ‘field’, *belo
‘white’ on the one hand, and Lith. latkas meaning both ‘field’ and ‘an
animal with a white spot on its forehead’ on the other. On the basis of this
Bertoldi tries to build a fragile bridge to the name of the god Belenos (oth-
erwise connected with the plant name belenion and belinuntia ‘henbane’).
Along the same line of inquiry is Hamp’s (1986) article where he tries to
connect the Welsh name Culhwch and Lith. kiadlé ‘pig’, and the contribu-
tion by Kalyguine (1997), who proposes a connection between the name of
the Irish god Balore and Lith. Giltiné (see4.3.1.3..

A list of Balto-Celtic correspondences (rather ignored) which still
awaits verification was supplied by Schmittlein (1948, p. 114). Schmidt
(1985) must also be added, whose contribution analyzes the connections
with the Slavic languages, having found five Balto-Celtic isoglosses (pre-
cisely the first five mentioned above) with a claim to be exclusive; in
another article Schmid (1988a) investigates the correspondences in place
and river-names.

It should be emphasized that research relating to Balto-Celtic con-
nections is important since it could produce interesting conclusions which
weaken or strengthen the hypothesis of the existence of a so-called Balto-
Slavic unity in the prehistoric epoch.

3.4.2. Baltic-(Latin-)Italic connections

The height of interest in connections between the Baltic and Italic lan-
guages, especially Latin, came about in the epoch of so-called Renaissance
paleocomparativism, that is, long before the appearance of the comparative
method in linguistics; this took place against the background of a broader
cultural movement in Lithuania fsee7.3.31. One must immediately observe
that from the time of the Renaissance this direction in scholarship lost its
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importance to a large degree, since the particular linguistic connections
of the Baltic and Italic groups ceased to attract attention. They are passed
over in silence by Fraenkel (1950a) and also by Kabelka (1982) and barely
mentioned by Zinkevicius (LKI I, p. 108). An interesting counter-tendency
approach is, however, represented by Euler (1997), who considers that with-
in the western IE languages, Italic (Latin) and Baltic (partly with Celtic)
show a complex relationship to Germanic (perfect with long vowel in the
root, verbal stems ending in -i, -¢, -a).

It is worth concentrating attention not only on the ancient linguistic
correspondences or areal contacts, but also on relations in the cultural-
historical, mythological plane.

3.4.2.1. Linguistic correspondences. With the exception of one study by Safa-
rewicz (1977, p. 382-383), which draws attention to the similarity between
Lithuanian and Latin in the syncretism of the ancient aorist and perfect,
the lexicon has been the principal area of study. Safarewicz (1976b) first,
and later Ademollo Gagliano (1978) analyzes Balto-(Slavic-)Latin lexical
correspondences with the aim of establishing whether these correspon-
dences are the result of polygenesis or a chance coincidence. The results
achieved show that there are few isolated correspondences found in the
Latin and Baltic spheres only (e.g. Lith. vézti ‘to cover’, Zirklés ‘scissors’
and Latin vagina ‘scabbard’, furcula ‘the forked prop’), while there are many
more derivations from widely disseminated roots. This is simply to repeat
the conclusions of Porzig (1954), who considers it impossible to establish
ancient relations connecting these two languages in the European area.

There are, however, some interesting parallels about the manner in
which inherited elements are used in the two language groups, and other
comparisons which have not been observed in the aforementioned work.
Thus to the isoglosses one should also add Lith. trdukti ‘to pull’ and Latin
trahere (Schmalstieg 1963); Lith. versti and Latin vertere (Trost 1975;*'* on
the specific meaning ‘to translate’ developed in the two language-groups
cf. Dini 2010d).

3.4.2.2. Onomastic and semantic-mythological parallels. In the onomastic sec-
tor one finds a definite semantic congruence between the elements formed

1 An addition to this contribution is Schrépfer (1977) who even wants to suggest a parallel for the special
meaning of Lith. kiausinj versti ‘to sit on eggs’ in Japaneese: kaeru ‘to hatch, to be hatched’ and the con-
nected kaesu ‘to send or give back; overturn; hatch’.
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from the roots *ner-/*nor- and *vel-/*vol- in the Umbrian and Lithuanian
area, cf. the hydronyms Nar and Velinus, and toponyms Narni and Velletri,
the mountain names Nuria, Velino which occur in the Umbrian region with
hydronyms of the Baltic region (e.g. OPr. Narussa; Lith. Nerinis lake, Narasa,
Veliuona, Neris/Vilija; Latv. Naruza, Vellezers, Velupite, etc.; they also have
parallels even in the Moscow region (Bumetika, Beneca, etc.), in northern
Poland (Narew, Welnica, etc.) and in the Pripjat’ basin (Haposms, Hepuca,
Bueiika, Benenxka, etc.).”” One notices that in the IE sphere many variants
of the root *ner-/*nor- appear in forms which primarily designate mascu-
line strength (OGr. avrjo ‘man’, Olnd. nf-, Umbrian nerf, nerus, Celtic narto
‘strength’, Lith. néras ‘will’, narsus ‘brave’, Russ. Hpas ‘manner’, while the
variants of the root *vel-/*vol- indicate will, wishing, power (Latin volo ‘I
wish’), Latv. velet ‘to wish’, Russ. Bons ‘wish’, Bmacts ‘power’. Both of these
roots go back to the IE binary ideologem which combines certain seman-
tic characteristics (the opposition death/resurrection) associated with the
so-called principal myth (Toporov 1977c). Many interesting correspond-
ences between Latin and Baltic appellatives are also found in the particular
hydronyms of the ancient European theory (Schmid 1985 [see1.5.21).

Certain relations which connect Baltic and Latin-Italic areas can be
established not only on the plane of language, but also on the comparative
plane of mythological elements and/or textual fragments which could assist
in the reconstruction of IE mythology and the so-called fundamental myth
(with its typical oppositions: life/death, high/low, right/left, etc.). Thus,
one of the usual comparisons, with which many scholars agree, connects
the name of the Baltic god represented by OPr. Percunis, Lith. Perkiinas,
Latv. Perkons, the name of the Baltic god of lightning (see 4.3.1.41, and
Latin quercus ‘oak’ (< *perk-, like Latin quinque ‘five’ beside Lith. penki id.,
a tree sacred to Jove (cf. Lith. Perkuno gzuolas ‘the oak of Perktinas’s and
Latin Iovis quercus ‘Jupiter’s oak’; moreover, the Lithuanian dialectal form
Perkundiena ‘Thursday (the day of Perktinas)’ and Latin lovis dies ‘Thursday,
Jupiter’s day’);*!® however, it should be remembered that another etymo-
logical proposal relates the name of the Baltic god more with the family of
words connected with Lith. pefti ‘to beat, to strike’.?"’

A further attempt to indicate the fruitfulness of Baltic-Italic corre-
spondences concerning theonyms is Blazek (2001). He investigates five par-
allels with their many variants (e.g. OPr. Markopole ‘earth-god’, Lith. Zelus
W Cf. Vanagas (1981a, p. 223-224, 370-371, 382-384); Toporov, Truba&év (1962, p. 179-180 and 197-198).

16 Cf. Toporov (1974b).
7 A new etymology (a compound of *per- ‘to strike’ and *kun- ‘stone’) is discussed in Blazek (2011).
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‘growing of grass-god’, Numejas ‘house-god’, Lith. burtininkai ‘priests fore-
telling future’, Latv. Deékla ‘one of the three Fates’) and considers that Italic
and Baltic mythological traditions have both conserved archaic features.’®

3.4.3. Balto-lberian connections?

I can point out at least two chronologically distinct moments of probable
contact between the language areas of the Baltics and the Iberian penin-
sula: one is prehistoric and is difficult to define more precisely than being
prior to the 8th century B.C., and the other is from the historical period in
the time span beginning with the epoch of the great migration of peoples
after the Goths (3rd-4th centuries A.D.), and closely connected with the
fate of the Baltic tribe of the Galindians (sees.4..

3.4.3.1. The Sorotaptic hypothesis. Many scholars (e.g. Menéndez Pidal 1939,
1952, Pokorny 1936, Schmoll 1959 and others) have turned their attention
to linguistic traces which, in a very ancient period, in any case pre-Roman,
and preceding the 8th century B.C., were left in epigraphs, toponyms and
various words of the languages of the Iberian peninsula by an imprecisely
defined ethnic wave. It is usually thought that this people (or peoples) of
invaders came from central Europe and reached the Iberian peninsula by
way of Catalonia and lower Aragén; archaeological excavations in this pre-
cise area provide the most convincing evidence of this. Moreover, it is sup-
posed that these peoples brought with them a variety of IE more archaic
than the Celtic dialects known up until now. There is still no agreement re-
garding its identification: it is considered to be either Ligurian, Ambronian,
Illyrian or Venetian, or simply Proto-Celtic. According to Joan Coromines
[1905-1997], it is highly probable that various IE tribes took part in the
formation of such a language (or languages), and therefore it would be bet-
ter to reject the clumsy diversity used for its designation, since each name
reflects the source of only one tribe and/or language. Thus, in many of his
works the Catalonian scholar often resorts to the terms Sorotapts or sorotap-
tic and kindred names to designate the concrete linguistic aspect character-
istic of the prehistoric Iberian region. This neologism, formed from OGr.
00006¢ ‘funeral urn’ and Odgewv ‘to inter’, is proposed ‘as a designation of
the ancient IE dialect characteristic of the Urnenfelder ‘inhabitants of the

8 For a possible connection between the nymph Egeria and Lith. éZeras, Latv. ezers [see 4.3.1.4].
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urn fields’, invaders of Spain. I call them sorotaptos [Sorotapts|, and their
urn fields or cemeteries, which are characteristic of the people, sorotafios.”*"’

However, even though one has a neologism, which has the obvi-
ous advantage of brevity and is acceptable and useful for linguists of vari-
ous persuasions, still our knowledge of the so-called Sorotapts and of the
grammar of the sorotaptic language has been minimally increased. As
Coromines (1961, p. 348 [= 1972, p. 241]) himself adds, this language re-

mains completely unknown:

ya es sabido que la procedencia dialectal y la identificacion de la lengua
sorotdptica se ha considerado hasta ahora como la mds oscura de las cues-
tiones relativas a la Hispania Indoeuropea y sobre la cual discrepan mas
las opiniones de los especialistas

[as is already known, the dialectal origin and identification of the
Sorotaptic language have until recently been one of the most obscure
questions relating to IE Spain, and the opinions of scholars differ
significantly].

According to Coromines (1976-1977 11, p. 149-150):

mots residuals d’aquest origien afloren escampats en un territori molt vast,
que s'esten des de I’Atlantic fins al Baltic i adhuc el Caspi...

és palesa lexistencia de solides anels sobretot en baltic — llengua amb la
qual tantes semblances notables revela el lexic sorotaptic, a cada pas...

[surviving words of this origin are found over broad territories
stretching from the Atlantic to the Baltic and Caspian seas...

the existence of a series of serious connections is obvious, above
all with Baltic, a language with which the sorotapic lexicon shows a

notable similarity at every step...]**

3.4.3.1. An Iberian horizon for the Galindians? Toporov advances the hypothesis
that the Baltic tribe of the Galindians might have participated in the great
migration of peoples after the Gothic tribes, since traces of their passage —
especially of their name — are found in many European areas, from the
Moscow region to as far as the Atlantic coast. One branch of the Galindians

9 Coromines (1957 IV, p. 1081b). On this point also see Coromines (1961, p. 348, n. 1; 1985 III,
p. 416 etc.).

0 The study of the “sorotaptic” lexical rests in the Catalonian language, with such frequent Baltic connec-
tions, has been carried out in some contributions by Dini (2000d, 2007cd, 2009).
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tied their fate to the Visigoths and separated from the other current of mi-
grators which made for the south-south-east (its main direction through
Europe was south-west and then north-west): precisely this hypothesis,
which explains how the Galindians came into western Europe, including
the Iberian peninsula, after the Goths, was again formulated by Toporov
(1977b, 1980a, 1983b);**! earlier it was proposed by such scholars as Sachs
(1932, p. 56): “Galinder den Goten auf ihren Wanderung folgten” [i.e. The
Galindians followed the Goths in their migrations|.”** This hypothesis is
indirectly shared by Mastrelli (1964), who considers that the name of the
Visigoths itself contains elements of Balto-Slavic origin.

Indeed, one can find onomastic traces of a Galindian presence in
the Castilian as well as the Catalan and Portuguese areas. Here are some
examples: among the warriors of Cid campeador is recorded a certain
Galin(d) Gargiaz el bueno de Aragon; in the capitulary preserved in the ab-
bey of Saint Sernin di Tolosa the name of the type Galindus, Galin appears
a full sixteen times in the period between 844 and 1200 and is still alive
in anthroponyms of the Iberian language area (e.g. Spanish Galindo, Cata-
lonian Gali), including patronymic formations (Castilian Galind-ez); there
are more toponymic data with elements of *Galind- in Portuguese (e.g.
Gainde, Gaindo, vlilla] Gaindanes), in Castilian (e.g. Castel de Galindo, Tor
de Galindo), in Catalonian (e.g. Castelgali, St. Joan de Gali, Font Gali, and
also Punta Galinda on the western shore of Mallorca), as far as the Basque
lands (e.g. Garindain) and in southern France.’” However, if one looks at a

321 Toporov (1985a, 1986b) is particularly interesting in this context, even unique. On the basis of the Baltic

material he has attempted to explain several fragments of the inscription of Botorrita, generally considered
to be Celto-Iberian (regarding this inscription, cf. De Hoz, Michelena (1974); Eska (1989); Meid (1993); for
other connections with the Baltic languages, cf. Orél (1995)) using both noun morphology (e.g. loc. ToCoi-
Teiieni with -eni seen as a postpositive particle added to the form of the dat., cf. Lith. loc. mi§ke ‘in the forest’
< *miSkei-én < *miSk-oi-/-ei- + postposition *-én, or the preposition en ‘in’) [see 2.2.1.5. and 7.4.2.4.], and
verb morphology (e.g. such forms in -Tus, as in Pisetus, Tatus etc., which are considered probably optatives
or conditionals, cf. Eastern Baltic in -tu(n)-) [see 2.2.2. and 7.4.3.3.2.], some lexical correspondences look
more like conjectures.

#2 The investigations carried out by Statkute de Rosales are very doubtful (e.g. 1985, 2004, 2011); they

present a lot of material, but the author uses both philological and linguistic data too frivolously, cf. the

criticism expressed in Butkus, Lanza (2012).

Toporov’s novel hypothesis contradicts traditional explanations according to which names with the element

*Galind- are of Germanic origin; but there are weak spots in this explanation, obvious from the following

323

quotations. Forstemann (1900, p. 591): “der personenname wire dann eine erinnerung an die baltische
heimat der Goten” [i.e. the personal name would be then a reminder of the Baltic homeland of the Goths];
Moll (1982, p. 104): “Gali. De Galindus, que coincideix amb el nom d’un poble baltica” [i.e. Gali. From
Galindus which coincides with the name of a Baltic people]. But there are those who still consider that “Se
ha abandonado la version de la procedencia de Galinden, topénimo de Alemania oriental, por la coinciden-
cia fonética” [i.e. The argument for the origin of the Galindians, through a phonetic correspondence with
an Eastern German toponym, has been abandoned], cf. Tibén (1988, p. 101); also cf. Kremer (1969-1970,
p. 120). A more thorough analysis and systematization of this problem by Germanists would be useful.
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geographical map of the Iberian peninsula the largest number of toponyms
in question are in the northwest, that is in Galicia, where, according to
Toporov’s hypothesis, they remained for a long time. Perhaps, one should
search for possible surviving language traces in the Galician dialects; this
study remains to be done. But other scholars reacted skeptically to To-
porov’s hypothesis as a whole, and they limited themselves to onomastic
correspondences®* and drew different conclusions from this data (see5.4.2..

3.4.4. Further IE connections

I offer a survey of the results from studies devoted to the connections
between Baltic and certain other IE groups such as Armenian, Anatolian,
Tokharian and Indo-Iranian.

3.4.4.1. Balticand Armenian. All of the proposed Balto-Armenian correspond-
ences, lexical and otherwise, have a very general character (e.g. Arm. k'un
‘sleep, dream’, Lith. sapnas, Latv. sapnis, OCS *senv, OGr. vmvog, Olnd.
svdpna-, Latin somnus),** but the conclusions derived from this leave much
to be desired. There are a few works about specific Balto-(Slavo-)Armenian
isoglosses (e.g. Arm. beran ‘mouth’, Lith. burna, id., Bulg. 6spna ‘lip’; Arm.
jur ‘water’, Lith. jiira ‘sea™° etc.) which attempt to examine this question
differently from the traditional position.

Saradzeva (1987, 1992) analyzes a particular lexico-semantic group,
parts of the body and their functions, in the framework of which she noted
three exclusively Balto-Armenian isoglosses which do not include Slavic
(e.g. Arm. anut’ ‘arm-pit’ and Lith. uz-antis ‘breast’; Arm. lezu ‘tongue’ and
Lith. liezuois id.; Arm. fanjr ‘big; fat’ and Lith. tankis ‘dense, thick’); on the
strength of these and other correspondences Saradzeva rejected not only
Balto-Slavic unity, but also theories of the origin of Slavic from peripheral Bal-
tic and posited the existence of direct (that is, not by means of Slavic) contacts
between Proto-Armenians and Proto-Balts. These conclusions appear rather
weakly proven since the analyzed lexicon, although significant, is very lim-
ited, and those isoglosses which are offered as exclusive are often dubious.**’

324 Cf. Piel, Kremer (1976, p. 143) who essentially supports the thesis of Férstemann (1900).
35 The young Meillet also noticed these same correspondences as was shown in Bolognesi (1988); see also
Greppin (1976); Winter (1980); Jahukyan (1987, p. 97-204). Schmalstieg (1984) proposed syntactic compa-
risons (passive participles).

326 Cf. Schmitt (1981, p. 70).

7 Thus, if Arm. lezu ‘tongue’ is to be connected with lizem ‘I lick’, as is probably the case, then there are also

parallels in other languages (OGr., Latin, OlInd.).
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One can also consider the correspondence between Arm. erg ‘song; poem’
(regarded as an inheritance from the IE poetic language), erkin ‘sky’, and
among others Lith. Perkiinas etc. (SaradZeva 1986, 1997) by the same. It is
not surprising that the same researcher subsequently wrote that ‘the prob-
lem of Armeno-Baltic relationship is impossible to base simply on language
contacts between Armenians and the Balts’ (Saradzeva 1992, p. 205), but
rather it must be placed in a much wider areal context (cf. EDAL).

Also interesting, however even more dubious, are the comparisons
between Baltic, Greek and Armenian (e.g. OPr. pettis ‘shoulder blade’,
OGr. metavvuut ‘I spread out’, Arm. i ‘oar’) and only between Baltic and
Armenian (e.g. Lith. peciai ‘shoulders’, Arm. t'ikunk’ < *fekunk’ ‘back’;
OPr. caperne ‘burial place’, Arm. kap’arumk’ ‘tomb’ proposed by Arutjun-
jan (1988), but in this instance it is rather rash to offer these items as
exclusive.’*®

Saradzeva (1993) also studies the morphological connections between
Baltic and Armenian which appear primarily in the nom. case of personal
pronouns of the 1st pers. (cf. nom. sing. Arm. es ‘", OPr. es, OLith. es, Latv.
es id., compared with Slavic *azv id.;** nom. plur. Arm. mek’ ‘we’, Baltic
*mes id., compared with Slavic *mer id.) and 2nd pers. (cf. nom. plur. Arm.
duk’ ‘you’ < *juk’, Lith. jis, compared with Slavic *vy id.).*** On the whole,
closer connections are encountered in the pronominal inflections, more
distant in the noun and medium in the verb.””!

3.4.4.2. Baltic and Anatolian. These two linguistic groups occupy two critical
positions in the IE sphere from the point of view of their attestation: almost
three thousand years separate the most recent of them (Lithuanian and
Latvian) from the most ancient (Hittite); the temporal hiatus is rendered
less important by the difference of speed of changes in the two groups —
relatively slow in the first group and faster in the second.

The study of specific Balto-Anatolian linguistic relations has been
viewed in a negative light since Gabrys (1944) used inadequate Hittite
material for his often fantastic comparisons with Lithuanian and created
from this comparison even more fantastic conclusions; since then the ques-
328 Cf. PrJ 111, p. 214; for a different interpretation, cf. PKEZ 11.

2 A different explication, based only on Arm. facts, is offered by both Schmitt (1981, p. 116, footnote A) and
Lamberterie (1992, p. 268).
The same comparison, but in an IE context (cf. Goth. jus, Avestan yus), is also cited in, e.g. Schmitt (1981,

p- 117).
Hamp (1982) is a comparative study of the system of personal pronouns of Baltic and Armenian.
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tion has been rather neglected.””* According to the traditional view there
exist no specific Balto-Anatolian isoglosses which would connect these two
groups only, and even those common innovations discovered by scholars
are always encountered in a larger number of language groups.*

In an attempt to establish certain Balto-(Slavo-)Hittite correspond-
ences in the formation of certain adjectives in -u- and in certain lexi-
co-semantic developments (true, not always convincing, cf. Hamp 1994a)

Puhvel (1982, p. 185) evaluates the whole problem anew:

Lithuanian has acquired a reputation as a repository of archaic curi-
osities which find their matches most often in Old Indic [...] As Ana-
tolian philology matures we are seeing that Baltic-Anatolian com-
mon archaisms are not less significant.

In the framework of this research there are some lexical correspond-
ences in individual articles: Schmalstieg (1981a) on Lith. duoti ‘to give’ and
hieroglyphic Hitt. tuwa; Hilmarsson (1984) on Lith. brazdas/brazda ‘juice
[between the trunk and bark of a tree|, brizdis/birzdis ‘plant name’ and
Hitt. pdr-as-du-us with similar meaning; Petit (2004d) discusses the corre-
spondence between Hitt. ark- ‘lacerate’ and Lith. dial. arsyti, arzyti, urzyti
id.; Karalitinas (2006) tentatively compares the Baltic name of elephant
(Lith. Ziluonis and Slapis, Latv. zilonis) with that of Hitt. lahpa-.***

Beyond that Ivanov investigates many possible linguistic and seman-
tic parallels between Baltic and Anatolian, e.g. Hitt. happina- ‘fireside (in
the hearth)’ and OPr. [EV 331 Backhofen| wumpnis ‘oven’ (Ivanov 1980,
p. 77-80); Luvian zammantis ‘newborn baby’ and OPr. Ench. gemmons
‘born [geboren|’ (Ivanov 1998), Luvian iSarw(a)i- ‘right, favorable’ and OPr.
Ench. isarwis ‘true, real [treu]| (Ivanov 2000), and several other parallels
(Ivanov 2002) including hydronyms (Ivanov 1999).

3.4.4.3. Baltic and Tokharian. If one does not consider the quantity of stems
in *-¢€ [see2.21.53], which are not, however, exclusive to these languages,*”
one observes only a few parallel phonetic developments of a rather general

32 E.g. Porzig (1954) says nothing about this; Zinkevi¢ius (LK, p. 106) only mentions it. A specific comparison
between Baltic and Anatolian (Hittite) in the framework of the concept of “archaic ~ conservative” was
undertaken by Erhart (1995).

3 Furlan (2008) considers that only Anatolian relations of the type ke$Sar ~ ki$Seran ‘hand’ and Balto-Slavic

of the type akmué/akmenj ~ kamy/kameny ‘stone’ preserve an innovation within the IE accent paradigm.
34+ The possible correspondence between Lith. gudrus ‘shrewd’ and Hitt. kutruwa ‘witness’ is rejected in
Maziulis (1959).

3 Cf. Fraenkel (1932); Zinkevicius (LKI I, p. 107); Thomas (1985, p. 136-140).
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character, e.g. the palatalization of the consonants before following front
vowels, cf. Lith. acc. sing. ménesj ‘month’, Tokh. B nom. sing. mefe ‘moon,
month’, and perhaps a few other examples.”* Certain morphological or lex-
ical isoglosses almost always include at least Slavic as well, if not a broader
dialectal area.

As for morphology, here one can compare the Tokharian infinitive
ending -tsi with Baltic and Slavic -ti (< *-tei); moreover, it is considered that
the element -a in the preterite is common to Lith. buvo ‘was’ and Tokh.
B taka/takane id.; also the Lith. ending Ist pers. -u is compared with the
-u/-au of Tokharian, e.g. Tokh. A yoku ‘I drink’, B nesau ‘I am’ (Schmal-
stieg 1974b, 1975), but it derives from *-0, as in other IE languages. More
dubious is the typically cited comparison (Zinkevi¢ius LKI I, p. 107) of
the Lith. diminutive-affectionate suffix -elis/-elé and Tokh. *-dly-, specifi-
cally in Tokh. A -I, Tokh. B -lye/lle, which are used in the formation of
gerunds (verbal adjectives), indicating the necessity or possibility of an
action’s taking place. In word formation, a similarity has been observed in
certain nominal suffixes, e.g. Lith. -uné, Slavic -sinja and Tokh. A -une/-
one, Tokh. B -(a.f)ne. Ivanov (2010) suggests a connection between the
Tokh. B distributive numerals with the suffix -ar with semantically similar
Balto-Slavic suffixes *-er and *-or (perhaps deriving from original collec-
tive numeral forms agreeing with collective nouns in *-or).

The following lexical correspondences are traditionally considered
to be exclusive:*” Tokh. B akartte ‘nearby’, and Lith. grétas ‘neighboring’
(< *grto-, IE *ger- ‘to unite’); Tokh. B lesto ‘nest; bed’, and OPr. lasto ‘bed’
(< *los-ta)*®.

Moreover, there have been attempts to establish common isogloss-
es within limited lexico-semantic groups, e.g., among the names of
animals (Chomicenkiené 1990) or designations relating to domestic life
(Chomicenkiené 1993), but the proposed phonological-morphological
correspondences do not always rely on adequate internal reconstruction
(Urbutis 1995, p. 178-179). On the other hand, a semasiological corre-
spondence seems sustainable between the term for ‘head’ and that for ‘end’

36 Schmalstieg (1974b) enumerates among them the IE development *a > o in the absolute final, com-
mon to Lithuanian and Tokharian B. Bonfante (1979) proposes that the development *e > ie (>ia) is also
common to the three groups (Baltic-Slavic-Tokharian), although the IE change *e > Tokh. *d is considered
normal.

#7Of course not all correspondences listed by van Windekens (1976, p. 616), can be defined as such; cf.
Ivanov (1988).

38 On these forms, cf. Schmid (1958); van Windekens (1971, 1982); Ivanov (1988), who introduces the com-

parison with Lithuanian [see 4.3.1.]; finally Hamp (1994b).
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both in Baltic: OPr. galwo ~ galli, Lith. galva, Latv. galva ‘head’ compared
with OPr. gallan ‘death’, Lith. gdlas, Latv. gals ‘end’, and in Tokharian:
Tokh. B asce ‘head’ compared with Tokh. A ak, Tokh. B ake ‘end’ < IE *ak
‘sharp, pointed’ (Karalitinas 1970). Blazek (2013) also wants to see a cor-
respondence between the adverb Tokh. B twar ‘for this reason, consequen-
tly’ and the root of OCS tvore ‘act, deed’, Lith. fvérti ‘to create, produce’
and cognates.

Some other Tokharian-Baltic-Slavic correspondences have been
observed, e.g. between Tokh. A talke, B telki ‘sacrifice, banquet’ and Lith.
talka, Latv. talka, Blruss. Tomoka, Pol. toka ‘common work, banquet’
(< IE *tolk-), but this indicates that certain Baltic terms lost their sacral
content (Van Windekens 1971; Chomicenkiené 1992). Another case is
between Tokh. B proks-a ‘grain’ and OPr. prassan ‘millet [Hirse|’, Slavic
*proso id. (Ivanov 2004, p. 97; Loma 2011).

3.4.4.4.Balticand Indo-Iranian. The isoglosses which connect these two groups
are numerous and well studied (cf. Arntz (1933).>*° But there are always
references to the preservation of IE archaisms and not to common innova-
tions; among the latter one should probably mention the development of
IE *s after i, u, r, k see2.1.2.31, which also occurs in Slavic (Schmalsteig 1974)
and consequently has only a relative significance for definitive conclusions.
The same can be said about some established morphological isoglosses
(e.g. loc. plur. -su; dual forms; some pronominal forms etc.), if one does not
consider this the result of parallel development.

There is an analogous situation in lexicon and a majority of the
isoglosses are common to Baltic, Slavic and Indo-Iranian (e.g. Lith. déSinas
‘right’, Olnd. daksina-, Avestan dasina-, OCS desnv id.; OPr. [EV 460
Swarcz| Kirfnan ‘black’, Olnd. krsnd-, OCS ¢ronw id.). The following spe-
cific isoglosses are generally pointed out: Lith. §ékas ‘newly mown grass’
and Olnd. saka- id.; Lith. Sapalas ‘chub’ and Olnd. sdphara- ‘cyprinus
saphore, mullet’**? (but this last isogloss is doubtful in that one might be

dealing with an Indo-Mediterranean substratum word, cf. Pisani 1970 [see
1.21).%4

39 After that we lack an updated discussion on the various theories about the IE origin linked with Balto-

Indian relationships.
30 Thus, Zinkevi¢ius (LKI 1, p. 112-114).
1 For more information I refer also to the work of Chatterji (1968), useful for its comparison of two cultures —
Balts and Indo-Iranians, but weak for its scientific argumentation, as also noted in Zinkevi¢ius (1969) and

particularly in Kubulina (1991). See also Ivbulis (2013).
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According to Ogibenin (1974), the following words which survived in
Baltic folklore: Latv. dainot(ies) ‘to adorn, decorate; to dance’, Lith. déinauti
‘to entice, attract, desire, beg’ and Lith. dainiioti, daina ‘to sing, song’, have
parallels in the vocabulary of Indo-Iranian religious rituals (Avestan daena
‘prayer’, Olnd. dhena- id., cf. Oliphant 1912). According to Blazek (2012),
the Latvian deity Usin$ (also: Usenis, Usinis) ‘bee-god and patron of horses’
is not to be compared with the Vedic divinity Usas (Elizarenkova, Toporov
1964), but represents a functional and etymological counterpart of both
the Vedic mythic personage Ausija-, connected with ‘honeybee’, and divine
twins Asvins, connected with horses, respectively.

3.4.4.4.1. Baltic and Iranian. | have already given information on possible
Balto-Iranian contacts Isee1.4.4.2]. Moreover, various lexical correspondences
have been observed.

Cvetko-Oresnik (1983) proposes many possible isoglosses. Weber
(1989) discusses a possible Baltic-Iranian parallel between Balt. *rumb-
‘shore, coast’ and Partish rwmb ‘mouth’. Schlerath (2001) considers (rather
for Slavic than for Baltic) the words for ‘saint, holy’, ‘fame’, ‘God’ and ‘oath’
as Iranian loanwords. According to Witczak (2010), the related appellatives
for ‘bedbug’ in Lith. and Pashto clearly demonstrate an original IE arche-
type and should be treated as a reflex of a IE protoform. Edel'man (2010)
discusses a parallel between Olran. *kara-/*xara- ‘mythic huge fish’ and
OPr. [EV 569 Welz| Kalis ‘whale’, and also other languages.

It is also interesting to mention here some observed correspondences
between Baltic and Ossetian in particular, e.g. Lith. balaridis ‘pigeon’, and
Oss. baelon, bauran id. (Weber 1997); Lith. niéZas ‘itch; scabies’, nieZéti ‘itch’,
and Oss. niz, nez < *naiza- ‘illness’ (Karaciejus 1994, p. 101); Lith. Véjikas,
the God of the wind, and Oss. wajug/wajyg (Razauskas 2004). Another
possible case is the name for spider proposed in Witczak (2006) and pre-
cisely between Lith. vdras ‘spider’, Latv. varas id. and the second element
in the Ossetic forms (Digoron) xzla-ur, (Iron) xal-warzg ‘spider (spinning
the cobweb)’ which contain the Ossetic name for ‘thread’; this compari-
son, however, also involves Latin varus ‘knock-kneed; bent, crooked’ and
varicus ‘with legs wide apart’ (and perhaps also OGr. apdyvn < *(F)ao-).



CHAPTER 4

THE BALTIC SPEAKING REGION BETWEEN
BALTIA PAGANA AND BALTIA CHRISTIANA

4.1. THE LINGUISTIC DISINTEGRATION OF EAST BALTIC

Among the causes proposed for the linguistic disintegration of eastern
Baltic (into two groups: northern and southern) I should consider its prehis-
toric connections with Finnic and Slavic. The northern linguistic boundary
was neither stable nor precise. As pointed out earlier [see3.2], it was marked
by the Finns well before the appearance of the Teutonic Order in the Bal-
tics and in a certain way involved the ancestors of the Latvians (Semigal-

)342

lians, Selonians, and Latgalians)’** and the Curonians isees.2..

4.1.1. From East Baltic to Lithuanian - Latvian
(1st-5th/7th centuries A.D.)

The long process within East Baltic which culminated in the formation of
the two modern linguistic types (Lithuanian and Latvian) began approxi-
mately in the Ist century A.D. and ended between the 5th and 7th century
A.D.; before this date there was probably no significant dialectal difference
between southern East Baltic (Lithuanian) and northern East Baltic (Lat-
vian). Supported by the argument of Maziulis (1974b), it is thought that the
innovations typical for Latvian were introduced during the three centuries
from the 7th to 10th centuries A.D., and were the result of factors not so
much internal and structural as external and socio-political. It is entirely
possible that northern East Baltic got its more clearly marked imprint com-
pared with southern East Baltic thanks to prolonged contact with the Finnic
populations and the Balto-Finnic bilingualism, begun as early as the 2nd
millennium A.D. and continuing uninterrupted until today. But contact
between two such different linguistic systems only produces results over

32 By these means specific innovations from the Finnic substratum penetrated to the margins of the Lithua-
nian area. They also explain certain features which borderland Lithuanian dialects still show, e.g. the role
of Curonian was very important in the formation of the Low Lithuanian (Samogitian) dialects.
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a long period; therefore, it is felt that Finnic influences on northern East
Baltic were very weak and limited to border areas until the 5th-7th centuries
A.D., when, as is supposed, the first tribal groups began to be delineated in
the East Baltic area on an ethno-territorial basis. The changing social situa-
tion probably produced a major strengthening of the influence of the Balto-
Finnic border dialects on the formation of other East Baltic dialects, and
this in turn produced new differences among them, primarily among the
northern and southern East Baltic dialects. It follows from this that among
the northern East Baltic dialects, Proto-Latvian experienced greater Finnic
influence than Proto-Lithuanian. Archaeological and prehistoric data also
reveal traces of significant penetration of Latvians toward the north, into
Finnic territory in the 5th-6th centuries A.D., which undoubtedly pro-
duced intense exchange and contributed to the separation of the Latvians
from other East Baltic tribes (Gimbutas 1963a; Urtans 1968, p. 66). At
approximately the same time (6th-7th centuries) intense contacts took
place between the settled East (southern) Baltic tribes and the eastern Slavs
migrating toward the Baltic coast. Since the Slavic linguistic system was
much closer to Baltic than to Finnic, such contact produced different re-
sults than in the case of Finnic. Specifically, these contacts did not contrib-
ute real innovations, but on the contrary, reinforced the archaic character
which one observes in the southern East Baltic border dialects (Lithuanian).
This further deepened the differences which emerged in East Baltic.

4.1.2. Divergences between Lithuanian and Latvian

As soon as the disintegration of the East Baltic linguistic community was
completed, the characteristic features of Lithuanian and Latvian became
evident.

4.1.2.1. Phonetics. The principal innovations in phonetics were the differ-
ences in the treatment of the velar stops k and g before front vowels (i, 1, e,
¢) and consonant clusters with i.

The future Latvians began to palatalize the velar consonants in these
positions (*k’, *¢’), while the Lithuanians preserved them. The limit post
quem for this change in Latvian is the period when they penetrated into
Latgalia, and the beginning of the Teutonic occupation in the Latvian ter-

343

ritories** is the limit ante quem for the change to the affricates (k° > c¢ [ts],

2 Jahnig (1990); Fenske, Militzer (1993); Kreem (2008).
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g > dz [dz]; e.g. Latv. cits ‘other’, dzert ‘to drink’ ~ Lith. kitas, geérti id. The
numerous Germanic borrowings in Latvian after the 13th century show a
velar (and not an affricate), e.g. Latv. kekis < MG kdke ‘kitchen’, Latv. geldet
< MG gelden ‘to have value, to cost’; cf. also the Russ. borrowing xucens
‘kissel’ > Latv. kiselis.

In the second case, toponymic data confirm that in Lithuanian-
Latvian the consonant clusters with -i- are differentiated in the 13th-14th
centuries,*** e.g.:

*~ti- > Lith. ¢, Latv. §; e.g. Lith. svécias ‘guest’, Latv. svess ‘foreign’;
Latv. vaciesi ‘Germans’, Lith. vokieciai id.; *-di- > Lith. dz, Latv. z; e.g.
Lith. meédzias ‘tree; forest’; Latv. mezs ‘forest’; *-si- > Lith. s’, Latv. §;
e.g. Lith. sititi ‘to sew’, Latv. $ut id.; *-zi- > Lith. 2, Latv. 3%

Other phonetic features ascribable to this phase are the change from *-a;
*~e, *-i > 0 in monosyllabic forms. Moreover, in the 13th century one
already observes in Latvian the passage of the tautosyllabic clusters an,
en, in, un > o [uo, ie, 1, i (probably as a legacy from the period of intense
contact and submission of the Latgalians to the eastern Slavs). The subsys-
tem of long vowels of Lithuanian-Latvian (besides the four nasal vowels) is

represented as follows:

approximately before approximately
7th century 7th-13th centuries
i u: i u:
o: e (> ie) o: (> uo)
e: a: e: a:

Other phonetic reflexes in vocalism of the eastern Lithuanian dialects
(absent in the western dialects) have been attributed to the East Slavic in-
fluence, such as the change from g, an, am (en, em) to y, un, um (in, im) (e.g.:
standard Lith. Zgsis ‘goose’, ranka ‘hand’, samtis ‘ladle’ ~ east Lith. Zysis,
runka, sumtis id.). Apparently this already had taken place in the beginning
of the 13th century in the forms of anthroponyms of the Lithuanian grand-
dukes in the OCS Hypatian Chronicle.

3+ Palatalization is a phenomenon occurring prior to the disappearance of <j> and is more intensive in eastern

Lithuanian dialects, gradually weakening as one moves west. In the Latvian area the palatalization was and still
is more intensive in Latgalia, because of the closer contact with the Slavic languages. Cf. Cekman (1975b).

In the 13th-14th centuries, the affricates spread particularly in the northern area. In the west this pheno-
menon is later and less intensive (cf. the law of affricates in Samogitian dialects).
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4.1.2.2. Prosodic features. The accentual innovations within East Baltic have
already been presented [see2.1.3.2]. As for the innovations in the tonal system
of Lithuanian, which led to the formation of modern differences between
Lithuanian and Latvian,**® according to Buiga they go back to the 13th cen-
tury. This assertion is based on the comparison of East Slavic borrowings
in 12th century Lithuanian with the corresponding forms in Latvian (e.g.
Lith. storasta ‘village elder’, kurtas ‘greyhound’, Povilas and Latv. stdrasts,
kurts, Pavils id., etc.), from which it follows that Latvian is more archaic
(this is also confirmed by the comparison with the tonal systems of Serbo-
Croatian); Old Prussian data is in this case unreliable.

In Latvian prosodic features (such as the quantity and the ac-
cent) produced few if any qualitative changes in vocalism. However, the
occurrence of some traits of vocalic phonemic split (cf. the division of /e/
and /e:/ into two phonemes, one open and one closed) is important; this
tendency was probably caused by the Finnic substratum and is especially
evident in Latgalian (Breidaks 1989).

4.1.2.3. Lexicon. The comparative semasiological study of Lithuanian and
Latvian lexicon was initiated by Brence (1963) and was advanced by the
many contributions of Bertulis.**” The latter particularly investigates pairs
of related nouns, and defines the common meaning from which the forms
derived their independent semantic development in the two separate lan-
guages, e.g.:

Latv. bridis *‘a short segment of a street’” — ‘a brief instant of time’
~ Lith. brydis, brydé ‘track, trace, trail (left in a high grass or crop)’;

Latv. berns ‘baby’ ~ Lith. bérnas *‘a newborn/baby’ — ‘boy/farm
laborer, man’;

Latv. ciems ‘an inhabited place’ ~ Lith. kiémas *‘inhabited place’ —
‘an enclosed place/courtyard’, together with Lith. kdimas ‘village’ etc.

All items are studied in various aspects (semantic, expressive, areal), with

major evidence from dialects and ancient texts. The final conclusions,

348

more or less convincing,’*® show the relative degree of conservatism of the

% Today the Lithuanian language has a binary tonal system (rising and falling), while central and standard
Latvian has a ternary system (continuous, falling, broken); the relationship between these two systems is
described by the relationships known as Lex Endzelins [see 2.1.3.3.].

7 For detailed studies, cf. Bértulis (1965, 1966, 1969, 1972, 1987); for theoretical works, cf. Bertulis (1974,
1977, 1984).

E.g. one should re-examine the case of the Latv. akacis ~ Lith. aketé, eketé ‘ice hole’, examined in Bertulis
(1965), in the light of hydronymic evidence relating to Baltic *aka, proposed in Schmid (1965).
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two languages, as well as the possible chronological connections in the case
of semantic borrowings. The application to Lithuanian and Latvian has
shown how different from each other two languages can be in their lexico-
semantic composition in spite of genetic affinity.

4.1.3. The Baltic languages in the historical period

The genetic classification within the two main branches of Baltic, East and
West, on the threshold of the historical period is set out in Table 1:

West Baltic East Baltic Marginal Baltic
Curonian (7 16th ¢.) — Latvian, Lithuanian East Galindian (T 13th c.)
West Galindian (T 13th c.) | Selonian (f 16th c.) (Pomeranian Baltic?)
Yatvingian ( 13th c.) Semigallian (T 16th c.)
Old Prussian (7 18th c.)

Table 1

4.1.3.1. Linguistic data. Linguistic data, according to present knowledge,

for the period as late as the 16th-17th centuries inclusive, is set out in
Table 2:

West Baltic East Baltic Dnepr Baltic | Pomeranian Baltic

a) West Selonian East Galindian | ? Unattested

Galindian Semigallian languages

Curonian (onomastic data)

b) Yatvingian Languages with

Old Prussian limited data

c) Latvian Languages with

Lithuanian abundant data

Table 2

The group of languages a) which is the most numerous but least rep-
resented, includes those Baltic languages for which only onomastic da-
ta is available; representatives of group b) are Old Prussian, which is
considered a language with limited data (Kleincorpussprache), and
Yatvingian isees.3J; finally, group ¢) contains those languages — Lithua-
nian and Latvian — for which rich data is available beginning in the 16th
century.
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4.2. SOCIO-CULTURAL DATA CONCERNING BALTIA c. 1000

Compared to the area occupied in the previous period see 1.2, the geo-
linguistic extension of Baltia around the turn of the millennium appears
already significantly reduced, although still much broader than today. This
change took place in stages, each of which was conditioned by specific his-
torical events, which should be considered, if only in summary form.

4.2.1. The Baltic peoplesin the historical arena around the millennium

Several events important for the Balts occur around the year 1000. On
the one hand, several attempts at missionary activity take place in Prus-
sia (e.g. St. Adalbert, Bruno of Querfurt and others), in a territory known
from the 9th century in western as well as Arabic sources, before the
inevitable interest in it by the Teutonic Order [see6.1.1]; the youth of the
European aristocracy were sent there for education (Paravicini 1984).
On the other hand, western historical sources — both in the literal and
symbolic meanings — mention the existence of a powerful nation of pagans,
located further east than Prussia itself.

The chronicle of the city of Quedlinburg (Annales Quedlinburgen-
ses), written by a prelate of the cathedral church of San Servatius, narrates
events — beginning in 985 — related primarily to Saxon daily life. The
name Lithuania is mentioned in this chronicle for the first time in connec-
tion with the unsuccessful mission of the Camaldolese Bruno (Boniface)

to the pagan Balts, which goes back to 1009, and his subsequent murder:***

1009. Sanctus Bruno, qui cognominatur Bonifacius, archiepiscopus
et monachus II suae conversionis anno in confinio Rusciae et Lituae a
paganis capite plexus cum suis 18, 7 Id. Martii petiit coelos.

[In the year 1009 St. Bruno, who was called Boniface, archbishop and
monk, in the second year of his conversion having been condemned to
death by the pagans along the border of Lithuania and Russia, on the ninth
day of March entered into heaven together with eighteen of his people.]

The exact location of Bruno’s mission is unclear.””® It is generally thought
that the saint and his retinue were killed not in the territory between Lithu-

39 Lietuvos TSR istorijos Saltiniai, Vilnius 1955-1965, vol. I, p. 24; Leonaviciaté (1999). The extant versions

also the SHL, 14, 2009.
0 About Bruno and his ideas, cf. Voigt G. H. (1907, 1909); Wenskus (1956); Gudavicius (1983, 1996).
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ania and Russia, but rather between Lithuania and Prussia, which sup-
poses an error in the text of the chronicle. Having compared the known
versions of Bruno’s death (Saxon, Bavarian, Aquitain and Italian), and
having rejected the fairy tale elements (especially characteristic of the
Italian version), Gudavicius (1983, 1996, 2011) comes to the conclusion
that, in spite of the fact that Prussia is mentioned in all the versions, as
it is in the Quedlinburg chronicle, the texts are speaking specifically of
Lithuania. Utilizing The Life of St. Bruno of Querfurt, Bishop and Martyr,
written much later (around 1400), which repeats the reliable narrative
of Titmar (Saxon version) and Wipert (Bavarian version) about the head
of Bruno being chopped off and, more precisely, about its being thrown
into the Alstra River, Gudavicius (1983, p. 80) proposes a linguistic

hypothesis, substantiating it with material by Buga:*'

A clearly non-Slavic word formation would compel us to take into
account only the characteristic German distortions of Baltic words.
Several hydronyms from the historical Lithuanian and east Slavic
border may be mentioned. Among these are Yatra (Baltic Aitra), the
left tributary of the Molciadé, the Udra (Baltic Audra or Aldra — com-
pared with the Aldra-Audra which flows into Lake Sartai), the left
tributary of the Neris. [...] One may also point to Olsa (Baltic Alsa —
compared with Alsa in northeast Lithuania and Zemaitija), the left
tributary of Berezina. Therefore, river-names which can be linked to
‘Alstra’ mostly occur, broadly speaking, along the southern border of
Lithuania and the east Slavs.

Gudavicius (1983, p. 80; 1996, p. 121) tries to find Baltic analogs for the
names of the local rulers (Nethimer, Zebeden) mentioned by Wipert (Bavar-
ian version), as well as by Pier Damiani [1007-1072] (Italian version). Thus
Gudavicius, linking Bruno’s murder not only with the name of Lithuania,
but also with its lands, also raises questions for linguists, who have not
yet addressed this subject. Emphasizing that ‘the Quedlinburg chronicle
precisely localizes the expedition of Bruno of Querfurt,” Gudavicius (1996,
p. 119) considers that there is no reason to doubt a literal reading, since at
this time the Lithuanians were well known to the Russians, and the compil-
er of the Quedlinburg annals used a Russian source. In fact, from the gen.
sing. Lituae, attested in the chronicle, one derives the nom. *Litua ‘Lithu-

#1 - Cf. Buga RR III, p. 338-339, 380, 391-392, 417, 543.
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ania’, probably of Slavic origin (cf. Russ. Jlursa, Pol. Litwa) from an earlier
*Littwa (cf. ORuss. Litvva in the Nestor Chronicle) [see 2.6.31. Gudavicius
(2011) has written in detail about the meaning to be attributed to Latin
confinis in this context.

Gudavicius proposes a very bold historically based hypothesis. Since
the Bavarian and Italian versions of Bruno’s murder show that the monk
was successful in baptizing Netimeras, who, in the historian’s opinion, was
the ruler of Lithuania or part of Lithuania at the time, the question arises
whether this baptism should be interpreted as the baptism of Lithuania. If
this is true, then what place does this event hold in relation to the baptisms
of Mindaugas and Jogaila? Gudavicius’s answer (1996, p. 124) is this: “The
first baptism in Lithuania occurred in 1009, and Christianity was officially
established in the Lithuanian nation in 1251.” This would fundamentally
change the point of view concerning the beginning of the Lithuanian state,
and would place the date of the first mention of Lithuania’s name into the
roster of very important dates. However, all this remains to be proved.**

Based on the linguistic analysis of the above already mentioned proper-
names (hydronym: Alstra; anthroponyms: Nethimer, Zebeden), which occurre
in the sources, Maziulis (2005) differently claims that Bruno was killed in
the Jotva, the land of Yatvingians. Still another opinion has been expressed
by Palmaitis (2009, p. 11-39) that St. Bruno was killed somewhere along the
lower Nemunas, near the Mituva river (north of the present-day Jurbarkas).

According to Zinkevicius (2010, p. 54), the delay in introducing
Christianity in Lithuania was the most important cause of the supremacy
of other languages, belonging to previously Christianized peoples, in the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania, to the disadvantage of the Lithuanian language.

The first mentions of the Latvians are traced to a later period. The
original title, found as early as in the Old Russian Nestor Chronicle, was
Latgalia (JTersromna, JTorsirona).””* In the Chronicon Livoniae (1225-1226) of

Henricus Lettus, narrating events of 1206, one reads for the first time:*>

32 There is a large bibliography on this topic, e.g.: Bumblauskas (2005), Maciejewski (2010); Zinkevicius (2010).
On toponyms and proper names in the sources, cf. Savukynas (1999); on those sources, cf. Leonaviciuté
(1999).

3% Cf. Kabelka (1982, p. 108); Zinkevi¢ius (LKI II, p. 7). Both scholars report the idea of Jonikas (1952, p. 47):
“A scout of Charlemagne [768-814] mentions the name of the Lithuanians for the first time. It seems that,
as he was creating an empire, Charlemagne wanted to know which nations live in Europe and what their
strengths were. Thus his agents learned that beyond the Slavs live the Lithuanians.” Unfortunately, Joni-
kas does not reference his source, but the question well merits further research in light of the more recent
studies of medieval thought.

35 Cf. Bugiani (2005). For Baltic editions of the chronicle see Mugurevics (1993, Latvian) and Jurginis (1991,
Lithuanian). On Henricus Lettus’s life, cf. Johansen (1953).
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Reliqui per terram usquequaque diffusi Lyvones ac Lethos, qui proprie
dicuntur Lethigalli cum armis suis vocant.

[The messengers sent their heralds everywhere into the villages, of
the Livs and the Letts, who called themselves Latgalians, to gather
up their people.]

Lethi vel Lethigalli, adhuc pagani...
[The Letts or Latgalians, at that time still pagans...|

The entire region is still called Lethigallia, but in narratives about events of
1208 the name terra Lethorum; and further on the names Leththi, Letti, Lettia,
Livonia et Letthia, etc. are found, while the name of the Letgallians disappears.
German sources of that time also mention: Letten and Lettlandt, Lettlant.

In the last analysis the names of Lithuania and Latvia are tradition-
ally thought to be derived from such hydronyms as Lith. Lietava (*Letuva,
cf. Est. Leedumaa) or Latvian Latava, Latupe, Late (*Lata-), or in any case
from a toponymic source such as */eto- ‘a swampy place’ [see2.6.3].

4.2.2. A glance at the geopolitical situation of Baltia

Beginning in the 9th-13th centuries the interests of the Danes and Germans
turned toward Livonia and Estonia (Hellmann 1989, 1991). The studies by
the Latvian-American scholar Andersons (1990), who used material from
unpublished sources on the history of the Diocese of Kurlandia, preserved
in the Royal Library of Copenhagen, and referring to events from 1161,
have revealed that the Danish influence on the Diocese of Kurlandia was
undeniable and allowed Andersons to establish that on the eastern shore
of the Baltic Sea the Danish mission (for Estonia it relates to the 12th-13th
centuries) preceded the German mission chronologically (the beginning of
the 13th century). The political dominance of the Danes over the Germans
was decisive; only after the capture of Valdemar II (1223) was it possible to
save the mission and at the same time the German dominance in the Baltic
territories.

As is known, the first references to the Lithuanians are found in
the Russian chronicles of the 9th century, where they are described as
hard-working and peaceful farmers, but becoming dangerous enemies on
the battlefield when provoked. In 1236, when the invasions of the Teu-
tonic knights began, the Lithuanian leader Mindaugas gathered his peo-
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ple, defeated the Teutonic Order near Siauliai, allied himself with Alexan-
der Nevsky of Novgorod and founded the first Lithuanian state. In 1251
he accepted Christianity directly from Rome in order to keep the Ger-
mans from interfering in the affairs of Lithuania. In 1263 he was killed by
Treniota, who officially reinstated pagan cults and religious practices. In
the meantime, Christian missions, supported by Poland, prospered and
attracted converts. While the struggle against the Order continued to the
west, starting in the 13th century, the Lithuanian state progressively ex-
panded into the vast territories between the Baltic and Black Seas.

In the following two centuries the Grand Dukedom of Lithuania
became a powerful military entity and a political, legal, and cultural phe-
nomenon in eastern Europe.’”® Under the long reign of Gediminas (1316-
1342), who harbored a dream of restoring ancient Kievan Rus’, Lithuania
expanded into eastern Slavic territories; meanwhile incursions of the Teu-
tonic Order continued in both Samogitia and Aukstaitija. Gediminas man-
aged to stabilize the country’s internal situation and established Vilnius as
the capital in 1323. He also initiated direct negotiations with the Pope re-
garding the Christianization of the country,”” but these were subsequently
interrupted by new attacks from the Knights of the Order. At his death sev-
eral of his sons converted to Orthodox Christianity, but power was retained
by pagan descendants. Thus, difference in faith was the only guarantee for
the preservation of national identity, although many Lithuanian princes
and bajorai (boyars) adopted the language, manner of dress and Orthodox
faith of the Ruthenian population. Over the next thirty years the brothers
Algirdas and Kestutis continued to annex territory to the east and to repel
the attacks of the Teutonic Order from the west; Kestutis’s next duty was
to defend the western borders and he rarely needed help from his brother
from the eastern provinces. The situation changed in 1358 when an ambas-
sadorial mission from Karl IV of Luxemburg came with a request that the
Lithuanian princes be baptized. These ambassadors offered specific condi-
tions, among which was the restoration of territories occupied by the Order
and its shift further to the east to do battle with the Muslim Tatars. But an
agreement was not possible under such conditions, and instead the raids of
the Teutonic Knights into Lithuanian territory became more frequent; in
1387 they reached the gates of Vilnius at the very time that Algirdas was on
% Reference historical studies for this period are e.g.: Ochmariski (1982), Rowell (1990, 1994), Kiaupa

(2000bc), Bumblauskas (2005), Murray (2009).

The translations of letters of Gediminas with commentaries on them by Rabikauskas P. are published in
Lituanus (15-4, 1969).
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his deathbed in the besieged city. One source reports that he was baptized
in the Orthodox rite before his death,*® but the problem of succession was
resolved on the basis of preserving the Lithuanian nation from absorption
by the dominant Ruthenian population, and therefore the supreme power
was again passed to a pagan. Kestutis had designated Vytautas, but Jogaila,
the son of Algirdas, prevailed, and this signaled a rivalry of two cousins,
a situation exploited by the shrewd leader of the Order, von Kniprode. As
the result of a series of intrigues, he succeeded in forging an alliance with
Jogaila, as well as achieving the ceding of Samogita as far as the Dubysa
to the Order. But the majority of Lithuanians sympathized with Vytautas,
and Jogaila was quickly forced to propose peace and share power with his
cousin. Thus Vytautas received the Grodno lands and a promise of the
ancient capital at Trakai, but already in 1383 Jogaila began negotiations
with Poland and in October of the following year received the Polish am-
bassador. The geocultural orientation of the Lithuanian state changed from
this moment — from the east Slavic area to the west Slavic — and two de-
cisive events for future Lithuanian history were noted: the personal union
between Jogaila and Jadwiga of Poland (Jogaila simultaneously took the Pol-
ish throne) and the conversion of Lithuania to Christianity. Probably con-
sidering the threat from Moscow on the eastern borders and the constant
pressure from the Teutonic order in the west, Jogaila accepted the Polish
proposition: in 1386 he was baptized and became the king of Poland in Cra-
cow. A significant number of the Lithuanian aristocracy accepted Christian-
ity, and beginning in the following year in Vilnius, after a short instruction,
a mass baptism in the faith took place. Meanwhile, the Order continued its
attempts to establish its dominance over these lands, even going so far as to
undermine the new Christian faith, which, according to their accusations,
in reality remained pagan. In the west these accusations were believed and
Crusades were organized, but as long as the Lithuanian nation remained uni-
fied, these military efforts were ineffective. Again it was decided to utilize
the rivalry between the two cousins. On the one hand, Jogaila’s discontent
resurfaced and he was accused of ignoring Lithuania’s interests. On the other
hand, Vytautas temporarily went over to the side of the Order, and then rec-
onciling with Jogaila, took total control over the lands of the Grand Lithu-
anian Duchy and began to strengthen the internal administration, appoint-
ing loyal men to key positions. Wars resumed in the east and in the west;*

8 Cf. Mazeika (1987) with relevant bibliography.
#% On the religious politics of Jogaila, cf. Drabina (1994).
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when the Mongolian advance to the west was stopped, Lithuania and
Poland, united in reality under one crown ruled by Vytautas and the Polish
aristocracy, concentrated their forces against the Teutonic Order.

4.2.3. The axes of geolinguistic changes

During these centuries the prolonged Slavic expansion into Baltic lands
received strong support from missions, the goal of which was to evangelize
the pagan Baltic tribes (in 1202 Teutonic knights appeared in the Bal-
tics, the Bearers of the Sword, and in 1230, the Bearers of the Cross). In
the Baltic enclaves of the eastern regions, which in a linguistic sense can
already be differentiated from more western Lithuanian and Latvian tribes,
the evangelization intervened in and accelerated Slavicization. Around the
year 1000 the linguistic border with the eastern tribes (the Krivici, the
Dregovici), although it is impossible to trace with absolute accuracy, prob-
ably extended on a line Minsk-Polock-Pskov. In the following centuries
during the entire period of governmental unity of the Grand Lithuanian
Duchy (13th-15th centuries) and until the appearance in the Reformation
period (16th century) of the first written texts, the linguistic area of the
Baltics (eastern and western) experienced minimal changes. The expansion
of the Lithuanian state into the former Baltic lands, located in the west and
southwest, was halted by the Teutonic Order, which controlled the regions
inhabited by the Prussians and Latvians. The eastern linguistic border was
a place of renewed, intense and protracted contacts between the Balts and
eastern Slavs (primarily the Krivi¢i,”® who established the Grand Duchy
of Polock). It is quite possible that already in this period separate groups
of Slavs penetrated into the depths of Baltic lands; perhaps they are the
ones Henricus Lettus had in mind in his Heinrici Chronicon Livoniae when
he spoke of the Vendi of Livonia. Moreover, in the 13th century Kievan
Rus’ underwent a definitive crisis and formation of the Lithuanian state,
which attempted to restore its glory and annex to itself these territories,
thereby favoring a massive Lithuanian linguistic expansion to the north
and retarding the Slavicization process on the eastern borders.’®® Actu-
ally, it is rather difficult to establish precisely how long (13th century?) the
eastern Baltic enclaves were preserved, scattered as they were among living

0 On the language of the Krivici see Bjornflaten (1995).
1 On the formation of the Lithuanian State, cf. PaSuto (1959 [=1971]) and a review of this work by Jakstas
(1965); Ochmanski (1982, p. 44-70), with additional bibliography.
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Slavic dialects until complete assimilation.’®* In any case, for this period
the eastern linguistic border can be presented as a wide belt, where people
speaking different languages lived. Otherwise the political border was only
established in the 16th century and preserved in this configuration until
the Union of Lublin (1569).%%

4.2.3.1. The north-south axis. In the south the line of demarcation between
the Yatvingians and eastern Slavs (Dregovici) is attested along the upper
stream of the Nemunas, starting in the 8th century. According to the tra-
ditional point of view the Baltic area underwent an archaizing influence in
a south-north direction. This was a western Baltic influence felt primarily
in spoken Lithuanian in the regions closest to Prussian and Yatvingian
lands (on this base standard Lithuanian developed subsequently). Here the
Baltic dialects of the peripheral dialectal zone (Prussian, Yatvingian and
Curonian) and Germanic and Slavic tribes came into direct contact, as
demonstrated by the numerous borrowings in Prussian from a) Germanic
and b) Slavic, e.g.:

a) OPr. brunyos ‘armor’ «— OHG brunya id.; OPr. rikijs ‘gentleman’ <—
Goth. *reikeis id., OHG rihhi ‘powerful’; OPr. bile ‘axe’ «— MLG bile
id.; OPr. reisan ‘once’ «— MLG reise id. etc. [see6.3.4..

b) Before the 10th century, cf. OPr. medinice ‘basin’ «<— Pol. miednica
id.; OPr. nadele ‘Sunday’ <— Pol. niedzela, Russ. nedelja id. etc. For the
period 10th-13th centuries cf. OPr. somukis ‘castle’ «— OCS zamwvkv,
Russ. zamok, Pol. zamek id.; OPr. weloblundis ‘mule’ «<— Pol. wielblqgd
‘camel’ etc.

As early as the 8th century, the Dregovici probably came into contact with
the Yatvingians who in the following 10th-11th centuries founded impor-
tant cities in this region (modern Grodno, Nowogrddek etc.); here it was
easier to establish direct contact with the Lithuanians in the region.

4.2.3.2. The frontiers to the north and northwest. Only the border of the Baltic
Sea seemed insuperable. Beginning in the 11th century the Scandinavians

2 Gardva (2011) touches the very intriguing (and also very debated) question of the Eastern Baltisms, i.e. the
remnants (mostly toponyms) of the Baltic languages in those territories whose Slavicization is a relatively late
phenomenon; he pays attention particularly to the Baltisms (Lithuanianisms) in the territory of contempo-
rary Belarus, of the region of Novgorod, and of that between Moscow and Kursk. Garsva (2009) investigates
the place-name of the frontier of the Grand Duchy. In general, from a historical point of view, cf. Janin
(1998).
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predominated, and the first traces of the presence of the Vikings (Vari-
agi) go back to the middle of the 7th century.’** The hypothesis has been
offered that the Variagi created a kind of lingua franca, a mixture of regional
languages (composed of elements from Germanic, East Baltic, East Slavic,
Finnic), which they used as they went upstream along the great Russian
rivers (Ureland 1977, 1979). Archaeologists have discovered traces of Baltic
elements in Scandinavian and of Scandinavian elements in Baltic, while
linguists have found a) lexical Baltisms on the Scandinavian coasts, as well
as b) Scandinavianisms on the Baltic coasts in Curonia (Backman 1984):%%

a) Swedish dialect vdk ‘child’ «— Lith. from Klaipéda vaks, Lith. vaikas
id.; Swedish dialect mutur ‘kerchief’ «— Lith. muturas id. etc.;

b) Lith. toponym Vokietija, Latv. Vacija ‘Germany’; Lith. ethnonym
vokietis, Latv. vacietis ‘German’ (originally this indicated a tribe from
the southeast of Scandinavia) «— Vagoth, cf. Jordanes (6th century).

Activities on the other coast of the Baltic Sea centered around commerce
and piracy, indicating that the Curonians were experienced seamen. This
fact leads to the conclusion that the Curonians could have participated in
the Viking enterprise in west-central Europe, especially since peoples be-
longing to various nations (Icelanders, Norwegians, Swedes, Danes, English-
men, etc.) figure in the Norwegian sagas. Names such as Karis, Koris, Skoris
(cf. Cori, Curen in other ancient sources), which could indicate Curonians or
their descendants [sees.21, appear in the Norwegian sagas.

In the 12th century control of the Baltic Sea fell to the Germans, and
the first borrowings from Middle German appear in Lithuanian from the
13th-14th centuries, when German merchants and colonizers settled in the
cities of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, so that even today traces of German
influence appear in the dialects of Samogitia and Suvalkija, areas bordering
on former eastern Prussia, where the first center of the Knights of the Sword
was located. German influence on Latvian was even greater [see7.4..

4.2.4. Ancient Baltic society

Little is known about the social and everyday life of the Balts in the period of
their appearance in the historical arena. Still, it is possible to discern certain

34 Cf. Nerman (1929); the results of archaeological research are found in Loit, Selirand (1985).

3 For a short survey of Balto-Scandinavian relations connected to toponomastics, cf. Karulis (1989a).
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general characteristics. Essentially, Baltic society was agricultural and rather
backward in the means and system of land cultivation. Consumption was also
limited to local needs and surpluses were rare. The production of artifacts
and particular ornaments allows us to speak about a well-defined material
culture.’®® However, internal and external contacts were not well developed.

4.2.4.1. The administration of the territory. The Baltic village in antiquity con-
sisted of a central core and smaller groups of inhabitants. Moreover, scat-
tered groups of inhabitants and isolated farms were the dominant charac-
teristic which distinguished the colonialization of the Balts, compared to
the Slavs, who preferred to settle in broader nuclei. Scholars have been
able to reconstruct the following administrative order for the beginning
of the historical epoch. The Balts governed their territory by means of a
system of separate districts. The largest or most powerful fortress, with the
adjacent city, as a rule, was also the military and administrative center
of the district of the ethnic group.’®” The most influential reges, duces or
principes, as they were called equally in the chronicles, extended their pow-
er to the less powerful districts. This system of administration probably
existed long before the chroniclers reported it. It has been established that
in 1219 Lithuania was governed by a confederation of very powerful lead-
ers, but the most conservative example of the political organization of the
territory was Prussia, where a rather peaceful anarchy reigned, whereby the
population managed to avoid conquest by local leaders, and the weakness of
the central power gave a certain guarantee of independence (Gorski 1971,
p. 22-30). In the administration of the territory, the field (lauks) was dis-
tinguished, usually belonging to a single family. It consisted of a combi-
nation of meadows and ploughed fields, up to twenty or more, scattered
among farms and small villages. The peasants and nobles of the village
lived in wooden houses, but the latter lived in dwellings (curiae) consisting
of several parts. They did not work the land, but tended horses, hunted and
plundered. Under pressures of necessity they became political and military
leaders. It seems that the clan was the main social unit, and everyone was
included, regardless of differences in wealth. The clan served to regulate
the use of ploughed fields and hives, and in case of war they fought in a
united front under the command of a leader elected for the occasion. The

6 More detail in Gimbutas (1963a, Chapter 7); Gérski (1971). Okulicz-Kozarin (1983) has attempted a recon-
struction of Baltic everyday life.
%7 Dunsdorfs (1970) has placed in relief the inadequacy of the use of the term “tribe” by introducing histori-

cal, sociological and anthropological arguments.
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pulka (translated by the German conquerors as terriforium) was comprised
of many units and was something between a clan and an assemblage. By
virtue of certain structures, such as centralized fortresses, the pulka served
to protect the inhabitants who sought refuge there in case of attacks. The
extension of the pulka varied depending on the density of the population,
and it is felt that in the 12th century in Prussian Sambia it assembled at
least 1,500 men, in Lithuania 1,000 and fewer in Latvian lands. Finally, the
median between the pulka and the assemblage was the terrae (Ochmanski
1981). In general it can be confirmed, along with Gorski, that Prussia was
at a more advanced stage of development than Latvia and Lithuania. But it
is not possible, however, to establish whether it was a stage close to com-
plete organizational collapse or to the formation of a feudal state.

4.2.4.2. Commerce. There are many references to the flowering of trade rela-
tions in the basin of the Baltic Sea, even prior to the formation of the Lith-
uanian state. Baltic evidence found on the islands of Gotland and Oland
and in Uppland in central Sweden testify to the connections with the
Curonians, skillful pirates, who in the 10th and 11th centuries dominated
the Baltic Sea over a broad radius, probably as far as Denmark and Scan-
dinavia sees.2.1.). Numerous finds, discovered in the commercial centers of
that period (Truso or Elbing; Wiskiauten in Sambia; Grobin near Liepaja)
or at the estuaries of the great rivers (Nemunas, Daugava) indicate com-
mercial activity among the Curonians, Prussians, Swedes and Danes. Ex-
ternal trade, on the other hand, developed primarily along the border with
Prussia; foreign merchants brought salt, iron and metal wares which they
traded for furs, gold, silver, wax and especially amber, collected on the
shores of Sambia and already exported in distant antiquity. The Daugava
connected Scandinavia and Europe on the one side and the Baltic lands,
Rus’ and Byzantium on the other. From its upper course the continental
water arteries rose in the north to Novgorod and Ladoga, and in the south
to Kiev and the Black Sea. Goods from the Ukraine came into the south-
ern Prussian lands through Volynia, the Pripjat’ Marshes and the Bug.
Finally, the Nemunas river and its tributaries represented another robust
trade route. From the outskirts of Kaunas and Vilnius the routes branched
out toward Semigallia, Latgalia, Pskov and Novgorod, and through eastern
Lithuania toward Polock, Smolensk and Novgorod.*®® It is also known that

38 Cf. Gimbutas (1963a); Michelbertas (1972). In particular on the Amber Road, cf. Spekke (1956); Todd,
Eichel (1976). For amber trade in ancient times, cf. Sturms (1953-1954); moreover [see 1.2., 1.3.].
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the Baltic world, and especially Prussia, had commerce with Scotland in
the first part of the 16th century.’*

4.2.4.3. Apiculture. One of the most typical forms of activity in the Baltic
world and connected with the rural economy is, doubtless, apiculture (Lith.
bitininkysté, Latv. biskopiba, cf. Lith. bité, Latv. bite ‘bee’). The products from
beekeeping were highly valued and were successfully exported: honey as
a substitute for sugar, and wax used for making candles. There is already
evidence of this in the 13th century chronicles, and tributes of honey are
mentioned in connection with a treaty between Jogaila and Svitrigaila in
1387. In the chronicle of Peter Dusburg (and also in Wulfstan) one reads
that the Lithuanians prepared a drink from bee honey. In the 14th-16th
centuries tributes of honey and wax became more common. There is also
detailed information about the customs and legal rights according to which
they were collected. The research of Eckert (1989abc) has made it possible
to delineate a lexical fund relating to this activity; e.g.:

Lith. biciuliauti ‘to keep bees in a community and to be in good rela-
tions’, ishiciuliauti ‘to make friends’, bitininkas ‘beekeeper, a person
giving a hive to another as a sign of friendship; a person who owns a
hive together with somebody else with whom he shares the products’,
biciulis ‘faithful friend who is trusted with the care of the bees’.

Overall this semantic field gives evidence about ancient contacts primarily
with Slavic (e.g. css6opcTBO, common ownership of land etc., an institution
known throughout eastern Slavdom) and in certain of its lexical elements
coincides with Latin (e.g. Lith. avilys, Latv. adlis, Slavic *uljv, *ulvjo ‘hive,
swarm etc.’, Latin alv(e)arium).

4.3. FROM PAGANISM TO CHRISTIANITY

There existed a certain fundamental unity within the Baltic world as a
community of pagan peoples until the shocks which radically changed the
structure of Baltia in the 12th-13th centuries. With the crusades organized
by German feudal lords and implemented by the Teutonic Order, Chris-
tianity was introduced into this territory by military means.””® This does
W Cf, Macquarrie (1985); Reitemeier (1994).

7 Abers (1958); Jaktas (1959); Christiansen (1980); Gudavicius (1989); Murray (2001, 2009). The poet Peter

von Suchenwirt has left descriptions of these crusades, cf. Alssen (1978); Smith, Urban (1985); in addition, cf.
Urban (1976). For Denmark’s role in the Baltic crusades, cf. Bysted, Jensen C. S., Jensen K. V., Lind (2004).
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not mean that until this time this part of Europe and the tribes who settled
there were alienated from any Christian influence, but it was manifested
there sporadically and to a limited degree.

Here I will examine only a few, although fundamental, aspects of
the religious events in Baltia: a short overview of the Baltic divinities
of pagan mythology, with an indication of the persistence of paganism in
the 15th-17th centuries; moreover, the modest traces of heresies inspired
by the so-called first Reformation, and finally, a deeper and important dif-
fusion of Protestant ideas.

4.3.1. Baltia pagana. The Baltic religion

The Balts practiced paganism over many centuries until the belated intro-
duction of Christianity (13th-14th centuries). With the exception of the
classic work of Mannhardt (1936) and of the much more recent Norbertas
Vélius (BMRS 1996-2005), a huge anthology of studies on this topic in
four volumes, there are overall relatively few works on this topic;*”* how-
ever, in the last years there has been a growth of interest.*”?

4.3.1.1. The sources and their value. The sources used to reconstruct the main
features of Baltic religion have a varied character: archaeological, histori-
cal, ethnographic and folkloristic. From the chronological point of view
one can distinguish the so-called primary (the more ancient) and secondary
(later) sources. In the first group I will delineate, on the one hand, informa-
tion provided by Tacitus, ancient geographers, travelers and missionaries
from the 9th-13th centuries, and on the other, later (16th-18th centuries)
reports of chroniclers and writers who described the customs and rituals
of the pagan Balts who lived in the so-called Indies of Europe (cf. Moraws-
ki 1987), e.g. Peter Dusburg (14th); Jan Dlugosz (15th); Simon Grunau,

71 For example, Pisani (1949, 1950b) are old but remain valuable; Gimbutas (1963a), 1991); Toporov (1972a);
Puhvel (1973, 1974); Biezais (1955, 1975), Vikis-Freibergs (1989) based on Latvian sources; Ivanov,
Toporov (1974, 1991); Greimas (1979, 1990) limited to Lithuanian mythology; Vélius (1983, 1987, 1995-
2004, 2012); Jouet (1989) only slightly employs scholarly works about the Baltic and Slavic areas; Suchocki
(1991) is rather popular in tone.

72 For example Mikhailov (1995, 1996, 1998ab); sintetically Dini (2001). On Latvian paganism, cf. Toporov
(1990c¢); Kokare (1991); Putelis (2006). Moreover, it is worth mentioning the series Senovés balty kultira
[Ancient Baltic Culture], edited by the Lithuanian Institute of Culture and Art. An anthology of texts is
Dini, Mikhailov (1995); for a bibliography, cf. Dini, Mikhailov (1997, 2007). Another huge research project
in progress is the etymological dictionary of Baltic mythologemes by Kregzdys (2012), whose first volume
is devoted to factual information about the Christburg Peace Treaty in 1249, and to a thorough analysis of
the onomastic data related to it.
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Martynas Mazvydas, Mikalojus Dauksa, Jonas Bretkiinas, Maciej
Stryjkowski, Jan Lasicki (Lasicius, 16th);*”> Mavro Orbini, Matas Pretorius
(17th); Gothard F. Stenders (18th) etc. Among the secondary sources folk-
lore occupies an important place, along with its numerous pre-Christian
elements and folksongs, some only recently collected.”” However, with re-
spect to the significance of the source, the relationship changes and prima-
ry sources can be considered secondary, since they are reported by external
observers (especially when dealing with German chroniclers), while later
folkloristic sources can at times approach the so-called primary scheme,
since they represent a continuous oral tradition, transmitted by the car-
riers of this tradition themselves. An important feature of the history of
the study of Baltic mythology is the surprising fact that western scholars
almost never cite (and therefore never use) direct Baltic sources, neither the
works of Lithuanian, Latvian, Russian nor Polish colleagues (at the mo-
ment they are the most dependable point of reference on this topic).

4.3.1.2. Reconstruction. No evidence has been preserved to document a
common mythology of all the Baltic peoples; moreover, for some tribes
there is little or no information, but a mythology can be reconstructed with
a certain degree of probability. In fact, by comparing sources containing
evidence of it, particularly linguistic material of individual traditions, one
can reconstruct the lexical bases which go back to a system of concepts and
mythological figures often attributable to all the Baltic tribes. Such a Baltic
mythological tradition, if considered separately from the individual national
traditions, requires nonetheless an attempt at reconstruction before actually
describing it. Only by undertaking such a reconstruction can one deline-
ate, albeit in general terms, the peculiarities of the Baltic pantheon.*” After
several sporadic contributions, the direction of this research has become
systematic — although the positing of the problem and the results do not
always coincide in the works of the archaeologist Gimbutas and the Russian
scholars Ivanov and Toporov. Important scholars of Lithuanian mythology
have included the folklore specialist Jonas Balys [1909-2011], the semiologist

7 On Lasicki’s theonyms and on the “rehabilitation” of this work, cf. Jaskiewicz (1952); Toporov (1996);
Mikhailov (1998a, 2007). The text is reprinted in AliSauskas (2012).

7% The classic collections are: for Latvian folk songs, Barons, Wissendorffs (1894-1915); for Lithuanian folk
songs, Nesselmann (1853). The importance of these secondary sources was subsequently shown by the
editions of materials relating to Baltic folk traditions, collected and published in Lithuania and Latvia, e.g.
Lietuviy liaudies dainynas, publication of which began in 1980.

An attempt made by Fisher (1970, p. 148-149), to also discover the dumézilian tripartition in the mythologi-
cal system of the Baltic domain has been generally rejected, cf. Puhvel (1974, p. 81); Putelis (2006, p. 149).
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Julien (Julius) Algirdas Greimas [1917-1992], the scholar of mythology Nor-
bertas Vélius [1938-1996] and the ethnographer Prané Dunduliené [1910-
1991]; for Latvian mythology Haralds Biezais [1906-1995].

4.3.1.3. Matriarchy. The originality of Gimbutas’s research consists primar-
ily in the fact that under an older IE stratum she described for Baltia the
existence of a pre-IE stratum, which she calls “the ancient European stra-
tum”. According to the scheme proposed by Gimbutas (p. es. 1974, 1982,
1989ab), characteristic for this stratum is a matriarchal and gynocratic
society, compared to the patriarchal and anthropocratic society adopted
by the Indo-Europeans. Moreover, this matriarchy hinged on an ideology
in which various female divinities existed (one of them also at the begin-
ning of the creation of the world) and several males in subordinate roles.
The main divinities of the IE world are connected with celestial phenom-
ena — heavenly bodies, thunder and animals (horses) — as well as the gods
of the ancient European stratum who act through water, the Moon, stones
and plants. Just as those represent more or less well defined entities, they
are further united into clans or at least numerous assemblages ruled by
a female, queen or mother. Moreover, they can also act in changed form
(young, old, in the role of mothers, in the role of daughters, etc.).
According to Gimbutas this matriarchal religion was preserved only
in families, under the protection of matriarchs, while the ruling classes
professed a new patriarchal religion after the arrival of new conquerors
(which Gimbutas calls Indo-Europeans, thus giving a corpus to a purely
linguistic concept). There are many examples of hybridization between
the two strata, just as in the new religion there are numerous traces of
the former situation. Precisely owing to these survivals one can identify
the elements of the ancient matriarchal pantheon. Its principal divinities
are: the mother-earth goddess (Latv. Zemes mate, Lith. Zvemyna; cf. Lith.
zemé ‘earth’, Latv. zeme id.), the personification of fertility; the goddess
of destiny (Lith. and Latv. Laima), who decides the fate of every person,
including longevity and luck; the goddess of death (Lith. Giltiné, cf. Lith.
gelti ‘pungere’); the goddess of the household hearth (Lith. Gabija, cf. Lith.
gatibti ‘to cover, to protect’; Latv. Uguns Mate), who bestowed health and
well-being on the household (connected with the cult of fire), and also
protected the herds and crops; the goddess of bees (Lith. Austéja), derived
from an allegorical idealization of the queen bee, posited as a model for the
organization of human society; the goddess of darkness and rebirth (Lith.
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Ragana, a word which then came to mean ‘witch’, along with Lith. Laimé):
both prefer nighttime and enter into love relations with humans; finally,
there is also a male god, symbol of regeneration of vegetation and repre-
sented primarily by flax (Lith. VaiZgantas).

Already in the matriarchal period the pagan cult anticipated a special

376 ‘[venom-

reverence for snakes (Lith. Zaltys ‘[not venomous| snake’, gyvateé
ous| snake’, and still other names), which had special therapeutic qualities
and brought good luck, and were thus fed and allowed into the house.
Later I will present the hierarchical levels defined by Ivanov and Toporov
of the more characteristic gods of the subsequent stratum of Baltic religion
which replaced and overtook the female gods, that is the stratum where IE
mythology is clearly reflected. The gods of the shining sky (*deiv-) were
signs of a pastoral and warrior religion: probably a belief that a warrior con-
tinued fighting and hunting after death in the other world, since they cre-

mated him together with his horses, dogs, armaments and valuable clothing.

4.3.1.4. Hierarchical levels. According to the scheme elaborated by Ivanov
and Toporov (1991), the Baltic pagan pantheon is best described using:
a) a series of characteristic semantic oppositions relative to the categories
of space, time, social life; b) a distribution of the gods and mythological
personages according to their level of function and the degree of their
individualization and importance to humans. The results achieved by these
two scholars allows one to delineate seven hierarchical orders which classify
all the divinities and all the various personages known in the mythology
of the Baltic peoples. Marginally, they give brief indications of even more
provocative and interesting correspondences encountered in the mytholo-
gies of other IE peoples.

i) The first level contains the highest gods of all the Balts, whose lead-
er is found in the sky, *deiv- (Lith. diévas, Latv. dievs, OPr. deiws/
deywis; cf. OGr. Zeus, Latin Jupiter), and whose name is preserved
in the OPr. epithet Occopirmus (Constitutiones Synodales, 1530) ‘first
of all’ (cf. OPr. pirmas ‘first’ with the superlative prefix ucka- ‘of
all’). Beside him is the powerful *Perkiin- (Lith. Perkiinas, Latv.
Perkons, OPr. Percunis), who rules thunder and lightning (cf. Lith.
perkiinija ‘thunderstorm’) and fulfills the warrior function as well as
indirectly the economic, in turn connected with fertility (Gimbutas

376 Cf. the etymological connections between Lith. gyvaté ‘serpent’ and gyvas ‘alive’, gyvénti ‘to live’ (cf. LEW,
SEJ) and the useful tables in Latvian (Johanssons 1970).
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ii)

iiii)

iv)

1973).>”7 Under the same nominal protoform (with k/g variation) are
subsumed also the ORuss. Peruns, ON Fjorgynn (the mother of the

Scandinavian thunder-god Porr [Thor])*®

, Vedic Parjanya- ‘god of
the rain’, as well as the connected appellatives, ORuss. mepersrae
‘wooded ill’, Goth. faifrguni ‘mountain’, the name of forest Hercyn-
ia Silva ‘oak ridge, oakwood’ (and perhaps also Hitt. peruna- ‘rock’,
Olnd. pdrvata- ‘mountain, boulder’). The theonymic lexem *Perkiin-
has already been used to illustrate Balto-Thracian [see 3.3.1.4], Balto-

Armenian [see3.4.41] and Balto-Italic [see3.4.2.2] connections.

To the second level belong the gods connected with the work cycle
and personal goals corresponding to the seasonal rhythms and cus-
toms. Related to this are many Old Prussian gods e.g. Pergrubrius,
Puschkaits (Toporov 1974a), Auschauts, Piluitus etc.; the Latvian pro-
tector god of horses Usins see3.4.4.41, the majority of the dozens of gods
attributed to the Lithuanians by Lasicki, Stryjkowski and Pretorius
(the names of these gods are often suspect and require paleographical
emendations).

Mythological personages with abstract functions, or others known
primarily in folklore, comprise the third level. Among the first, for
example, are the Lithuanian and Latvian gods of fate and death
(Lith., Latv. Laima, Lith. Giltiné, who, along with Lith. Ladmé, can
be compared to Greek Fates, cf. Prosdocimi 1966); to the second
category, however, belongs the so-called celestial and solar family,
composed of the members of the mythic fragment of the celestial
wedding (see4.3.1.51.

To the fourth level belong a) the initiators of historical traditions,
which then became mythologized (e.g. Videvutis and Brutenis who
were responsible respectively for the civic and religious spheres of
the Prussians, cf. Siménas 1994); b) personages like Kriviy krivditis,
Lizdeika, a priest — founders of the ritual, divinations and oracles;
¢) founders of a city (e.g. the mythologized hypostasis of the Grand

77 On comparison between the Baltic and the Slavic thunder-god, cf. Ivanov (1958). More in general,

378

cf. Ivanov, Toporov (1970).

Toporov (1970) compares the name and the functions of the smith Teljaveli (< *Telv-el-, the assistant of

Perktinas who forged the sun and fixed it in the sky) with that of Pjdlfi (the assistant of Pérr) and explains

this proximity between the Scandinavian and Lithuanian mythological systems as not genetic, but from

borrowing under conditions of intensive cultural and material exchange. On comparisons between Fjorginn
and Lith. perkuné ‘thunderstorm’, cf. Schroder (1951), Ivanov (1958, p. 105).
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v)

vi)

Duke Gediminas, founder of Vilnius, d) other personages more or
less strongly individualized (e.g. Lith. kdlvis, the blacksmith help-
er of *Perkun-, Lith. Aitvaras, a kind of house spirit; OPr. Curche,
the divinity of fields). Among them definitely stands out *Velin-
(OLith. welinas, Lith. vélnias, Latv. velns), who is the principal enemy of
*Perkun-, connected with the underworld, death and fertility (cf. ON
valr ‘warrior corpses on battlefield’, Valholl ‘Valhalla’, Olr. fuil ‘blood’,
Latin uolnus ‘wound’ etc.);*”® his cult is related to animals (probably a
reflection of an ancient IE tradition which portrays the other world as
a pasture).

Fantastic personages belong to the fifth level, genii locorum who
live in and/or preserve forests (Lith. Medeiné), water (Lith. Neroveés,
cf. Ademollo Gagliano 1981) or fields (Lith. Lauksargis) and still
others, often connected with particular cults such as personified fire
(Lith. Gabija), eternal fire (OPr., Yatv. Panicko), the lord of winds
(Lith. Véjopatis).*®°

To the sixth level belong classes of non-individualized and often
non-anthropomorphized spirits, e.g. OPr. Barstucke (= barzdukai, cf.
Lith. barzda ‘beard’) or benign divinities of the household such as
Lith. katikai ‘goblins’, deivés ‘goddesses’, laumés ‘witches’, or the Mates
‘mothers’, female patronesses of some particular place, trade or activ-
ity, typical of Latvian mythology®®'.

vii) To the seventh and final level belong not divinities or mythic person-

ages but mythological hypostases of the participants in various ritu-

als (e.g. Lith. vaidila ‘senior priest and vaidilutis,*®* *

junior priest who
helped the head priest Kriviy krivditis), various types of soothsayers
and prophets (among which, probably, are the OPr. Tulissones and
Ligaschones, known only from a document of 1249),°® the Latv. Ligo

of the festival of St. John, and many more. Also associated with this

Cf. Jakobson (1969).

A comparison of Lith. éZeras ‘lake’, Latv. ezers id., and the Latin nymph Egeria has been advanced in
Prosdocimi (1969a) and called into doubt by Hamp (1984).

The first author to devote serious attention to the cult of Mates was the superintendant of Curlandia, Paul
Einhorn [t 1655|. He published works addressed to the problem of the proper Christianization of the
Latvians and also described their deities. His most well-known book is Historia Lettica (1649). Einhorn
lists seven (of more than 40 attested in the folklore) ‘mothers’, i.e. Laukamate ‘mothers of fields’, Mezamate

‘mothers of forests’ (cf. Locher 1996), Lopumate ‘mothers of cattle’, Jurasmate ‘mothers of Sea’, Darzamate

‘mothers of garden’, Cela mate ‘mothers of road’ and Vejamate ‘mothers of wind’.
Bednarczuk (2005).
Cf. Baiga (1908-1909, p. 342); Ziemys (1984).
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level are ritual symbols, objects, places, temples, and cult centers
(among the latter I should at least mention Vilniaus Sventykla “Viln-
ius shrine’, located under the Castle of Vilnius, and the mythic
Romuva, which, according to the testimony of Grunau was founded
by Brutenis).

4.3.1.5. Principal mythological fragments. Based primarily on folklore data
it is possible to reconstruct at least certain frequently recurring mytho-
logical motifs (Ivanov, Toporov 1974, 1991). To the first level described
above belong corresponding motifs in which the roles of main protagonists
are played by the sons of *deiv- (Lith. Dievo suneliai, Latv. Dieva deli) and
the sons of *Perkun- (Lith. Perkuno sunus, Latv. Perkona deli);*®* both mo-
tifs relate to the reverence for twins, often encountered among other IE
people (the Greek Dioscuri, the Indic Asvinau ‘the two charioteers’ etc.).
They embody fertility and are connected with the agricultural cult. The
agrarian symbolism which accompanies them is reflected in ritual objects,
such as two ears of corn on one stalk or double fruit (dicotyledon). Also
connected to twins is the Latv. theonym Jumis, the divinity of fields.*®

A second mythic motif, very well-known and recurrent, is the wrath
of *Perkiin-, set off by the battle against his enemy *Velin- [see supral, who
tempts his wife and steals her animals. In order to escape the terrible wrath
of Perkun- which appears in thunder, lightning, and the uprooting of oak
trees with their roots, *Velin- hides behind trees and stones and turns into
a cow, a man and various animals, especially a cat or serpent (cf. Toporov
1985Db).

But the most important mythic fragment among those reconstructed
is another, concerning the motif of celestial marriage between the Sun
(Lith. sdulé, Latv. saule = female gender) and the Moon (Lith. ménulis, Latv.
meéness = male gender). The motif of the Sun marrying the Moon occurs
in many variants in Lithuanian and Latvian folklore, but most versions tell
how the wrathful *Perkun- stabs the lunar star with a sword because he fell
in love with Ausriné (the dawn) and was unfaithful to the Sun (see10.2.51.%%

Still another minor, but significant fragment of the principal myth,
preserved in the messages of the ‘entomological code’, is connected with

¥4 Tvanov (1972).
¥ Neuland (1977); Schmid (1979a); Ivanov (1980, p. 81-90); Ivanov, Toporov (1983).

36 A possible variant is set forth in Matasovi¢ (1996, p. 35-36) in the form of an incestuous holy matrimony
between the son of the Storm-God and his sister. Sudnik (1999) discusses the reflexes of a cosmological

spell in Lith., Latv., Blruss. and Ukr.
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the image of the ladybird (Coccinella septempunctata L.) in the Baltic and
Slavic folklore (Toporov 1979b).

4.3.2. Baltia christiana. The introduction of Christianity

Following the so-called period of Baltia pagana comes a Baltia undergoing
the process of more or less forced Christianization. The forces of western
Christendom were mobilized primarily for the baptism of the tenacious
Lithuanian pagans, the only Balts which had already formed an independ-
ent union in 1236 under King Mindaugas and still resisted the Teutonic
Order. For the unique case of Lithuania it should, however, be noted that
Christianity was already diffused there, but in an Orthodox form (Misitinas
1968), and that for the Grand Duchy of Lithuania danger was approach-
ing not only from the west, but also from the east, so that the choice
of Christianity in Roman form was a means of resisting Slavicization. In
the appeal of the Lithuanian Mindaugas in the 13th century one sees the
maximum expression of the contradiction between pagan and Christian
elements forced to live side by side within the same borders. The adher-
ence to Christianity, gifts which the Christian king sent to Pope Innocent
IV, the election of curias of Lithuania in the capacity of an independent
bishop’s see were external signs of Christianity, behind which were hid-
den the masses of people still connected to pagan religion and customs. In
the end the pagan element indeed again won out and forced Mindaugas to
abdicate. Only in the 14th century as a result of a personal union (1386)
between the Polish princess Jadwiga and the Grand Duke of Lithuania
Jogaila (Pol. Jagietto / Wladystaw), did the Lithuanian State officially ac-
cept Christianity (1386-1387).%’

Rather simpler was the Christianization of the Latvian tribes, which
were divided among themselves. I have already mentioned the presence
of Danish missions in Curlandia and Estonia, evidence of which has been
discovered by historians, and also enhanced by the work of archaeologists.
It has been established that a new spiritual wave, represented by Christi-
anity, spread in Baltia, specifically in Livonia, in two directions: from the
west through a Scandinavian and then German channel, and from the east
through ancient Kievan Rus’. Based on Muguréevics’s (1987) findings there
37 The bibliography on the Christianization of Lithuania is simply huge. In addition to the citations in general

reference works, I point out the acts of the two congresses of the Pontificio Comitato di Scienze Storiche
(1989ab); Rabikauskas (1990); Janiak (1983); Bednarczuk (2010) with bibliography.
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are three stages in the initial period of the dissemination of Christianity in
Latvia. In the first stage Scandinavians appear in the territory of Livonia,
especially in Curlandia, in 9th-12th centuries, connected with the Viking
trade, as historical research has proven. The second stage is character-
ized by tribute dependence of ancient Russian principalities, and continu-
ing until the 13th-14th centuries; during this period Greek Orthodoxy is
taking root in this territory, evidenced by linguistic data and especially by
archaeological findings (funerary rituals, types of cross, etc.). The third
stage begins at the end of the 12th century with the activity of the first
German missions, and lasts until the beginning of the Crusades.

Overall the introduction of Christianity into the Baltic countries is
an event of enormous historical and cultural significance, and it would be
an error to limit its role to the attending factors and pragmatic calculations
which favored it. Still, in the beginning, the organized Christian nucleus
was limited to missions and then the arrival of the Teutonic Knights, and
then clerics. In spite of their relatively rapid diffusion as the result of cruel
and bloody methods of evangelization, a Baltia Christiana (i.e. Christian
Baltia) did not immediately replace a Baltia Pagana (i.e. Pagan Baltia). On
the contrary, for a long time the spread of Christianity was limited to the
obligation of baptism among subordinate tribes. The conversion of the
masses was slow and difficult and produced particular phenomena of coa-
lescence and syncretism.

4.3.2.1. The status of Baltic pagans. In the course of the 12th-14th centuries in
territories controlled by the Teutonic Order — in Livonia and Estonia — it
is impossible to trace the actual heretical movements. As long as it re-
mained there the Order functioned as a bulwark and guardian of Orthodox
Catholicism in these lands, and its omnipresent vigilance made all attempts
at heresy impotent, if not impossible, until the middle of the 15th cen-
tury. On the other hand, the baptism of 1386-1387 did not bring religious
peace to Lithuania, the last pagan country on the continent; in fact, on
its territory the main confessional powers of the period (Catholicism and
Orthodoxy) confronted each other, and attempts to unify the churches,
undertaken by Vytautas the Great, failed. Finally, I must ponder the one,
typically overlooked, aspect for the study of medieval heresies, specifically
the status of Baltic pagans immediately after the formal Christianization of
Baltia. One of the Papal instructions (dictatus papae) of Gregory VII states
that ‘it is forbidden to consider Catholic anyone who is not in concord-
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ance with the Roman Church’; thus it was implied that the Pope was the
single criterion of the true faith, doctrinal and juridical simultaneously.
Consequently, simple disobedience could be interpreted as heresy. One
notes that for the Baltic experience, compared with the rest of Christian
Europe, there were tenacious and stubborn pagans exhibiting disobedience
par excellence at least until the first half of the 15th century. In rural areas
paganism held on even until the 16th-18th centuries, with several solid
traces even longer. In a Baltic perspective there were sufficient elements
to allow for the following equation: pagan = (Saracen =) heretic,’® which
completely suited the Roman Church, as Arbusow (1919-1921, p. 158)
already noted: “Sometimes the Church defined as heretical innocent pagan
ideas preserved among the rural population, even if they related to another
sphere” (cf. also Mazeika 1990).

Comparison with a distant geographical area can be interesting.
Regarding the Cathar heresy in Languedoc it was recorded by Merlo (1986)
“that Cathar ideas took root in a dynamic context and offered a possibility
of a religious choice to those social groups and individuals who spontane-
ously strove toward an independent cultural self-awareness” and that ‘the
heresy accompanied the early processes of cultural formation striving to be
national’. In this way it is possible to draw parallels mutatis mutandis with
the situation at that time in Lithuania. Here, with paganism in the place
of heresy, began an analogous process under Mindaugas in the context of
aggression from the direction of the simultaneously religious and mili-
tary power of the Teutonic Order, which represented the orthodox Catho-
lic Church. This allowed for the unification of the Lithuanian tribes in a
direction which in a modern sense can be defined as nationalistic in its
tendencies and which led to the formation in 1236 of the Ist Lithuanian
State. Subsequently, in spite of Christianization, paganism remained in re-
ality the ideology of the powerful Grand Duchy of Lithuania, at least until
Vytautas the Great and the Union of Lublin (1569).

4.3.2.2. Lexical increase. This important revolutionary change which took
place at that time in the spiritual culture of the Balts left its traces in the
language. The oldest layer of the Lithuanian and Latvian Christian termi-
nology is of the Russian Church Slavonic origin, e.g.:

Lith. baznycia ‘church’; Latv. baznica «— OCS boznica;

8 Cf. Morawski (1987); Dini (1994d); similar ideas are also found in Murray (2010).
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Lith. krikstas ‘baptism’ <— OCS krostv; OLatv. krustit, Latv. kristit <—
OCS krustity;

Latv. krusts, krists ‘cross’ «— OCS Fkrustv;

OLith. duchas ‘soul’ < OCS duchw;

OLith. griékas, griéchas ‘sin’, Latv. greks <— OCS grechv;

OLith. ¢ertas ‘devil’ «— OCS fertv; OLith. biesas ‘demon’ <— OCS bésv.

The gradual establishment of the Christian religion in the daily life of
the Balts brought a significant increase, both in depth and variety, of new
experiences and realities, for which they attempted to find names in the
local languages. This led to the appearance, especially in the religious
sphere, of numerous foreign terms which were adapted corresponding
with characteristics of the phonetic and morphological systems of Baltic
languages; e.g.:

OPr. pyculs ‘hell’, OLith. pekla id., Latv. pekle ‘abyss’, cf. Pol. piekfo,
Bulg. mexio;

OPr. engels ‘angel’, Latv. engelis id., cf. MG Engel id.; Lith. dialectal
aniuolas ‘angel’, cf. Pol. aniof id. etc.

When Christianity entered into the everyday life of people, they began
to use the already existing lexicon of the Baltic languages to express the
new system of concepts. An expansion of semantic fields of certain terms
which continued to be used in their old, pagan, meaning took place, for
example:

OPr. cawx = /kauks/ ‘Devil’, Lith. kaitkas ‘a demon, hobgoblin’;**’

Lith. siela ‘concern, grief; sentiment’ — ‘soul’;**" Lith. pragaras ‘abyss,
ravine’ — ‘hell’.

With the conversion of Lithuania the influence of Poland in the linguis-
tic arena grew significantly. Right up to the end of the 14th century this
influence was weak in Lithuania, but in the 15th-16th centuries it began
to spread, especially in clerical communities and especially because of

3 Specifically on Lith. kaiikas and reflexes in plant names, e.g. kikdlis ‘corn-cockle’, cf. Sefkauskaité, Gliwa
(2004).

On the concept of the soul among the ancient Balts, cf. Straubergs (1957). On religious lexicon, cf. Polo-
mé (1995).
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the Polonization of the Lithuanian nobility. After the union of Lithuania
with Poland (1569), when the Lithuanian nobility became connected (in
language and culture) to the Polish nobility, the influence of the Polish
language in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania grew even more.

4.3.3. Heresies in Baltia in the 15th-17th centuries

The religious situation in Baltia until the 15th century was characterized
by the relationship between the surviving paganism and the first affirma-
tion of Christianity. In the midst of the Christianization process several
traces of heresies connected with the so-called first Reform appeared. If
one does not consider various types of evidence of the spread of Hussite
ideas in Lithuania (e.g. through the disciples of the Collegium Lithuano-
rum of Prague), the only true and actual heterodox figures in Baltia until
the Protestant Reform were Jerome of Prague, a Bohemian invited by
Vytautas the Great to Lithuania, and two Germans who moved to Livo-
nia, Johannes Hilten and Nikolaus Rutze. Among the versions explaining
Jerome of Prague’s journey to Lithuania, the most convincing seems to
be that his presence was connected with a plan for the unification of the
churches. But no information has reached us about his subsequent activi-
ties in the territory of the Grand Duchy or about his students in the Col-
lege of Prague. Later, in the second half of the 15th century the spread of
Hussite ideas in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania reached its peak in history
with Zygimantas Kaributaitis, sent to Prague by Vytautas as king of the
Bohemians. At the same time at least two representatives of the character-
istic heretical syncretism of the time lived in Livonia, namely, Johannes
Hilten, working in Tallinn and Tartu and Nikolaus Rutze in Riga. These
two heterodox figures, judging by the evidence, were apparently operating
independently, although simultaneously. Hilten, whose teachings were not
associated with any particular heresy, was apparently a Franciscan who
recognized the power of his own oratory and could not resist the temp-
tation to create his own personal doctrine. Moreover, some of his secret
disciples were known for their activities in Estonia. Rutze probably had
few disciples, but the fact that he hid in Riga to escape persecution for his
adherence to the Valdo-Hussite heresy makes one think that in Livonia
there still remained remnants of the Valdese diaspora. Thus, the traces
of the spread in Baltia of heretical currents prior to the Reformation are
rather scarce. It is possible that this is explained by the fact that the time
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span between Christianization and the establishment of Protestantism was
so short.*!

4.3.4. Documents of dubious value

Rike-Dravina (1977, p. 22) does not exclude the possibility of the exist-
ence of birch bark documents with inscriptions in Latvian related to the
pagan period, but offers no concrete proof of this (Malvess 1959). The same
uncerta