BALTISTICA XIII(2) 1977
L. PALMAITIS

NOTES ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF BALTIC DECLENSION

1. A number of recent eccentric theories concerning the position of Baltic
within Indo-European! enables us (taking into account dialectal distinctions) to
identify Baltic with Proto-Indo-European on the eve of the split of the latter®. Such
“Baltic” Indo-European must have existed in the very period after preflexional,
because the same case inflections (cf. -(e/o)s, -(e/o)m, -i) are widely spread all over
the Indo-European areal. Since the formant -(e/o)s may be connected with nomina-
tive case and -(e/o)m/n — with accusative case in the same areal, it goes without
saying that the nominative construction of the sentence had been already existing
at that time.

On the other hand, evident relics of the ergative construction in the historic
Indo-European languages® allow us to assume its existence? in the same period, con-
sidering this period to be an intermediary stage of combined cases®. At the same time
the historic types of stems were being formed — new inflections were being added
to derivative suffixes which had already abandoned their previous (semantical or
morphological) destination; the thematic stem arose by generalizing the vocalic allo-
phone of zero ending®.

2. While functioning as nominative system cases, combined cases (arisen out
of the more older inflections) were manifested as nominative, genitive, dative and
accusative forms, on the basis of which four-case paradigms were starting to develop.
Besides the combined cases there existed old dative/locative *-i inherited from the

! First and foremost Msanor B.B. u Tonopos B. II. K nocranoske sonpoca o gpesueii-
IHX OTHOWEHHAX 6aiTHHCKUX ¥ CJIaBAHCKHX A3uwkoB. M., 1958; W. P. Schmid. Baltisch und
Indegermanisch. — , Baltistica™, 1976, t. XI1I(2) are in view.

2 In other words Baltic at that stage must have retained all the main features on the basis
of which both internal and external concentric circles of languages (see Schmid. Op. cit., § 3) had
developed.

¢ As for Hittite see Msanor B. B. Xerrckuit s3mk. M., 1963, 132 f.; Tdem. O6meunno-
eBporeiicKas, IpacaaBsHcKas M aHarosuiickas saspikopbie cucremst (OITA). M., 1965, p. 54;
for Old Prussian see V. Maziulis. Zum baltischen o-stéimmigen genitivus singularis. — ABSI,
1966, t. 1I1, p. 107—112.

* Using not very accurate term of G. Klimov — the existence of the “‘active™ construction,
i. e. such, which (not as its historic variant named by Klimcv ‘“‘an ergative™) was determined by
semantic opposition (fiens : stativus) and not by morphologic oppositicn of transitivily: intransi-
tivity — of. Kanmos I'. A. Ouepx obumefi tTeopuu sprarupsoctd. M., 1973, p. 263, 261, 260.

* copmemtaiomnx — Kauymos. Op. cit., p. 189. _

¢ See L. Palmaitis. Dar dé¢l ide. fleksinés sistemos atsiradimo. — ,Baltistica®, 1975,
t. XI(1), p. 31—33; at that time the category of gender was also being formed — ibid.
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former system as being irrelevant both to ergative (“‘active®)or nominative structure.
Therefore in the new system it became a redundant form, which being non-pa-
radigmatic gained polysemy (e. g. it might denote genitive, dative, accusative, instru-
mental and locative®, i. e. 1t might become common non-nominative form) and la-
ter in some of 1ts meanings might enter into paradigms of separate languages (e. g.
cf. paradigmatic locatives Sl. velké, Skr. vrke).

3. Besides dative/locative *-i in the previous system there existed ergative and
absolutive cases, the former probably being sigmatic® and (a sign of earlier verbal
structure®)asigmatic. The latter (absolutive case) could be realized either in bare stem
or by adding nasal formant!®. As for absolutive, the new paradigmatic dative (thema-
tic stem lengthened), nominative/accusative neutral (thematic stem non-lengthened,
nasal formant often added) and accusative communis (thematic stem non-lengthen-
ed, nasal formant added as a rule)" were developing from the bare stem of it.

Before making an attempt to explain the existence or absence of the nasal for-
mant in the new case system, it is necessary to come to an agreement about the
treatment of the origin of this formant and the role it played in the previous system.
I regard this system to be the earliest stage of Indo-European as a part of the wider
(Borealic, or Nostratic) community. There are no obstacles for thinking that the na-
sal formant was then inherent in some kind of absolutive case. This coincides well
with the data of Nostratic linguistics, while propounding for the Boreal community
the law of finalis *-ma= —m=—~N=—n=—na"* and identifying the previously
mentioned nasal formant with that of pronouns, as the distinguishing functions of
the latter may be traced out!®. Since such functions appear to be a result of its origin
from some deictic particle (pronoun)', the postpositional nasal formant seems to
have come from a kind of the definite article. Therefore, in the Boreal super-lan-

7 Cf. V. Maziulis. Balty ir kity indoeuropiediy kalby santykiai (=BK). V., 1970, § 74.

8 Cf also ibid., p. 248.

® Kausmos. Op. cit., 54, 165 f., 177.

10 Cf. Usanos. OIIA, 51 f.; Idem. DprarusHasi KOHCTP VKiLHA B 00EHHAOEBPONEHCKOM, —
In: DpraTHBHAs KOHCTPYKUMSA MPEAJIOKEHHS B A3bIKAX pas uuHeix THnos. J1., 1964, p. 19

. Cf. Maziulis. BK, § 67, 47, 48, 80.

12 This law is connected with another Borealic law of finalis: *-ali-¢ - see above foot-note
6 (ibid. look for the reinterpretation of traditional I.-E. *-¢ as *-a); the existence of nasal archipho-
neme is supported by Indo-European (see Msaunos B. B. Toxapckue sizbikd. M., 1959, p. 24 1.} and
Afro-Asiatic (the same definitive origin of mimation and nunation — see I. Diakonoff. Se-
mito-Hamitic Languages (SHL). Moscow, 1965, 61) facts.

13 Forms of the type Balt. ma-ne, Goth. mei-na, Celt. *me-me (1.-E._ apophony + the -N law
mentioned), Finn. mi-nd, Samoyed ma-n, Turk. md-n, Kartv. me-na and Lith. kie-no **whose®,
Finn. ke-n “who* (besides mi-kd “what*), Arabic and Aramaic ma-n “who™ (besides md “‘what™}
are in view. The latter ma-z may be connected with mimation-nunation (coming back to pron.
indef. ma — Diakonoff. SHL, 77) and in such a case is to be reconstructed as (reduplicated 7}
*ma-"/(a). Tt is pron. dem. #-, from which K. Maytinskaya (Ocuosbl (pHHHO-YTOPCKOTO $I3b1-
kosuanug (OPYH). M., 1974, 379) derives the Uralic pronominal nasal postposition considering
it to distinguish animate objects out of the world of inanimate things (MadtHicKad K. E.
OYHKIMA MeCTOHMEHHOro cy(hp¥kca -# B JHYHBIX ¥ BOTPOCHTEIBHBIX MECTOMMEHHIX (HEHO-
-yropckux s3ekos. — In: Bonpocst duuHo-yropekoro aspikosnanus. 1. 1962, p 79, 76).

11 See foot-note 13.
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guage some status determinatus may be reconstructed, which should have been
realized by adding postpositional determinant *mal?.

So the logic of all said above makes it possible to consider primary Indo-Euro-
pean absolutive having had determinate and indeterminate forms, i. . a form with
a nasal postposition and a form without it. While nominative and genitive began to
arise from the earlier ergative, the earlier absolutive was used to form accusative and
the new dative, the latter manifested either as non-lengthened form of bare stem
(e. g. cf. Hittite consonantal stem datives) or as its lengthened form (in case of the-
matic stems arisen). Non-lengthened form of bare stem was used for nominative/accu-
sative neutral (the direct relic of former absolutive, because neutral had been formed
out of the inert class nouns not able to be used in ergative case), while the form with
nasal postposition — for accusative communis. Regarding nasal formant having
been transferred into nominative/accusative neutral from accusative communist®,
it is not difficult to assume that after merging with certain cases'? determinant be-
gan to indicate animate objects in contrast to indeterminate forms. Comparison
with other Borealic languages confirms such an assumption and permits to suppose
even the existence of Indo-European bare stem accusative in genus commune. The
same is true for Uralic, where non-nasalized accusative (i. . bare stem form coincid-
ing with nominative) indicated inanimate objects'®, Here as well the signifying of
animate objects by nasalized accusative may be traced back as inheritance of earlier
structure where nasalized case indicated definite objects and non-nasalized —
indefinite. Such archaism is attested in Samoyed languages!?.

Thus, at the time of common Baltic throughout all the Indo-European areal
the case system was being reorganized as following: ergative — nominative, geni-
tive; absolutive — dative, nominative/accusative, accusative (?); determined ab-
solutive — accusative.

4. Therefore, in Baltic declension there existed the following combined cases:
ergative/nominative, ergative/genitive, absolutive /accusative, absolutive/dative. Be-

15 According to A. Dolgopolsky Borealic pronouns in the function of determinandum
were following determinatum (Jonromoasckuit A. B. OnbiT pekoHcTpyKuuu 00ILEHOCTPATH-
4ecKoH TrpammaTHueckoll cucreMel. — In: KoHgepeHUHsT 110 CpaBHHTE/bHO-HCTOPHUECKOH TpaM-
MaTHKe HHJoeBponeiickux a3biKo8. M., 1972, 34 (the V law)); in the final position this *ma=*m=
*n(a).

1 Cf. Palmaitis. Op. cit., p. 33.

17 Cf. non-nasalized nominative/accusative indicating self-determined words (names of
countries) in Hittite: nusa KURURU 4rzawa tarafthun — the fact that such an archaism was
preserved, the nasal formant having already been transferred into neutral from commune, shows
that at the time of transferring it had not completely lost its determinative functions.

¥ So B. Collinder and others — see O® Y $, 243.

1% If the author’s idea about the same origin of Uralic genitive -» and accusative -m is correct
(cf. TTanmalituc JI.-M. Mecro ypanaucTHKH B paspelieHHn OopeaJsbHOH runortessl. — In:
Soome-Ugri rahvad ja Idamaad. Tartu riiklik iilikool. Tartu, 1975, p. 62— 63), it might be proved
that the absence of nasalized genitive and accusative in some Fenno-Ugric languages is a reflex
of indeterminate case: for both kinds of accusative there was generalized either determinate form
of the animate class objects in the majority of languages, or indeterminate form of the inanimate
class objects in Ugric-Permian languages. The similar phenomenon might have existed in Indc-Eu-
ropean: determinate forms were generalized for all kinds of accusative communis when the determi-
native sense of them had been obscured. It is worth mentioning that in Altaic unmotivated vacilla~
tion of using nasalized and bare stem accusative is attested — cf. Amanmxonos A. C. ['narosbHoe
yIIpaB/e€HHe B S3blKe JIPEBHETIOPKCKUX mamMsaTHukoB. M., 1969, p. 23.

333



sides them earlier dative/locative -(e/o)i (already non-paradigmatic) was preserved.
For that epoch such declension paradigms may be reconstructed:

i;-stem i,-stem>°

erg/nom, - avis (see abs|acc.)

erg/gen. aveis déti+-s from i, avei-s
abs/acc. aviN déti

abs/dat(/loc.)* avei déti

The history of this stem is of special significance for other stems. Since dative/
[locative arisen in them was bare stem form coinciding with accusative (perhaps,
not only with that of common gender — cf. above § 3), the case polysemy appear-
ed. While ““dat®/loc.“ -i (-(e/0)i of thematic stem) existed also in other stems (as
adopted from i-stem long time before — see foot-note 21), it became possible to
associate it with the “new* i-stem dat(/loc.) -ei/i and, therefore, to stimulate the pa-
radigmatization of the former in thematic stem (cf. vrke), as well as to transfer
that “new* i-stem dat (/loc.) -ei/i into paradigms of other stems.

u;-stem u,-stem

erg/nom. stinus (see abslacc.)
erg/gen. stinaus medu+ —s from u; sinau-s
abs/acc. stunuN medu
abs/dat. stinau medu + i after i, (det)i and ““dat®[*“loc.”*
“dat*/“loc.* | stinaui (?) medui
c,-stem c,~stem
erg/nom. | (maters >) matér i(see abslacc.)
erg/gen. (maters =) materes | akmen + es after C, mater-es
abs/acc. (mﬁterl\l =) materiN | akmon = akmon after C, matér
abs/dat, mater + eiafteriy (av)ei |akmen + iafteri; (déet)i and “*dat* [*loc.**
“dat*/*loc.” | materi () [ akmeni (7}

Erg/gen. *(maters =) mdtrés > mdteres has “thematized® -es (in place of older erg. -s)
adopted from efo -stem??

0;-stem 0,-stem
erg/nom. viras (see abs|acc.)
erg/gen. viras lapa + -s from o, vira-s
abs/acc. viraN, vira(?) lapa, lapa + -N from o, vira-N
abs/dat. vird, vira® lapo, lapa
“dat*/“loc.”™ | virei | lapei

2 For iy, i3, TESP. Uy, Us-Stems see MaZiulis. BK, § 146—170; further in accordance with this
pattern signs C,, Cs, 04, 0., @ are introduced.

2L As mentioned above (§ 3), in the new (not pure ergative, intermediary) system bare stem da-
tive appeared. The form of older dat/loc. -7 forces regarding itself being adopted (at the times of
older {pure ergative) system) from i-stem as a bare stem ending (derivative suffix). Thus, bare i-stem
absolutive/dative of the new system coincided with dative/locative of the former system (therefore,
non-paradigmatic “dative/“locative®, as coincided with paradigmatic absolutive/dative, has not
appeared in i-stem). g

22 For that as well as for matrés > mdreres see Maziulis. BK, p. 247.

28 Non-lengthened bare stem absolutive/dative is assumed because of the relic of short stem
partitive in Old Prussian (see further § 5).
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a, -stem

The fact that in I.-E. @-stem plural nominative coincides with accusative (*-as)
is an evidence of their formerly coincidence also in singular. The formation of
d-stem® in the Indo-European areal took place at the time discussed (i. e. that of
common Baltic dialect — cf. above § 1) but after Anatolian had started to separate
(the remaining of common gender in Anatolian is to be noticed)?%. Consequently,
primary consonantal C,=%*—aH,(>d)-stem nouns belonged to the inert class,
so it may be spoken only about g,-stem:

erg/nom., absfacc. ranka
erg/gen. rankd + -—s after a; vira-s
abs/acc. rankd + —N after a, vira-N*®

abs/dat. [ rankd + i after iy (dét)i and “dat*‘|“loc.*
“dat®/“log.* | rankai

5. The Indo«European community having finally splitted, the Slavic areal 1s
formed and in the maternal Baltic areal the western groups of dialects alienate from
the eastern groups. The ergative construction disappears completely and combined
cases give place to the historic paradigms of the nominative system. Ergative/no-
minative turns into nominative, absolutive/accusative — Into accusative, o-stem
ergative/genitive singular — into genitive further excluded in eastern Baltic by
partitive form, absolutive/dative turns into dative and partitive. Questions connect-
ed with the generalization of i, u; or i,, u,-stem forms in one paradigm?’, with
substitution of o-stem dat. sg. -uo (=u-stem -uo € *-au) by u-stem -ui*® and many
others are not discussed here, since after the works of prof. V. MaZiulis there is no
more doubt about their solution. Therefore, I shall only touch upon the history of
o-stem genitive, partitive and dative singular.

At the present time the authenticity of O. Pr. gen. masc. -as is strongly queried.
According to one opinion, it is the result of the “‘unification® of paradigms by Ger-
man translators who used corrupt Prussian®. Such an opinion does not seem to be
persuasively grounded. According to another view, it is the innovation arisen by
adding -s adopted from other stems’ genitive to the short barytone ending -a, which
practically could not be distinguished from accusative singular and genitive plurzal
nasal endings -¢ reduced in barytone position®™. This idea of A. Girdenis and A. Ro-
sinas is based upon their well argumentated hypothesis, which supposes in Old Prus-
sian the existence of nasal vowels and secondary nasalization®. In Baitic, there are

2t This question is observed by Palmaitis. Op. cit., p. 33 —35.

2 Cf. Capuenro A. H. CpapuuTenpHass rpaMMartika HHAOeBpOmeficKHX #fA3bikoB. M.,
1974, p. 230.

%6 dg,-stem nouns primarily denoting only inanimate objects or nomina collectiva could have
never been determined.

27 Se¢ Maziulis. BK, § 161.

2% [hid., § 31, 154, 157, 65, 64, 162.

% See W. R. Schmalstieg. Priosy kalbos autentiSkumo problema. — In: Abstracts of
Papers Presented to the III-d All-Union Conference on Baltic Linguistics. V., 1975, p. 34 —57,

8% A. Girdenis & A. Rosinas. Some remarks on the vocalism and morphology of Old
Prussian, — ““General Linguistics®, 1977, V. 17, No 1.

3 See ibid.

335



no other examples, however, of the rebuilding of non-nasalized ending after the
model of other stems’ endings, while it coincides with denasalized endings. E. g.
in the subdialect of Siauliai environs o-stem gen. sg. -a coincides with o-stem acc.
sg. -a (as well as with g-stem nom. sg. -a and acc. sg. -4) but nevertheless it does not
change its form. So even accepting Girdenis and Rosinas’ hypothesis doubts remain
whether 1t suits to explain O. Pr. gen. masc. -as. On the other hand, the existence
in Old Prussian of “‘usual® (i. ¢. that of eastern Baltic type) gen. masc. - would seem
to be supported by Butta Tawas I11 D 31,, Butta Rikians 111 D 79,, (besides Butias
Taws, e. g. HI D 67,) or BPT nykoyte penega doyte ,nenori pinigo duoti®. Since
Butta Taw(as) cannot be regarded being an obdurated expression — because of
the existence of Butta Rikians (cf. Lat. pater familigs only), as well as of regular Butias
Taws — the using of “‘archaic® gen. Butta side by side with the “innovation™ Buttas
scarcely conforms to the very Girdenis and Rosinas’ hypothesis: the form of geni-
tive singular, once having coincided with that of accusative singular and genitive
plural and therefore being substituted by some innovative form, is no more any ge-
nitive form. If the new genitive form -as has appeared, the former polysemantic
form cannot be understood at all — to use it would be the same as speaking modern
Latvian to use “archaic® dodu * Aivaru in the sense of dodu Aivaram. Therefore, the
precedents Butta Tawas, Butta Rikians should be either a misprint or composite
words as *buttataws ,,butatévis“. For all that the authenticity of BPT pénega as a
case form nevertheless can hardly be questioned. The assumption of V. MazZiulis that
accusative -7 or genitive -s might have been omitted here®® does not persuade n so
far as it is not clear for what reason -n or -s have been omitted. A. Girdenis and
A. Rosinas’ remark on the possible reduction of nasalized vowels in barytone posi-
tion®® does not help either, because there is no precedent for such orthography in
all much later writings (as to Butta (Tawas, Rikians), it is not accusative). Therefore,
it may be truly believed that BPT pénegais connected with East Baltic genitive form?®%.
Since no motives may be found to query the fact of O. Pr. gen. masc. -as and since
both Baltic and Slavic genitives are widely used as partitive (cf. Lith. duok pinigy,
noriu miego, nematau vilko — Baltic-Slavic-Finnish isogloss), the following conclu-
sions straightly suggest themselves to be drawn:

1 — BPT penega is a relic of partitive;
2 — gen. masc. -as had existed also in eastern Baltic, where it was excluded by
partitive form Lith. -0, Latv. -a < Balt. *-435,

To judge from O. Pr. penega West Baltic partitive must have developed from
non-lengthened form of absolutive/dative (otherwise after back tongue g barytone
#-60> 0. Pr. *-@ would have turned into O. Pr. -i, -2 but not into -a). As separate pa-
radigmatic case partitive had hardly ever functioned either in West, or in East
Baltic. In both dialectal groups partitive was only one of the manifestations of
absolutive/dative. Taking into consideration the baryton character of East Baltic
o-stem genitive singular, it may be assumed that in East Baltic barytone form of

3
92 V. Maziulis. Seniausias balty raSto paminklas, — ,,Baltistica®. 1975, t. X1(2), p. 130
§ 11.
3% See Girdenis & Rosinas. Op. cit., p. 3.
3 So Schmalstieg. Op. cit., p. 56. )
3% For barytone Balt. *-¢ > Q. Pr. *.g see Ma Z1ulis, BK, § 12.
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absolutive/dative functioned as partitive/ablative while its oxytone form — as
dative. As for West Baltic, dative and partitive were differentiated there not by tone
but by the quantity of final vowel. Genitive functions arisen out of partitive func-
tions in East Baltic, the older partitive began to compete with genitive — first
and foremost with o-stem gen. -as, since in @ = d,, Cs, iy, Us-stems there was no pri-
mary ergative/genitive form. Therefore, genitive form -as vanished as being redun-
dant. Older existence of genitive -as is reflected by the relic of its ergativism - o-case
functioning as genitivus auctoris. It is not clear in what way genitive functions
may have arisen out of partitive functions. Perhaps it was due to the usage of some
possessive partitive or due to the same origin of partitive and some possessive da-
tive, e. g.dat. vilké ,,vilkui“: dat. possess. vilkd dantes ,,(tai) vilkui dantys® =

part. vilko ,,(bita) vilko*: part. possess. X;
x=vilko ddntes — ,,vilko dantys®.

As similar processes had not taken place in West Baltic, the form of gen. masc.
-as has there remained.

PASTABOS DEL BALTU DEKLINACLIIOS RAIDOS
Reziumé

Straipsnyie j baliy ,,prokalbe® bandoma Zitréti kaip j centring ide. arealinio bendrumo dalj
prie§ pat ide. ,,prokalbés* skilimg. Todél visi pagrindiniai procesai, vyke joje anuo metu, laikytini
bendraindoeuropieti§kais. Keliama mintis, kad tai buvo pereinamasis laikotarpis tarp ergatyvinés
(,,aktyvinés*) ir nominatyvinés epochy ir kad tuo laikotarpiu deklinacijos sistemoje egzistave kom-
binuojamieji linksniai, gal¢je aptarnauti tiek ergatyvine, tiek nominatyvine sandara. Méginama pa-
aiskinti akuzatyvo nazalinio formanto kilme i§ archainio postpozicinio determinanto, kuris kiek
ankstesnéje ide. ,,prokalbés® epochoje buvo iSriedéjes | gyvuiu daikty rodiklj. Remiantis visu tuo,
pateikiamos ano meto balty deklinaciniy paradigmy rekonstrukcijos. Gale aptariama vélesniu (no-
minatyviniu) laiky balty -o-kamienio genityvo problema, spéjant, kad gen. -as egzistaves tiek vakary,
tiek rytu baltuose, o BPT pérega yra partityviné forma. Rytu baltuose o-kamieno partityvo forma
emé reik$ti genityva, iSstumdama ankstesng genityving -as.



