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Abstract. The article discusses the history of the Baltic secondary local cases within
the framework of modern Balto-Slavic accentology and recent advances in our
knowledge of the Baltic Auslautgesetze. The main factor determining the accent of
the local cases was the development of Balto-Slavic enclinomena in Baltic. When the
local cases were created enclinomena were still preserved, leading to word forms with
stress on the original adposition (e.g. o-stem all. sg. *miska+préi). When nominal
enclinomena were lost the accent shifted to the immediate left with concomitant
métatonie rude, yielding *mis'kglprg' (Lith. miskép(i), in contrast with gen. sg. misko).
This was the origin of unexpected stress position and unexpected acute intonation
in the secondary local cases. Another important factor was Saussure’s law, which
took place at a much later stage in the immediate prehistory of Lithuanian. Other
conclusions emanating from the accentological approach of this article include the
following: 1) the illative, allative and adessive go back to Proto-Baltic and reflect
Uralic influence. The inessive was created in East Baltic; 2) the adessive was built
on the dative, as first proposed by Rosinas (2000); 3) the local cases underwent
a number of innovations in East Baltic, most saliently in the illative plural and the
locative; 4) the adpositional nature of the allative and adessive was perceived for
a considerably longer period of time than that of the illative and inessive, which
determined a partly different development of these cases; 5) finally, new accounts
are proposed for some of the local cases (i- and u-stem dative and adessive singular;
a- and é-stem locative and inessive singular; u-stem inessive singular; illative plural).
Keywords: Baltic; Lithuanian; Balto-Slavic accentology; locative; inessive; illative;
allative; adessive; metatony.

1. Introduction

One of the most salient features of Lithuanian in a comparative perspective
is the existence of four secondary local cases, all of them going back to
postpositional phrases: inessive (miske ‘in the forest’), illative (miSkarni ‘into
the forest’), adessive (miskiep ‘by the forest’), and allative (miskdp ‘towards



the forest’). All four local cases were in normal use in Old Lithuanian (16"
17" ¢.). The modern standard language has only kept the inessive (called
‘locative’, Lith. viétininkas)." The illative is still alive in Eastern dialects,
whereas the adessive and allative have only been preserved in the Lithuanian
language islands of Gervéciai, Lazuinai and Zietela in Belarus. Relics of the
secondary local cases in the form of adverbs or other parts of speech are well
attested in all dialects.

The case of Latvian is similar to that of Lithuanian, except that it is more
evolved. The Latvian locative continues the inessive. The illative is well-
represented in Old Latvian and the dialects, whereas the adessive and the
allative have left traces in the form of adverbs ending in -p. An important
question that will not be treated here is whether the Latvian locative also
continues, in addition to the inessive, the illative (as proposed by Vanags
1994, 124f.) or the adessive (as recently proposed by Kalnins 2020, 148,
393f.). Since Latvian has experienced a stronger phonological erosion in final
syllables (much of which still remains unclear), the facts of this language are
less informative than those of Lithuanian. Through this article they will only
be mentioned if they contribute something to the argument. As generally
recognized, the main value of Latvian is to guarantee that the Lithuanian
local cases (or the postpositional phrases from which they evolved) go back
at least to Proto-East Baltic.

It is more uncertain whether the secondary local cases go back to Proto-
Baltic. Such a chronology is backed by two pieces of evidence: 1) the idea that
the creation of the local cases reflects Uralic influence; 2) a potential relic in
an Old Prussian fragment (andangonsv’n ‘in the heavens’). Both, needless to
say, are insufficient to settle the issue beyond reasonable doubt.

The (East) Baltic secondary local cases have not been unattended in the
secondary literature and much can be said to be reasonably clear. Nevertheless,
important questions remain. In a historical perspective probably the main issue
is that of chronology: when were the fixed postpositional phrases created?

' Use of the term ‘locative’ for the historical ‘inessive’, albeit fully appropriate for
contemporary Lithuanian and Latvian, creates a terminological problem when dealing
with the secondary local cases. Following common practice in this article I will use the
term ‘inessive’ for the (historically) postpositional case (thus encompassing the standard
Lithuanian and Latvian ‘locative’ as well), whereas ‘locative’ is reserved for the older, non-
postpositional ending inherited from PIE.
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When were they univerbated? How did they evolve after they became real
cases? In addition, although the structure of the secondary local cases is
generally clear, many formal problems remain (see below §2 for a complete
survey). In this article I intend to make a contribution to these issues. My
approach diverges from previous ones in two important respects:
1) The issue is addressed from the viewpoint of modern Balto-Slavic
accentology. The article is actually framed as an attempt to provide
answers to the accentological problems posited by the secondary local
cases.
2) A second improvement is that the article incorporates recent advances
in our knowledge of the Baltic and Balto-Slavic Auslautgesetze.
Although focus on accentology may seem like a narrow approach, I hope
to show that it provides the key for a proper understanding of the history
of the secondary local cases. As we shall see, the picture that emerges is
almost surprisingly coherent and leaves practically no important questions
unanswered. The article is structured as follows. Section 2 presents a sketch
of the secondary local cases in Lithuanian, with focus on open problems from
a historical point of view. Section 3 presents the main assumptions on which
our study is based. The local cases are discussed in Sections 4—-7. Section
8 summarizes the main results of this article.

2. The secondary local cases in Lithuanian: open questions

In this section I will present a sketch of the Lithuanian secondary local
cases with focus on historical grammar. Matters not directly pertinent to
the central topic of this article (including, inter alia, matters of syntax and
semantics) are simply left out of consideration. No detailed exposition of the
evidence from the old texts and the dialects is intended either. The reader is
referred to the secondary literature for more information.’

2.1. The main purpose of this section is to provide a list of open problems

posed by the local cases. Proper discussion and (hopefully) solutions are

> Good descriptions of the Lithuanian secondary local cases are readily available,
e.g. Otrebski 1956, 76-81; Laigonaité 1957; Stang 1966, 228-232, 290-292;
Kazlauskas 1968, 150-165; Zinkevicius 1966, 200-203, 209-214, 231, 237-240,
248f.; 1980, 253-263. More specialized studies include, inter alia, Skardzius 1935,
131-138 (Dauksa’s accent); Rosinas 1995, 53-76 (pronouns); Ulvydas 2000, 268—
303 (adverbs from local cases); or the relevant sections of descriptive surveys of old texts
or dialects (e.g. Vidugiris 2014, 111-132).



postponed to sections 4—-7. Since the focus is on accentuation it will be
convenient to specify what constitutes ‘a problem’ from the viewpoint of
historical accentology.

The local cases of immobile nouns (Lith. AP 1 and 2) are regularly accented
on the root:iness. tvdrte, ill. tvdrtan(a), adess. todartiep(i), all. tvdrtop(i) (tvdrtas
AP 1 ‘stable’), rarikoje, rarikon(a), rafkaip(i), rarikosp(i) (ranka AP 2 ‘hand’),
etc. This is what we expect and thus constitutes no problem. Accordingly,
immobile nouns will not be mentioned in this article unless there is some
reason to do so.’ ‘Problems’ are thus limited to mobile nouns (Lith. AP 3 and
4). In mobile nouns the accent shifts between the first and the last syllable of
the word according to stem-specific patterns that can be derived from Balto-
Slavic with a high degree of certainty.” I give the paradigm of the n-stem
vandué ‘water’ (AP 37) to exemplify the pattern:

Singular Plural
Nom. vandud vandenys
Acc. vandenj vandenis
Gen. vandenis (< -en-es) vandeniy
Dat. vandeniui vandenims (< -i-mus)
Instr. vandeniu vandenimis
Loc. vandenyjeé vandenyse

Since the secondary local cases go back to phrases consisting of case +
postposition, ‘unproblematic’ forms are those in which the accentuation of
the local case coincides with that of its base case (e.g. all. pl. miSkurnp(i),
Sakurnp(i), akiurp(i), dangump(i) = gen. pl. misky, Saky, akig, dangy, all
AP 4). ‘Problematic’ forms are those in which this is not the case:

* There are two such cases, both only in nouns belonging to Accentual Paradigm 2
and both related to Saussure’s law: 1) the presence of Saussure’s law in the illative plural
of AP 2 nouns in some dialects: auttiosna, giriésna, upésna, ugnysna, turgiiosna for stan-
dard atituosna, giriosna, upésna, tugnysna, turguosna (attas ‘foot-cloth’, giria ‘forest’, upé
‘river’, ugnis ‘fire’, turgus ‘market’, all AP 2); 2) the absence of Saussure’s law in all other
instances in which Saussure’s law could have applied: (e.g.) adess. sg. ailtiep, giriaip, upeip
for expected (?) Fautiep, Tgiridip, Tupéip, cf. miskiep, Sakdip, katéip (AP 4). We will return
to these issues below in §4—6.

* See below §2.6 for a more precise characterization of Balto-Slavic mobility.



1) Stress position does not coincide, e.g. ill. sg. miSkan, Sakon < miskana,
Sakona,” with final accent in contrast to the initial accent of acc. sg.
miskq, Sdkg.

2) Intonation does not coincide, e.g. o-st. all. sg. miskop(i), with acute in
contrast with the circumflex of gen. sg. misko (with underlying /-6/ as
evidenced by the lack of Saussure’s law).

In addition to ‘problematic’ forms with regards to accentuation (which
in Balto-Slavic encompasses two different phenomena: stress position and
intonation), I will also highlight ‘problematic’ forms from a morphological
point of view. Most of them are traditional conundrums of Baltic historical
grammar and thus require little emphasis. We can distinguish two different
types of problems:

3) The local case is altogether unclear and/or unanalyzable within

Lithuanian. This is the case, for example, of the o-stem iness. sg. miske
(for expected Tmiskaje) or the u-stem adess. sg. sunup(i) (with an -u-
that has no pendant in the Lithuanian case system).

4) The local case is clear, but on closer inspection presents problems
at a ‘deep’ level of historical analysis. The a-stem ill. pl. Sakdsna, for
instance, contains an -os- that is clearly related to acc. pl. Sak-as (Latv.
maz-ds), both from EBI. *-as.° But what about the -n- of the *-ans that
we most probably have to reconstruct for Proto-Baltic (cf. Lith. def.
adj. ger-gs-ias, OPr. dein-ans)?

Since this survey is focused on Lithuanian, I only note systematically
problems of the first type (3). Problems of the second type (4) will figure
more prominently in Sections 4-7.

Having these considerations in mind, we can now survey the evidence.
The local cases are discussed in the following order: allative, illative, adessive
and inessive. I regularly give the o-, a-, é-, i- and u-stems.’

* The apocope Sakona > Sakén is very recent and will not been treated in detail in
what follows. See further below §4.

® Through this article I use the following conventions for Balto-Slavic and (East) Bal-
tic prosodic features: E = acute, E = non-acute (or simply length, without specification
of acuteness), E = ictus in immobile and non-initially accented mobile word forms, E =
initially accented word forms of mobile paradigms, lending the ictus to clitics (= encli-
nomena). I have kept the traditional notation for ‘Proto-Slavic’ (in spite of its inadequacy;
see Olander 2015, 42—45 for discussion).

7 1 regularly exemplify with Lith. miskas ‘forest’, Saka ‘branch’, katé ‘cat’, akis ‘eye’
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2.2. The allative derives from genitive + postposition (EBL.) *pe: all. sg.
miskdp(i), Sakosp(i), katésp(i), akiésp(i), dangaiisp(i) (< *-a-pe, *-as-pe etc.),’
all. pl. miskurip(i), Sakurnp(i), kaciump(i), akiurmp(i), dangump(i) (cf. gen. pl.
misky, Saky etc.). EBL. *-pe¢ is traditionally derived from EBIL *-p(r)¢ < Bl
*-prei ‘by, at’ (Lith. prié, OPr. prei, OCS pri).” The acute of *-prei and the
loss of -r- by some type of dissimilation are problematic, but certainly not
enough to doubt the traditional (and self-evident) etymology. The loss of
-r- is also seen in Latv. pie and in Lith. dial. pié. Forms with preserved -pie®
(e.g. tofpieg Dauksa 94s;, with particle -g(i) ‘indeed’) are exceedingly rare
in Old Lithuanian. Forms in -pi, -pi® are well attested, but from the oldest
records the common form is apocopated -p. The final -pi is never accented
in Lithuanian."” What stands before the -p(i) transparently corresponds to
the Lithuanian genitive. The allative plural agrees in accentuation with the
genitive (all. pl. miSkurip(i) = gen. sg. misky etc.). The same holds true
for the singular, with one exception: all. sg. Sakdsp(i), katésp(i), akiésp(i),
dangaiisp(i) = gen. sg. Sakés, katés, akiés, dangaiis. The only exception (and
thus the problem with the allative) is the o-stem all. sg. miskép(i), which
disagrees in both stress position and intonation with gen. sg. misko.

2.3. The illative derives from accusative + postposition *na:ill. sg. miskan,
Sakon, katén, akin, dangun < miSkana, Sakona, katéna, akina, danguna (< *-an-

and dangus ‘sky’, all AP 4. ijo-stems (£6dis, -dZio ‘word’) and consonant-stems (vandud,
-efis ‘water’) add nothing substantial to the general picture and have not been included
in the survey.

¥ Through this article I will not discuss the reconstruction of the PIE and Balto-Slavic
endings (e.g. a-stem gen. sg. pre-PIE *-eh,-es > PIE *-ahj-as > BL-Sl. *-as > Lith.
-o0s) unless there is some reason to do so and/or my reconstruction diverges from the
traditional one. Global reference is made to Olander (2015) for more information on
the nominal endings.

’ All three postpositions involved in the secondary cases were acute (*-prei, *-nd,
*-en). The acute is unetymological in at least *-prei and *-en < PIE *prei, *(h;)en (the
etymology of Bl. *-ng is disputed; see below fn. 33). The issue will not be discussed
at length in this article. Unetymological lengthening and/or unetymological acute
are well-known among Baltic local adverbs (e.g. Lith. prié¢ ‘by, at’/prie-das ‘addition’/
pri-déti ‘add’ (PIE *prei); pro ‘through, by’/pré-tritkis ‘outburst’/pra-tritkti ‘burst’ (PIE
*pro), etc.). There is no communis opinio concerning the origin of this phenomenon.
See most recently Le Feuvre 2011; Petit 2011; Hill, Kélligan, Scheungraber,
Frotscher 2019, 160-172, 192—195; all of them with literature.

" See Laigonaité (1957, 22f.) for discussion.
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na, *-an-na etc.), ill. pl. misktiosna, Sakésna, katésna, akysna, (clang[tosna)11
(< *-gs-na, *-as-na etc.). The postposition was almost certainly *-nga,
without clear cognates in Balto-Slavic (see below §5). In the singular forms
with preserved (and accented) °a are well represented in the old texts and
the dialects. In the plural final °a is consistently preserved (apocopated °sn
being quite rare in Old Lithuanian), but never accented. The segment that
precedes the postposition unproblematically corresponds to the Lithuanian
accusative.'”” From an accentological point of view, the accent of all. sg.
miskana and all. pl. miSkiiosna (both consistent in all stems) contrasts with
the initial accent of the accusative (e.g. acc. sg. langg, acc. pl. langus, to ldngas
AP 3‘window’). Thus, the whole accentuation of the illative is problematic. It
should be noted that this affects only stress position (where, in addition, the
illative singular and plural diverge from each other). The intonation of the
illative agrees with that of the accusative and is thus unproblematic.

2.4. The background of the adessive is more problematic. The adessive
singular is traditionally derived from locative + postposition (EBL) *pe:
miskiep(i), Sakdip(i), katéip(i), akip(i), dangup(i). Since the locative was lost
in the prehistory of Lithuanian (its place was taken by the inessive), this is
hard to control in detail. Lith. adv. namié ‘at home’ (< PIE loc. sg. *-oi) is
clearly reminiscent of o-stem miSk-ie-p(i), whereas a- and e-stem Sak-di-p(i),
kat-¢i-p(i) can be identified with iness. sg. Sak-oj-¢, kat-éj-e (derivation of the
inessive from the locative is uncontroversial; see below §7). The i- and u-stem
akip(i), dangup(i), however, cannot be derived from the locative without
special pleading. According to an alternative theory the adessive is based
on the dative. This would explain the i-stem akip(i) (cf. OLith. i-stem dat.
sg. aki/akie), but the o-stem miSk-ie-p(i) seems to pose an unsurmountable
problem (contrast o-stem dat. sg. miskui < PIE *-0i). We will return to this
issue below §6.

The adessive plural miskiiosemp(i), Sakésemp(i), katésemp(i), akysemp(i),
dangtiosemp(i) seems to go back to inessive plural + *pe. This face-value
analysis would imply a different structure from the other local cases and is

"' The u-stem illative plural regularly uses the o-stem form. ‘Real’ u-stem forms are
very sparsely attested in the dialects, cf. Zinkevicius 1966, 251.

"> As often observed, a-stem ill. sg. Sakona/$akén vs. Sdkg implies that univerbation
took place before long final diphthongs were shortened, but this is anyway known to be
a recent development.
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contradicted by the internal history of the inessive plural itself (see below
§2.5). Variants of the adessive plural include miskdiosump(i) and miskiosamp(i),
both, like miskiiosemp(i), clearly reminiscent of the inessive plural (see below).

The postposition *-pe is that of the allative and has been treated in §2.2. As
in the allative, adessive -pi is never accented. The issues posited by the adessive
make it hard to give a list of problems here. If the traditional, ‘locative theory’
is followed, the i- and u-stem akip(i), dangup(i) are formally problematic, the
o-stem miskiep(i) has unexpected acute, whereas our judgment on a- and
e-stem Sakdip(i), katéip(i) will depend on how we reconstruct the locative
at the relevant stage of Proto-Baltic and Proto-East-Baltic. If one opts for
the alternative (but essentially marginal) ‘dative theory’, the a- and e-stem
Sakdip(i), katéip(i) have unexpected stress position and unexpected acute
(contrast dat. sg. Sakai, katei), the i- and u-stem akip(i), dangup(i) have
unexpected stress position (contrast akiai (OLith. aki/akie), dafgui) and,
finally, the o-stem miskiep(i) seems to have everything wrong (contrast
miskui). In the case of the adessive plural the uncertainties concerning even
its immediate prehistory make a list of problems impossible.

2.5. The inessive singular goes back to locative + postposition *en: miske,
Sakoje, katéje, akyje, danguje. The postposition *en ‘in’ is evidently cognate
with Lith. j ‘into’, Latv. ie-, OPr. én, OCS v® ‘in, into’ and other well-known
material (Gk. €v, Lat. in etc.). The acute, as already noted, must be accepted
as a fact for the secondary local cases (and for other environments in Baltic),
even though its ultimate explanation remains unknown. Except for the a-
and e-stems Sakoje, katéje (< *-ai+en, *-éi+en) all stems raise issues of one
or another sort. The o-stem miSk-¢é (East Aukst. miSk-1) < *-én is a classical
locus desperatus. The i- and u-stem iness. sg. akyje, danguje is known to be an
innovation. The original endings *-éi+en, *-0(u)+en are attested in Zemaitian
and Old Lithuanian authors from Zemaitija and surrounding areas: Zem. -ie
(< *-éit+en), -ou (< *-oien). It should be noted, finally, that the inherited
locative has left clear traces in Lithuanian adverbs (e.g. namié ‘at home’, dial.
orié ‘outside’ < PIE o-stem loc. sg. *-oi).

The inessive plural presents problems of a different sort. OLith., dial.
miskuosu, Sakosu, katési, akysu, dangtisit seem to preserve the PIE locative
plural untouched, except that at some point o-stem *-oi-su (preserved in
relics like keturiesu ‘in four’) was replaced by *-0-su and i- and u-stem *-i-su,
*-u-su by *-Isu, *-usu (-isu, -usu are very rare). Standard Lithuanian has
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miskuose, Sakoseé etc., with final °e almost certainly taken from the inessive
singular (an alternative theory derives this variant from accusative plural +
postposition *en). A third, relatively widespread variant is miskuosa, Sakosa
etc., with final °a almost certainly taken from the illative (ill. pl. miSkilosna,
Sakosna). Penultimate accent is also widespread (miskiosu, miskiose,
miskilosa), especially in Eastern dialects.

Formal problems with the inessive thus include the precise (pre)history
of the i- and, especially, u-stem singular endings, the stem vowel *-6-, *-i-
and *-u- of the inessive plural, and, above all, the o-stem singular ending
misk-e. From an accentological point of view the final accent of miskuosi/
miskuose etc. seems to continue that of Balto-Slavic (SI. loc. pl. *-xv),
whereas that of miskiosu/miSkilose requires some type of explanation. As
for the singular, the desinential stress of Sakoje, katéje, akyje, danguje must
be regarded as problematic if it was not moved there by Saussure’s law. If

k *

this is what happened, the original ending *-ai, -eéi, *-ou must have

been non-acute, which will be regarded as problematic or not depending on

_e_js

one’s position concerning the development of PIE word-final sequences like
*-ah,-i or *-¢i in Balt(o-Slav)ic. Because of the obscurity that surrounds the
o-stem iness. sg. miSk-e, it is hard to say whether the acute of this ending is
also problematic.

2.6. We can now summarize the results of this section. In §2.1 I presented
four types of problems posed by the local cases. I will review them now
in the opposite order to the one given there, with some notes on previous
scholarship:

1) As noted above, I have not systematically reported ‘deep’ issues
of historical grammar like the ‘lack of -n-’ in the illative plural. In
previous scholarship they are often used as arguments to determine the
chronology of the local cases. Thus, the ‘lack of -n-’ can be used as an
argument to postulate that the illative was formed in Proto-East Baltic
or even later, not in Proto-Baltic. Issues like this will be discussed
below in §4-7. Here I will limit myself to note that arguments like
the ‘lack of -n-" are certainly relevant, but do not usually suffice to fix
matters of chronology in a conclusive way.

2) Problematic cases like the o-stem iness. sg. miske or the u-stem adess.
sg. sunup(i) have profusely figured in the literature. The main accounts
that have been proposed will be discussed in sections §4—7. It should
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be noted that problems of this sort affect the adessive and the inessive,
not the allative and illative.

3) Mismatches in intonation are certain for at least two cases: the o-stem
all. sg. miskép(i) and adess. sg. miskiep(i).”” Whether metatony was
present in other cases as well (e.g. a-stem adess. sg. Sakdip(i) and/
or iness. sg. Sakoje) will depend on each scholar’s reconstruction of
these endings. The undisputable cases only involve meétatonie rude.
No instances of meétatonie douce or secondary lengthening are found
among the secondary local cases. Although the metatony of miskop(i)
and miskiep(i) has often been noted,"* no properly argued solution has
ever been presented."”

4) Mismatches in stress position between the local cases and their base
cases, finally, are very common. This is the case of the o-stem allative
singular, the whole illative (both singular and plural), the inessive
singular (if the final accent is not due to Saussure’s law) and, perhaps,
the adessive singular (if it is based on the dative). In addition, stress
variation (e.g. iness. pl. miskuose/miskiiose), mismatches within cases
(e.g. ill. sg. miSkana vs. ill. pl. miSkiosna), and mismatches between
(original) postpositions (accented ill. -na, iness. -(j)e vs. unaccented
all./adess. -pi) also occur. The position that dominated the field till the
middle of the 20™ century was that the non-initial accent of (e.g.) ill.
sg. miSkari or all. sg. miskdp is a relic of original oxytone paradigms.'®

" In the forms with unexpected acute there is some tone variation in the dialects (e.g.
o-st. all. sg. miSkép/miskop, adess. sg. miskiep/miSkiép, a-st. adess. sg. Sakdip/Sakaip).
The acute is lectio difficilior and is, generally speaking, better attested. When enough
evidence is available, the circumflex can be explained as secondary; cf. Zinkevicius
1966, 210f., 222, with references.

M E.g. Endzelins 1948, 143f.; Zinkevicius 1980, 259, 262; to mention just two
widely used handbooks.

" Scattered ‘explanations’ can be gathered in the literature, e.g. Bliga (1923, 433,
métatonie rude in the process of adverbialization); Stang (1966, 169, métatonie rude
through reduction without stress retraction); Jasanoff (2017, 70 fn. 82, ‘analogical
copying of Hirt’s law’); Kortlandt (2019, 109, metatony due to apocope of unaccented
final -i). It is very easy to find counterevidence against these suggestions. To be fair, they
were all made in passing and only highlight the fact that no obvious solution offers itself
for the acute of miskdp(i) and miskiep(i).

16 E.g. Buga 1924, 31f.; 1961, 43; and other publications; Endzelins 1916, 302f;
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Such an approach became obsolete with the revolution in Balto-Slavic
accentology of the late fifties and early sixties."” It has not been replaced
by a new communis opinio, but several authors have hinted at a fairly
reasonable alternative.”® All Balto-Slavic inflected words belonged
to one of two possible accentual classes: mobile and immobile. This
principle, as noted above (§2.1), is regularly followed by the secondary
local cases as well. In mobile words, it is important to note, the stress
did not alternate between initial and final syllables, as in Lith. acc.
sg. gadlvg vs. gen. sg. galvés. Word forms that surface with initial
accent in Lithuanian mobile paradigms were, at the Balto-Slavic level,
phonologically unaccented word forms that lent the stress to clitics
and received a default initial stress when no clitic was present. These
are called enclinomena in the accentological literature. The system is
well preserved in the oldest accented Slavic manuscripts. The stress of
gen. sg. *golvy (: Lith. galvés) always stays in place, but that of acc. sg.
*golvo (: Lith. gdlvg) shifts to clitics whenever there is one (*golvg Zé,
*na golvo 2¢, *na golvo; cf. Ru. nd golovu, SCr. nd glavu ‘on the head’)."”
From this point of view, it is naturally tempting to interpret the final
accent of (e.g.) ill. sg. galvona as a relic of ‘enclinomenon behavior’.
This approach, almost a direct consequence of the ‘new look’ of Balto-
Slavic accentology, seems almost intuitively correct to me and is the

one I will apply in what follows.*’

1974, 598f.; van Wijk 1923, 45f.; Nieminen 1922, 136f., 161f.; Torbiérnsson
1924, 22f.; Skardzius 1935, 135f.; among others. Stang (1966, 291ff.) was the last
major authority to endorse a variant of this view.

"7 The classical works are Stang 1957; Dybo 1962; I11i¢&, Svity¢ 1963. See e.g.
Olander (2009, 30-34), with references, for an assessment of the advances in this
period.

¥ 111i¢-Svity¢ 1963, 12; Garde 1976, 9, 20; Kim 2002, 124; Olander 2009,
103f.; Jasanoff 2017, 69f.

' The sketch of Balto-Slavic mobility presented here may be safely qualified as
standard, at least within the now equally standard ‘Moscow school’ framework. See
Lehfeldt (2009) for a general presentation.

> Only for completeness do I mention two other approaches I have found in the
literature: 1) the original postpositions always attracted the accent (Specht 1925; Kaz-
lauskas 1968, 40—42); 2) accent position is due to ‘analogy’ (e.g. Serzant 2004, 114f.;
Kortlandt 2005; both proposing that the accent of the illative is analogical to that of
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3. The history of the Baltic secondary local cases: introduction

We are now in a position to present our scenario for the origin and
development of the secondary local cases. Before discussing each case in
detail, it will be convenient to make explicit the assumptions on which my
approach is built.

1. The agreement between Lithuanian and Latvian allows for only one
possible reading:*' the creation of the secondary local cases goes back
to Proto-East Baltic, if not earlier. The possibility that Proto-East
Baltic still had non-univerbated postpositional phrases can perhaps not
be categorically excluded, but seems extremely unlikely to me. See
below §4—6 for more specific arguments. It follows that accounts of the
local cases operating with very recent univerbations (affecting different
Lithuanian dialects at different times and entailing, sometimes, a post-
Leskien’s law chronology) must be considered problematic on a priori
grounds.

2. There are good reasons to believe that the creation of the secondary local
cases goes back to Proto-Baltic. Besides OPr. andangonsu‘n (on which
see below §5), the often-repeated idea that the Baltic secondary local
cases reflect Uralic influence is in my view hard to deny.** The strongest
indication is the very existence of an adessive and an allative, which
are exceedingly rare cases for a bona fide Indo-European language. As
we shall see below, the widespread counterargument that some of the
local cases must be recent is simply not true. Another counterargument
is that the creation of new postpositional cases is not so exceptional
among the Indo-European languages. This, again, is not exactly true.
What is paralleled is univerbation of the locative with a postposition,
not the creation of new adessives and allatives. The agglutinative case

the inessive). Analogy is of course possible in a given case, but it cannot account for the
whole accent system of the secondary local cases.

2L 1 cannot devote the necessary space to the Latvian evidence, which, as noted
above (§1), seem to have a rather moderate contribution to make to Proto-Baltic
reconstruction. The existence of clear relics of all four secondary local cases was perfectly
clear in Endzelins (1923, 292ff., 339f., 524). Kalnin§ exhaustive study of the
Latvian locative (2020, 273-395) has clearly confirmed this fact (e.g. Kalnin§ 2020,
376, 395, and passim).

*E.g. Thomason, Kaufman 1988, 242f.; among many others.
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inflection of Tocharian almost certainly reflects substratum influence,
most probably also from Uralic (see most recently Peyrot 2019, 91—
94). It is thus, like the local cases of Baltic, a special case and not a true
parallel. One cannot categorically deny the possibility that the Baltic
local cases arose through internal development alone, but if a typological
oddity can be explained through an independently established contact
phenomenon I would put the burden of proof on scholars thinking
otherwise. This immediately implies a Proto-Baltic date for the local
cases.” As we shall see, accentology fully supports this view.

. The preceding observations, it is important to note, do not necessarily
imply that all four secondary local cases were created at exactly the
same time. As we shall see (§7), there are good reasons to believe that
the inessive was created at a later date than the other three.

. A more difficult question is whether the local cases could suffer the
influence of their original base cases and/or the original postpositions
after univerbation had taken place. This issue will figure prominently
in Sections §4-7.

. Turning back to accentuation, there are two main issues to handle:
unexpected stress position (e.g. ill. sg. miskana vs. acc. sg. miskq) and
unexpected intonation (all. sg. miSkdopi vs. gen. sg. misko/-6/). The
latter, it will be recalled, has never been explained. One of the main
proposals of this article (see below §4) is that it is directly related to the
other problem: unexpected stress position. Here we find ourselves on
safer ground. Unexpected stress position is always to the right. There
are two main principles explaining a rightward accent shift between
reconstructed Balto-Slavic and Lithuanian. One of them, Saussure’s
law, requires no presentation. It was an exclusively Lithuanian sound
law that moved the accent one syllable to the right if the first syllable was
non-acute and the second acute.** The other principle is ‘enclinomena

23 After Proto-Baltic there is no evidence for contacts between Baltic and Uralic till

the influence of Finnic in Proto-Latvian.

* 1t is now generally agreed upon that Saussure’s law was exclusively Lithuanian;

see Olander (2009, 116f.), with references. Strictly speaking, it cannot be proved that

Saussure’s law did not take place in Latvian and goes back, accordingly, to East Baltic. A

clear indication that this was not the case is that Saussure’s law is almost exceptionless in

Lithuanian, a fact that by itself points to a recent date.
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behavior’. Since no certain traces of nominal enclinomena are
otherwise found in Baltic, accent shift according to this principle must
be considerably old. This conclusion is backed by the obvious fact that
the historical Baltic languages have prepositions and not postpositions.
Although the potential importance of enclinomena for the accentuation
of the local cases has occasionally been noted, to my knowledge no
extensive study has ever been published and the logical consequences
of such an approach have never been explored in detail. This is the
main task of this article.

In what follows I will present my scenario as a narrative from Proto-Baltic
to Lithuanian. For reasons that will become apparent as the argument evolves,
I discuss the local cases in the following order: allative, illative, adessive
and inessive. I only give o-, a-, i- and u-stems, which allow for consistent
comparison with Slavic.”

4. The allative

As already noted (§2.2), the allative derives from the genitive +
postposition *prei. In Balto-Slavic mobile nouns the genitive plural always
bore the accent on the ending: Lith. langg, galvy, Zvériy, sung (all AP 3) =
S1. *vozb, *golvb, *kostvjb, *synove (all AP ¢). Since this case ending had
lexical accent, the stress stood in place when the postposition was added:
PBL. *miskon+prei, *galvon+prei, *Zuérion+prei, *dang(u)on+prei. To judge
by Lith. miskuriip(i), galoump(i), zvériump(i), dangump(i), nothing happened
in the development from Proto-Baltic to Lithuanian as far as stress position is
concerned. The same picture obtains for the singular except for the o-stems:
Lith. gen. sg. galvds, Zvériés, sunaiis = Sl. *golvy, *kosti, *syni1.”® We can
thus safely start from PBI. all. sg. *ga_lvés—i—prgi, *Zueréis+prei, *dangaus+prei,
which directly yield Lith. galvésp(i), zvériésp(i), dangatisp(i). Again, the stress
remained in the position in which it stood from the very inception of Balto-
Slavic mobility.

* 1 exemplify with Lith. ldngas ‘window’, galva ‘head’, Zvéris ‘beast’, siinis ‘son’ (all
AP 3), Sl. *v0zv ‘cart’, *golva ‘*head’, *kostv ‘bone’, *syns ‘son’ (all AP ¢). AP 4 nouns like
Lith. miskas ‘forest’, Saka ‘branch’ will also be used in the text.

*% The Slavic i-stem genitive singular is an enclinomenon (SCr. kdsti, Ru. kdsti), but
this is known to be a very recent innovation that has left abundant final-accent relics,
cf. Stang 1957, 87f. There is little direct evidence on the accentuation of the u-stem
genitive singular, but we expect it to have been the same as that of the i-stems.
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The Balto-Slavic o-stem genitive singular, on the other hand, diverged
from all other stems in being an enclinomenon: Lith. misko = Sl. *voza. It
must be stressed that Balto-Slavic mobile paradigms did not have initially
accented word forms. The alternation was between word-final accent and
phonologically unaccented word-forms that only received a default initial
accent when no clitic was present. Underlyingly unaccented {*miska+prei}
thus surfaced as *miska+préi, with final stress. By (quasi) regular sound
change *miska+préi should have given Lith. Tmiskopi/miskép, which is not
what we have. When matters are so framed it is hard to avoid the suspicion
that both unexpected features of miskop, stress position and intonation, have
a common explanation. Let us now follow the thread to see where it leads us.

It cannot be the case that the acute of miskdp is due to a recent apocope
of unaccented word-final -i (miSképi > miskdp). In this case the consistent
circumflex of galvésp, Zvériésp etc. would be difficult to explain. We cannot
be dealing with a recent accent retraction from *miskopi on analogy with the
other stems (galvdsp, Zvériésp etc.). The acute would be equally unexpected.
The same holds true if one postulates a recent retraction not due to analogy:
all instances of demonstrably recent stress retraction from the original
postposition surface as circumflex (ill. sg. Sakona > Sakén, iness. sg. Sakoje >
Sakdj, iness. pl. Sakose > Sakos).

The picture that emerges is that the retraction leading to miskdp(i) is
not a (pre-)Lithuanian phenomenon. It took place at a much older stage: in
Proto-Baltic (*miska-préi > *miska-prei) or Proto-East-Baltic (*miska-pre >
*mis'kg‘l—pr,_é). This immediately raises two new questions: what was the nature
of this stress retraction and why did it provoke metatonie rude? 1 will take up
the last question first.

The retraction of the stress in *miska-préi > *miska-prei (or *miska-pre >
*miska-pre) seems to be unique and there is thus nothing it can be compared
to outside of the secondary local cases themselves (where, as we shall see, it
is regular).” But it is not difficult to envisage a scenario. It should by now
be regarded as well-established that the traditional assumption that Balt(o-
Slav)ic possessed a contrast between acute and circumflex ‘tones’is incorrect.

* Other known instances of Baltic stress retraction like the one from *-iia-, *-iia-,

*

*~tiu- (cf. e.g. Larsson 2004) or the one from *-as (Nieminen’s law) took place at

different periods and had a different motivation from the one we are discussing here.

19



As indicated by Saussure’s law and other phenomena, the contrast between
‘acute’ and ‘circumflex’ was present in both stressed and unstressed syllables,
which would be exceptional for real tones. The now standard alternative is to
identify ‘acuteness’ with ‘glottalization’ (broadly, a vocalic feature comparable
to the Danish stod or the Latvian broken tone).*® Since the terms ‘acute’ and
‘circumflex’ are potentially misleading, I use ‘acute’ and ‘non-acute’ when
referring to Proto-Balto-Slavic, Proto-Baltic, and Proto-East Baltic. ‘Acute’
and ‘circumflex’ are used for Lithuanian alone.

So far these considerations do not seem very einleuchtend, but there was
more to the realization of the acute than just ‘glottalization’. In Lithuanian
the acute is falling, whereas the circumflex is rising.”” As is well known, this
is exactly the opposite of the realization of the acute and non-acute in Slavic,
Old Prussian, Latvian and even, in part, Zemaitian. There can be no doubt
that the non-acute (the traditional ‘circumflex’) was realized as falling. The
testimony of the daughter languages is less uniform as far as the realization
of the acute is concerned, but, in addition to being ‘glottalized’, there are
good reasons to believe that it was rising (it was certainly non-falling). It
is thus reasonable to assume that the result of the stress retraction from BL.
*miska-préi was a rising *-a- (otherwise put, the stress shifted to the closest
mora to the left). This new rising *-a- contrasted with the falling non-acute
*-a- and was immediately reinterpreted as acute (glottalized) *-a-, whence
*mis’kg‘l—prgi.”

The accent retraction *miska-préi > *miska-prei is the most problematic
step in this scenario, as it cannot have been a sound law. It must be stressed
that it seems to have been regular in the secondary local cases (see below
§5-6), which implies that it had something to do with the secondary

8 E.g. Olander 2009, 145f.; Jasanoff 2017, 70f., 74-83; both with references.

2 See Rinkevic¢ius 2015, 22f., with literature, for a more precise description of the
realization of the Lithuanian tones.

* A close parallel is provided by Lithuanian. As per Stang (1966, 169), recent
reduction with stress retraction led to circumflex (as in Sakona > Sakén, Sakoje > Sakdj,
mentioned above in the text), no doubt because in Lithuanian all unstressed syllables
are realized as circumflex. Reduction without stress retraction lead to acute (e.g. dat. sg.
geram < OLith. geramui, vélnias ‘devil’ < OLith. vélinas), no doubt because the Lithuanian
acute is falling and the already accented short vowel was felt as stress on the first mora
of the new diphthong.
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local cases themselves. It is well known that grammaticalization instances
like that of the Baltic secondary local cases are gradual processes in which
key developments like desemantization, decategorialization or phonetic
reduction may take place at different times. Formally ambivalent structures
may be preserved for long stretches of time and overlap with advanced
stages of semantic grammaticalization. A form like miskdp is fully opaque
in modern Lithuanian. This was certainly the case in Old Lithuanian, even
before the apocope miskopi > miskép took place. It is more difficult to
decide whether pre-Lithuanian *miSkapie was already formally opaque, but
what about Proto-East-Baltic *mis’kg‘lp(r),_é or Proto-Baltic *miékg"'prgi? For
a considerable period of time the postposition of the emerging local cases
must still have been clearly perceived as such (certainly in Proto-Baltic and
most probably also in Proto-East Baltic). My proposal is that when Baltic
lost enclinomena in the nominal system the *-prei of *miska-préi was still
perceived as a postposition.’’ In the case of the base case, the genitive singular,
the transition from the enclinomenon *misSka to *misSka, with fixed initial
accent, was unproblematic. In the case of *miska-préi its grammaticalization
as an allative was well underway and perhaps already completed, but *-prei
must have been clearly remindful of the local adverb *prei (~ *prei?) and its
status was thus ambivalent between postposition and case ending. As quasi-
postposition the *-préj of *miska-préj now violated the emerging rule that the
stress cannot trespass word boundaries to move to clitics. The solution was
to move the stress of *miska-préj one syllable to the left to the boundaries of
the phonological word, whence the reconstructable Proto-Baltic *miska-prei.

Summing up the results achieved so far, when the emerging secondary
local cases were formed no accent shift took place in word-forms with
lexical accent. These included all word-forms of immobile nouns (e.g. all.
sg. todrtop(i), pirStop(i) from tvdrtas AP 1 ‘stable’, pifstas AP 2 ‘finger’; cf.
gen. sg. tvdrto, pirsto) and final-accented word-forms of mobile nouns (e.g.
all. sg. galvosp(i), Sakosp(i) from galva AP 3 ‘head’, saka AP 4 ‘branch’, cf.
gen. sg. galvos, Sakos). Accent shift to the original postposition was limited
to enclinomena, which ex hypothesi were a regular part of the early Baltic

*' That at some point Baltic lost enclinomena behavior in the noun is just a fact.
None of the relics of enclinomena that have been proposed for Old Prussian is certain,
cf. Rinkevicdius 2015, 73f., 78, with references. On the other hand, enclinomena in
the verb have been preserved till modern Lithuanian.
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nominal system just as they still were in the oldest Slavic texts. It was precisely
the loss of nominal enclinomena in Baltic that complicated the picture. Stress
retraction from Proto-Baltic *miska-préi led to an ending with accent on
the stem-vowel and acute intonation (‘glottalization’), whence Lith. all. sg.
kelmdp(i), miskop(i) (to kélmas AP 3 ‘stump’, miskas AP 4 ‘forest’; contrast
gen. sg. kélmo, misko).

In the following sections we will check whether the scenario just sketched
for the o-stem allative singular accounts for the other local cases as well.
Before leaving the allative, however, it is necessary to address a few issues that
emanate, in part, from the thesis developed in this article:

1) As we shall see below (§6), Osthoff’s law applied at an early date of East
Baltic, not in Balto-Slavic. It follows that a sufficiently old all. pl. PBL.
*miskon-prei, *galvon-prei should have been shortened to EBL. *miskan-
pre, *galvan-pre > Lith. Tmiskamp(i), Tgalvarmp(i). Lith. miskurnp(i),
galvuriip(i) imply that *miskon-pre, *galvon-pre were restored at some
stage of East Baltic after Osthoff’s law had taken place.” This, in turn,
implies that the compositional nature of *miskon-pre, *galvon-pré was
still clearly felt in East Baltic. We will return to this issue below §6,
after the adessive has been discussed.

2) The second issue is directly related to the previous one. If East Baltic
had all. sg. *galvas+pre, *Zueres+pre, *dangaus+pre, with non-acute

*-¢-, *~au- before acute *-p(r)¢, why did Saussure’s law
not operate in the prehistory of Lithuanian (yielding Tgalvospi etc.)?

accented *-g-,

The answer, again, must be related to the segmentability of *-p(r)é¢ and
will be postponed to §6.

3) The third issue is also related to Saussure’s law, though not to the
previous two. If the East Baltic o-stem allative singular was underlyingly
acute {*-g-pe}, why did Saussure’s law not operate in AP 2 all. sg.
pirstop(i), with no variant Tpirstop(i) attested? Two obvious answers
come into question: i) PBl. acute *-d-prei arose in mobile paradigms
and was never transferred to immobile nouns. Accordingly, the East

* Here I am tacitly assuming that the Balto-Slavic genitive plural was *-on (as
traditionally assumed; see most recently Jasanoff 2014; Kapovi¢ 2019, 92-100; for
Sl. -» < BL.-SI. *-6n) and not *-un (as proposed by Kortlandt 1978; Hill 2013; with
very different argumentation in each case). The issue cannot be discussed at length
within the limits of this article.
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Baltic form was *pirstape and there was no room for Saussure’s law

*-g-prei to immobile nouns did take

to apply; ii) the transfer of acute
place. Saussure’s law regularly applied, but its effects were completely
removed by analogy in the prehistory of Lithuanian. We will return to
this issue below in §5, where it will be argued that only the first option
is correct.

5. The illative

As in the case of the allative, the analysis of the illative has never been
problematic. It goes back to the accusative + postposition *na (more
specifically *na, see below). The Balto-Slavic accusative was an enclinomenon
in all stems: Lith. AP 3 acc. sg. ldngg, gdlvg, Zvérj, siny = Sl. AP ¢ *v0zv,
*g6lvg, *kOstv, *synwv; Lith. acc. pl. ldngus, gdlvas, Zvéris, siinus = Sl. *vdzy,
*golvy, *kosti, *syny. Accordingly, the postposition *ng always received the
stress in mobile paradigms: ill. sg. *miskan+nd, *ga_lvdn—l—ni *2y_€rin+né,
*dangunJrnQ', ill. pl. *miskons+nd, *ga_lv@s+n§, *z’y_érl"_nsnLni *dangﬁ_ns+né.

The next step was the same as in the o-stem allative: Baltic lost nominal
enclinomena and the stress moved from the original postposition to the left,
yielding ill. sg. *miskana, *ga_lvéng" (or *ga_lvéng‘?), *Zuerina, *danguna, ill. pl.
*miskonsnd, *ga_lv@sng’, *z'ygrf_nsng", *dangf'z_nsng". According to what we have
seen in §4 the a-stem illative singular should have received a secondary acute:
*ga_lvdné > *ga_lvéng", which is not what we have in Lith. galvona/galvon.
Restoration of the non-acute in *ga_lvéng" > *gglvéng’, however, is very easily
explained as analogical after the other stems at practically any stage between
Proto-Baltic and pre-Lithuanian.

The PBIL ill. pl. *miskonsnd, *ga_lv@sng’, *z’y_érzL_nsng_, *dangﬁ_nsng‘ is
confirmed by the only relic of the local cases in Old Prussian (see below),
but Lith. miSkidosna, galvésna, Zvérysna, (dangilosna) continue *miskosna,
*ga_lvg_'sng", *Z'y_e"risng", *dang_ﬁsng", without -n- in the original accusative
plural ending. The obvious inference is that in the development from Proto-
Baltic to East Baltic the -n- was lost: *miskonsna, *ga_lv@sng’, *z'y_érll_nsng_,
*dang['t_nsng_ > *miskasnd, *ga_lvg"'sng_, *z’y_e’risng’, *dangL__'tan. There are two
different ways to explain this fact, both operating at the relevant stage of East
Baltic but with diametrically opposed implications as far as the status of the
original postposition *-ng is concerned:

w s - L

1) The Baltic illative plural *miskonsnd, *ga_lv@sng‘, *Zuerinsnd,

*danginsnd was analogically adapted to the East Baltic accusative
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plural *miskos, *gdlvas, *Zyeris, *dangus (< *-ons, *-ans, *-ins, *-uns),

yielding EBL. ill. pl. *miskasnd, *ga_lvésng‘, *z‘ygrisng", *dangﬁsng‘. As

argued in Villanueva Svensson (fthc.), following Yamazaki

(2016, 172-175), the loss of *-n- in word-final *-ons, *-ans >

*-0s, *-as etc. was one of the first East Baltic changes, still before
Osthoff’s law and the monophthongization of Bl. *ei and *ai to EBL
*e. This point needs not be insisted upon here, as both the presence
of *-n- in the Proto-Baltic accusative plural and its absence in East
Baltic are independently established (OPr. deiw-ans vs. Lith. diev-us,
ger-tios-ius). If correct, this implies that the compositional nature of
*miskons-ng was still clearly felt, which would be surprising in view
of two facts: i) the illative singular must have been degeminated at
an early date: *miskan+na > *miskan(n)a > *miskang; ii) the original
postposition *na has no pendant in East Baltic (Lith. nué, Latv. nuo
‘from’ are synchronically and, almost certainly, historically unrelated)
and its possible relation with OPr. no, na and Sl. na ‘on(to)’ is also
problematic.”® This makes the second option preferable:

2) At some stage of East Baltic *miskonsnd, *ga_lv@sng‘ etc. lost their first
*-n- by dissimilation, whence *miskosnd, *ga_lvg"'sng_. This is ad hoc, but
dissimilation certainly occurs in natural languages and one can hardly
think of a better target than forms like *miskonsnd. This accords well
with the fact that the composite nature of the illative was most probably
not felt anymore from an early stage of (East) Baltic, which, as we shall
see below, is supported by independent evidence.

Both the Balto-Slavic antiquity of the illative plural and the innovative
character of the East Baltic lack of *-n- are confirmed by the only relic of
the secondary local cases in Old Prussian. It is found in a 15" c. fragment of
the Lord’s Prayer, edited by Mikalauskaité (1938). I give the text in full,

** The ultimate etymology of *-nd is not of prime importance for the purposes of
this article, but the closest formal match I can think of is with Gk. avd ‘up, along’, Av.
ana ‘upwards, along’, Gmc. *ana ‘on(to), by’ (cf. Dunkel 2014, 50f., with a different
reconstruction of this local adverb than the one assumed here). If this goes back to PIE
*(hz)an-hza (vel sim., with directive *-h,a) one would have to assume apheresis (an ad
hoc assumption, but not unlikely for local adverbs) and a secondary, inner Balt(o-Slav)ic
lengthening *°a > *°g (as, e.g., in PIE *pro > BL.-Sl. *pra > Lith. pré, pré-). The original
adposition would have been lost as an independent word in early Baltic.
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which is probably the best way to warn against overambitious interpretation
of the spelling of individual items: Towe Nu‘sze kds esse andangonsv‘n
swyntins ‘Pater noster qui es in caelis sanctificetur’. andangonsv‘n is clearly
used as a locative, which at this stage of the development of Old Prussian
and in such a text does not imply that it necessarily continues a locative
or an inessive. The -ons- of andangonsv’n, on the other hand, implies
that the base was the accusative plural *-ins, which automatically points
to an illative. Scholars familiar with Lithuanian dialects will not find the
locative use of an original illative particularly surprising. It is regular in
South Aukstaitian (buvaii miskan ‘I was in the forest’; standard Lith. buvau
miske) and, of course, transfers of directives to locatives and vice versa are
typologically well attested. Nor will the ending -(ons)v‘n be too surprising.
Besides miSkiiosna, Lithuanian dialects present the variants miskilosnan,
misktiosen, miskuosan, misktiosun, most of them evidently influenced by
the inessive plural.”* Although the details leading to OPr. andangonsv‘n will
probably never be recovered, -ons- is lectio difficilior and practically proves
that we are dealing with an illative.

Turning back to East Baltic, from what has been said it is clear that this
branch had ill. sg. *miskana, *ga_lv&ng’, *Zuyerina, *danguna, ill. pl. *miskosnd,
*ga_lvg_'sng", *Z'y_e"risng", *dangﬁsng. In the prehistory of Lithuanian, they were
affected by two major sound laws: Saussure’s law and Leskien’s law. According
to Saussure’s law the stress was advanced to the right in the singular (*miskana,
*ga_lvd'ng_, *Zuerina, *danguna > *miskana, *ga_lvdng_', *z’y_e"ring_', *danguné), but
not in the plural (*mis’késné, *ga_lvésng", *z'y_érisng_, *dangﬁsng", with preserved
stress in the acute long vowel). The acute final vowel was then shortened
according to Leskien’s law (*°a@ > °a). This gives us the state of affairs of
Old Lithuanian: ill. sg. miskana, galvona, zvérina, danguna, ill. pl. miskilosna,
galvdsna, zZvérysna, (dangtiosna). It should be stressed that Saussure’s law is
the only reasonable way to account for the contrast in accentuation between
singular and plural.

We can now return to the questions with which we ended section §4. As
for questions 1 and 2, the relatively transparent history of the illative indicates
that Saussure’s law operated in the local cases as expected. As we shall see
below (§7), it also took place in the inessive. The reasons why Saussure’s

* Cf. Zinkevid¢ius 1966, 212f.
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law did not apply to *-pe (< *-prei) in the allative and adessive must have
something to do with this concrete adposition and will be discussed below (§6).

As for question 3 (whether the absence of Saussure’s law in pirstop(i)
(AP 2) implies underlying non-acute {-6pi}, in contrast with kelmdp(i)
(AP 3) or is due to analogy) the illative speaks in favor of the first option.
Saussure’s law did operate in the illative plural, as evidenced by dialectal
forms like auttiosna, giriésna for standard aiituosna, giriosna (to aitas ‘foot-
cloth’, giria ‘forest’, AP 2). The Balto-Slavic accusative plural had ‘inherent’
acute intonation and this was inherited by the illative plural. Accordingly,
Saussure’s law regularly took place. Its results were then removed by analogy.
All other secondary local cases that display acute intonation acquired it as
a result of the development detailed in §4 for the o-stem allative singular:
PBL. *miska-préi > *miska-prei > EBL. *miska-p(r)¢ > Lith. miskdp(i). The
acute here arose in mobile paradigms alone and, to judge by the complete
absence of Saussure’s law in Lithuanian, it was never analogically extended to
immobile paradigms. This scenario, as we shall see immediately, is confirmed
by the adessive.

6. The adessive

The adessive is the most problematic of the secondary local cases. The
terms of the debate can be briefly presented as follows. The almost universal
view is that the adessive goes back to locative + postposition *prei. Rosinas
(2000) was probably alone in deriving it from dative + *prei. Rosinas’ main
argument is of a syntactic nature: in Old Lithuanian prié governs the dative in
a meaning essentially comparable to that of the adessive. This, however, does
not prove that *prei governed the dative already in Proto-Baltic and Rosinas’
treatment of the formal side of his proposal was weak.” The reason to begin
this section by highlighting an essentially marginal theory is that I believe
that Rosinas was right and that prosodics strongly confirm the ‘dative theory’.
Before presenting my arguments it will be convenient to take an unbiased
look at the facts.

In the singular the a- and e-stems Sak-di-p(i), kat-¢éi-p(i) are ambiguous
between the dative and the locative (though see below on the accent). The
i-stem ak-1-p(i) clearly favors the dative (cf. OLith. dat. sg. aki/akie; contrast

¥ See Serzant (2004b); Petit (2007, 344-352); Kalnins (2020, 122-124) for

explicit criticism of Rosinas’ proposal.
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loc. sg. *-eéi in iness. sg. *-ei-en, see below §7), but the o-stem misk-ie-p(i)
favors the locative in an even clearer way (cf. Lith. adv. namié ‘at home’ < PIE
loc. sg. *-oi; contrast dat. sg. miSk-ui < *-0i). The u-stem turg-u-p(i), finally,
must be secondary under any theory. The plural miskiiosemp(i) seems to be
built on the inessive and thus depends, in some way, on the locative. This is
clearly confirmed by the variants miSkiiosamp(i), misktiosump(i). No matter
how one handles the details, the adessive plural is not built on the dative
(Lith. miskams < OLith. miskamus).

One must concede that, overall, till very recently the evidence favored the
traditional ‘locative theory’.® But recent advances in our understanding of
the Baltic and Balto-Slavic Auslautgesetze now allow us to see Rosinas’‘dative
theory’ in a more favorable light. In Villanueva Svensson (fthc.) I have
argued that Osthoff’s law took place at an early stage of East Baltic, not, as
traditionally assumed, in Balto-Slavic. There I have tried to establish the
following relative chronology of early East Baltic sound changes:

1) loss of -n- in Bl. *-gns, *-ans, *-ins, *-ans > EBI. *-gs, *

2) Osthoff’s law;

3) fronting *ai > *ei;

4) monophthongization *ei (including *ai > *ei) > *e.

Itfollowsthatadative-based o-stemadessive singular Bl. *-0i-prei would have
given Lith. -fe-p(i) by regular sound change: *-oi-prei > *-ai-p(r)ei (Osthoff’s

_gss

** The major difficulty for the ‘locative theory’ were the i- and u-stem endings. The
idea that Lith. -i-p(i), -(u)-pi reflect a very late univerbation, after Leskien’s law had
taken place (loc. sg. *—ii, *—ég > *—g, *-0 > *-ie, *-uo > *-i, *-u, vel sim.), is incompatible
with the early chronology of the local cases that the rest of the evidence demands.
See Kazlauskas (1968, 160); Serzant (2004b, 49) for attempts in this direction.
Note, in addition, that inherited word-final long diphthongs almost certainly were non-
acute (see below §7). The relatively popular idea that the i-stem adess. sg. -i-p(i) was
taken from the consonant stems and continues, in the last instance, PIE loc. sg. *-i (e.g.
Stang 1966, 196, 211) is contradicted by the robust evidence indicating that loc. sg.
*-i was apocopated already in Balto-Slavic (cf. Villanueva Svensson 2017-2018,
291-296). Petit (2007, 346-350), finally, suggests that after the loss of the locative the
a- and e-stem adess. sg. -aip(i), -eip(i) were reanalyzed as built on the dative. The i-stem
ending would be analogical: dat. sg. -ai :-ei : -i = adess. sg. -aipi : -eipi : X, where X = -ipi.
The u-stem adess. sg. -upi would be analogical to the i-stem ending. Such a possibility
cannot be denied on formal grounds. One may wonder, however, what the motivation
was to replace the inherited i-stem adessive ending or why the o-stem adess. -iep(i) was
bypassed in the process.
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law) > *-ei-p(r)ei (fronting *ai > *ei) > *-¢-p(r)é (monophthongization *ej >
*¢) > Lith. -le-p(i). The a- and e-stem endings Sak-di-p(i), kat-éi-p(i), as
noted above, unproblematically continue the dative, cf. Lith. dat. sg. Sakai,
katei (< B1.-Sl. *-ai < PIE *-ah;,-ai). A minor complication that now arises is
*~ai-prei > *-ai-p(r)ei > *-ei-p(r)
ei > *-¢-p(r)e > Lith. T-ie-p(i). The -ai- of Sak-di-p(i), however, is very easily
explained as restored on analogy with the other endings. Unlike the much

the lack of expected monophthongization

more heterogeneous o-stems (EBl. nom. *-as, acc. *-an, gen. *-a, dat. *-ai,
instr. *-g, loc. *-¢, all. *-ap(r)e/*-ap(r)e, ill. *-ana) the a-stems had a clearly
segmentable *-a- in all case endings: EBIL. nom. *-g, acc. *-an, gen. *-as, dat.
*-ai, instr. *-an, loc. *-ai, all. *-asp(r)é/*-asp(r)e, ill. *-ana. The e-stems, as
always, followed the model of the a-stems. The main advantage of the ‘dative
theory’, as already noted, is that it accounts for the i-stem ending in a way
that the ‘locative theory’ cannot. The prehistory of the Old Lithuanian i-stem
dat. sg. -i has also been satisfactorily explained in recent years. As argued
by Hill (2016, 214-222), the PIE i-stem *-ei-ei (Ved. dat. sg. dgn-aye) gave
BL.-Sl. *-7 by regular sound change (OCS dat. sg. kost-i). In Baltic word-final

non-acute *

-1 was regularly shortened to *-i, which directly gives OLith.
dat. sg. ak-i. The variant dk-ie was taken from the consonant-stems (PIE dat.
sg. *-ei) and reflects the gradual merger of i- and consonant-stems in East
Baltic. See Villanueva Svensson (2019, 202-205) for a more detailed
defense of this view. Since the Proto-Baltic dative singular was *ak-i (< PIE
*hsok"-ei-ei), the adessive was regularly *ak-i-prei, whence Lith. ak-1-p(i). As
for the u-stem turg-u-p(i), it is most likely analogical to the i-stems, as often
assumed. As is well known, the Proto-Baltic u-stem dative singular cannot
be reconstructed on the available evidence (this ending is not attested in Old
Prussian; Lith. siin-ui has the o-stem ending; Latv. tirg-um is analogical). A
distinct possibility is that it was *-u already in Proto-Baltic, which would
make the adessive *siun-u-prei > Lith. sinip(i) completely unproblematic.”
This cannot be proved (the only argument is the adessive turgup itself), but
such an analogy would square well with the total absence of full-grade ‘eu-

cases’ in the Baltic u-stems (Lith. dat. sg. siin-ui, nom. pl. siin-is, gen. pl.

7 A close parallel is provided by Italo-Celtic, where the u-stem dat. sg. *-eu > *-ou
(Lat. corn-u, Um. trif-o, Gaul. Tagav-oov) is analogical to i-stem dat. sg. *-ei (Lat. turr-I,
Um. ocr-e, Gaul. Ucuet-e). The latter ending reflects an exclusively Italo-Celtic haplol-
ogy from PIE *-ej-ei.
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sun-§ vs. OCS syn-ovi, syn-ove, sun-ove < PIE *-eu-ei, *-eu-es, *-eu-oHom
[vel sim.]). Note that at least the u-stem nominative plural ending must be
analogical to the i-stem ending (Lith. akys < BlL.-Sl. *-is < PIE *-ei-es).

In short, the adessive singular can be satisfactorily derived from the
dative in all stems. Derivation from the dative is of course impossible for
the adessive plural, but this can now be easily explained as an East Baltic
or pre-Lithuanian innovation. Once Bl. adess. sg. *-o0i-prei, *-ai-prei,
*-ej-prei, *-i-prei, *-u-prej had given EBL. *-¢-p(r)e, *-ai-p(r)é, *-éi-p(r)é,
*~i-p(r)é, *-u-p(r)é (or pre-Lith. *-ie-pie, *-ai-pie, etc.), the crucial o-stem
ending lost any synchronic connection with the dative (Lith. miskui) and was
naturally reinterpreted as built on the locative (Lith. namié; see below §7).
The a- and é-stem endings were essentially ambiguous, whereas the i- and
u-stems (which, synchronically, were not built on the locative) could not
outweigh the influence of the o-stems. The result is that the adessive plural
was fully rebuilt on the locative, eliminating any trace of what the inherited
Proto-Baltic adessive may have looked like. Old Lithuanian presents three
variants of the adessive plural, all of them clearly reminiscent of the inessive
plural: miskuosemp(i), miskuosamp(i), miskuosump(i) (cf. iness. pl. miskuose,
miskuosa, miskuosu). As per Rosinas (1995, 64), followed by Petit (2007,
335f.), the first step probably was a non-attested adess. pl. *-su-pie. When
the iness. pl. *-su was replaced by *-sen (with *-en taken from the inessive
singular), the adessive plural was remade to *-sem-pi, which quickly became
the dominant ending. It imposed its -m- on the variants *-su-pi and *-sa-pi,
yielding -sump(i), -samp(i). The locative and inessive endings on which this
account is based will be dealt with below §7.

Now that the origin of the adessive has been clarified, we can turn to
accentuation. The Balto-Slavic dative singular was an enclinomenon: Lith.
AP 3 langui, gdlvai, Zvériui, sinui = Sl. AP ¢ *vozu, *golve, *kosti, *synovi.
Accordingly, the postposition *prei received the stress in mobile paradigms:
PBl. adess. sg. *miskoi+prei, *galvai+prei, *zZueri+préi, *dangu+-préi. The
next step should already be familiar: Baltic lost nominal enclinomena and the
stress moved from the original postposition to the left, yielding *mis’k@—i—prgj,
*galvai+prei, *Zuéri+prei, *dangii+prei. In the case of the non-acute long
syllables of the o-, a- and é-stems, stress retraction was accompanied by
métatonie rude. These processes directly explain Lith. miskiep(i), Sakdip(i),

katéip(i), akip(i), dangup(i).
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It should be stressed that the ‘locative theory’ cannot account for the acute
of miskiep(i), Sakdip(i), katéip(i), just as it cannot account for the ending of
akip(i), dangup(i). The locative singular was not an enclinomenon, but had
lexical accent on the ending (see below §7). Accordingly, the stress would
have stayed in place in Proto-Baltic and there would have been no room
for the metatony to take place. Note that the acute cannot be explained
in a different way, but must be due to the same process that generated a
secondary acute in the o-stem all. sg. miSkop(i) (as detailed above §4). This
is implied by the total absence of Saussure’s law variants in AP 2 nouns (see
above §5). If one nevertheless derives a-stem adess. sg. Sakdip(i) from the
locative and assumes that the acute was an inherent feature of this ending
(in spite of the absence of Saussure’s law in AP 2 nouns), this would be in
blatant contradiction with iness. sg. Sakojé < *-ai-én, with a final accent due
to Saussure’s law that, precisely, implies that the ending had non-acute *-ai-.

I will not discuss the accentuation of the adessive plural in detail. As
argued above, this ending has been completely renewed and the accent of
miskilosemp(i) is that of the illative, which became dominant in the plural
of the local cases (see below §7). In addition, the adessive plural is the most
poorly attested local case of all and this may not have been the only accent
pattern associated to it (see below §7 for variation in the inessive).

Before leaving the adessive we can finally answer the question that was left
pending in Sections 4 and 5: how is the contrast between accented -na and
~(j)é and always unaccented -pi to be explained? It should be stressed that
all three original postpositions were acute (*-nd, *-en, *-prei).” Accordingly,
Saussure’s law should have operated in all three of them. In the case of
the adessive the absence of takipi, Tdangupi could conceivably be due to
analogy with miskiepi, Sakdipi, katéipi, but analogy will not account for the

* Through this article I have tacitly assumed that the traditional identification of all./
adess. -pi with the preposition Lith. prié ‘at’ (OPr. prei, OCS pri < B1.-S1./PIE *prei) is
correct. The loss of -r- by some type of dissimilation is not a regular development, but
variants of prié without -r- are known in Lithuanian dialects and Latv. pie is the normal
form in Latvian. If one nevertheless prefers to operate with etymologically different
adpositions (e.g. Dunkel 2014, 247; ALEW, 815), this does not directly affect the
problem we are discussing. Lith. -pi/-p is most naturally derived from pre-Lith. *-pie
via Leskien’s law and this is supported by scattered instances of preserved -ie- in Old
Lithuanian, e.g. tofpieg Dauksa 9455 (with -g(i) ‘indeed’).
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constant stem accentuation of the allative, where o-stem miskdpi was the only
acute ending. Although this may have been a factor, the divergent accentual
behavior of -pi vis-a-vis -na and -(j)e must have something to do with the
postposition itself. The main factor cannot have been the original form of
the postpositions (they were all acute), but their status when Saussure’s law
took place. Ill. *-ng was lost as a free adposition before (at least) East Baltic.
This and other factors made the illative synchronically opaque and Saussure’s
law applied as in any other word form of the language (see above §5). Iness.
*-en could perhaps be related to the adposition (Lith. j ‘into’, Latv. ie-. OPr.
en ‘in; into’), but most probably this was not the case. In East Baltic the
inessive replaced the inherited locative. As a result, the inessive could not be
constructed with adpositions anymore. The adposition *en/*in was limited to
constructions with the accusative and specialized in the meaning ‘into’. Thus,
the inessive was not synchronically related to an adposition and was treated
as a unit, just like the illative. Saussure’s law freely applied.

The case of *-prei in the allative and adessive was different. Modern
Lithuanian -p(i) is synchronically unrelated to any preposition of the
language and this was probably also the case in Old Lithuanian, but at a stage
of the language prior to Leskien’s law *-p(r)é¢ must have been felt as related
to the preposition *p(r)e (which, it must be recalled, was constructed with
the genitive and the dative in meanings very similar to those of the allative
and adessive). Even if the preposition was regularly *pre, with -r-, and the
allative/adessive *-pe, without -r-, there are several indications suggesting
that speakers intuitively related them:

1) the allative/adessive is occasionally attested as -pri in Old Lithuanian,

with an -r- that was most probably taken from the preposition prié;

2) the preposition is pie, without -r-, in Latvian, and an r-less pié is also

attested in Lithuanian dialects;

3) in the Lithuanian language island of Gervéciai in Belarus the allative and

adessive end in -k, not -p (e.g. dukterik ‘dukterip, by the daughter’).”
The best explanation of this fact I am aware of is due to Rosinas
(1995, 71), who operates with an emphatic particle -gi ‘indeed’ and a
series of subsequent reductions: all./adess. *-pie-gi — *-pi-gi > *-pig >
*-pk > -k (or, conceivably, *-pi-gi > *-pgi > *-pk > -k). The particle

¥ See Kardelyteé (1975, 41f.) for the details.
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-gi was almost certainly taken from the preposition, which in Old
Lithuanian is often prieg(i). Forms like topig, topgi are well attested in
the old texts.

Since speakers could still relate allative/adessive *-p(r)é to the adposition
*p(r)e, its status was ambivalent between case ending and postposition. At
the stage of pre-Lithuanian in which Saussure’s law took place enclinomena
behavior had long been lost. Saussure’s law thus did not trespass the boundaries
of the phonological word to move to clitics. The result is that Saussure’s law
did not operate in the allative and adessive. It should be stressed that this
was not due to the prosodic or semantic properties of the allative and the
adessive as such, but to the circumstance that the independent adposition was
perfectly well preserved at this stage.

7. The inessive

The inessive presents a different picture from the other local cases. The
illative, allative and adessive, it will be recalled, were created at an early stage
of Baltic. In the case of the inessive there are several indications suggesting
that it was created at a later date. First of all, it fully coincides in meaning
with the old locative on which it was based. Since the locative singular has
left a relatively large number of traces in Lithuanian adverbs (namié, orié etc.),
it was probably preserved until relatively recently. From a formal point of
view, the o-stem inessive singular *-én (miske) is best derived from *-g+en.*
Since there is no reason why an old, Proto-Baltic *-ai+en would not have
been preserved (Lith. Tmisk-aje), this implies that the inessive was created
at a stage of East Baltic posterior to the monophthongization *ei (*ai) >
*¢.* Another, hitherto unnoticed formal argument comes from the a- and
e-stem endings. As argued in Villanueva Svensson (2016) the regular
development of the locative singular was as follows: PIE *-ah,-i > Bl.-SL./
PBIl. *-ai > EBIl. *-¢ > pre-Lith. *ie > Lith. {-i. It follows that the ending

“% This is probably the most widespread account of the o-stem inessive singular, going
back to Buga (apud Stang 1957, 182, fn. 56) and accepted by Stang (1957, 75; 1966,
182f.) or Kazlauskas (1968, 159), among others. None of the alternatives I am aware
of is attractive (see e.g. Maziulis 1970, 132; Rosinas 2001, 70; Petit 2007, 356f.;
Jasanoff 2017, 144).

' The o-stems also present an ending *-ie-ien (OLith. Diewieie, Zem. tokie $dltie),
which must have been formed by adding *-ien to the original loc. sg. -ie < *-¢ (< BL.-[SL]
*-aj < PIE *-0f). This implies that in specific usages the old locative was preserved as a
productively used adverb formation until very recently (see Ulvydas 2000, 274-281).
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*-ai that Sak-oj-eé requires is analogical to the rest of the paradigm (as stressed
above §6, the whole singular had clearly segmentable *-a-). It was most
probably created in East Baltic, when regular sound change led to a formally
opaque locative singular (PBl. *-ai > EBI. *-¢f > *-¢). This squares well with
the chronology already arrived at from the o-stem iness. sg. *-én < *-g+en.
As in the o-stems, the original a-stem ending has left traces in adverbs (Lith.
anksti ‘early’, toli ‘far’ etc.).” The final (and strongest!) argument is fairly
simple: the Old and dialectal Lithuanian iness. pl. -su (miskuosi, sakosu etc.)
evidently continues PIE loc. pl. *-su untouched.

The picture that emerges is that Proto-Baltic possessed the four local
cases of Old Lithuanian, with the formal peculiarity that the place of the
locative was occupied by the inherited locative and not by a postpositional
ending (which for obvious reasons was not actually needed). In East Baltic
the locative singular was recharacterized by a postposition *en, whereas no
postposition was probably ever attached to the locative plural. The creation
of the inessive thus took place at a different period than the other local cases
and cannot be attributed to Uralic influence. It has been proposed that the
addition of the postposition *en was a device to distinguish the locative from
the dative.”” This was only necessary in the d- and é-stems (EBL. dat. sg.
*-ai, *-ei = loc. sg. *-ai, *-éi) and may well have been a contributing factor.
One may wonder, in any case, whether there is any necessity to look for a
motivation in the first place. The recharacterization of the locative with a
postposition is well-paralleled in the Indo-European languages.** Unlike the
grammaticalization of the allative and adessive (a rather unusual development
demanding a special motivation, like the one provided by Uralic influence),
the development of an ‘inessive singular’ out of the locative is not a problematic
development.

> See Villanueva Svensson (2019, 209-211) for a possible relic of the é-stem
loc. sg. *-¢i, later replaced in East Baltic by analogical *-éi. The é-stem ending is fully
parallel to a-stem loc. sg. Bl. *-ai — EBIL. *-ai.

3 E.g. Rosinas 2000, 179f.; Petit 2007, 358f.
* Clear cases include the univerbation of the locative with the postposition
a in Iranian (e.g. YAv. zastaiia, OPers. dastaya ‘on the hand’ < In.-Ir. *-ai + *a; cf.
Hoffmann, Forssman 2004, 116) and with the postposition en in Sabellian (e.g. Os.
hurtin kerriiin ‘in the precinct of Ceres’, Um. ocrem fisiem ‘on the Fisian mount’; cf.

Wallace 2007, 23f.).
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Before turning to accentuation it is necessary to specify the form of the
locative at the relevant stage of East Baltic in which it was univerbated with
the postposition *en. The o-stem PIE *-o0i > Bl.-S1./PBIl. *-ai > EBI. *-¢i >
*-¢ is unproblematic. The a- and e-stem endings *-ai, *-éi have already been
discussed. They are the East Baltic replacement of PBl. *-ai, *-ei (< Bl.-
SI. a-stem *-ai < PIE *-ah,-i), an innovation most probably motivated by
the desire to obtain an ending with clearly segmentable stem vowel *-a-,
*-é-. The non-acute character of the innovated *-ai, *-éi probably reflects
the fact that word-final long diphthongs were typically non-acute (unlike
short diphthongs, which could be both acute and non-acute). The PIE i-stem
loc. sg. *-ei was preserved untouched. The same holds probably true for the
u-stem PIE *-éu > BL.-SI. *-6u.* The PIE consonant stem ending *-i, finally,
had most probably been apocopated already in Balto-Slavic (cf. Villanueva
Svensson 2017-2018, 291-296). In East Baltic consonant stems have the
same ending as the i-stems.

We can thus start from the following endings when univerbation took
place: *-¢+en, *-ai+en, *-éi+en, *-éi+en, *-ou+en. It should be stressed that
all locative endings at this stage were non-acute (see further below). The

sequence *-g+en of the o-stem inessive was unique. We can thus not test

whether its outcome *

-en was regular, but this is not contradicted by any
theoretical argument. It is probably worth remembering that at this stage of
East Baltic the acute was still rising in addition to being glottalized. Although
one expects the contraction product of *-g+en to be long, this is impossible to
prove (or disprove) from Lith. misk-e, East Aukst. misk-i. The case of a-stem
*-ai+en > Lith. Sak-ojeand e-stem *-éj+en > Lith. kat-éje is unproblematic. The
i-stem *-éi+en is preserved in Zemaitian $irdie (= ‘Sirdé’), in Old Lithuanian
texts from authors of Zemaitija and neighboring areas (schirdie), and more
rarely in Aukstaitian as well (-éje).* It is also attested in dialectal Latvian
-ei, -e. Standard Lithuanian ak-yje, dial. ak-ije and standard Latvian av-7 are
clearly innovated. Since these forms do not compromise the reconstruction

* The rationale for the -6- of BL-SL loc. sg. *-6u < PIE *-éu is not of prime
importance in the present context. In my view it was analogical to the cases in which
heterosyllabic PIE *-ey- had given Bl.-Sl. *-ou- by regular sound change (e.g. PIE dat.
sg. *-eu-ei > BL.-Sl. *-ou-ei, OCS syn-ovi).

% See Kazlauskas (1968, 150-156) for an extended treatment of the Lithuanian
i-stem inessive.
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of EBL. *-éien, I will not discuss them in detail here. The u-stem ending is
more problematic. Zemaitian t6rg-6u, térg-ii (= ‘turguo’) < *-uoje goes back
to *-oien, not to the expected *-ouen. The same holds probably true for Latv.
dial. -uo. The more or less standard solution is that *-én was added to loc.
sg. *-0, an ending that is usually thought to be the regular development of
*ou > ¥
Word-final long diphthongs, however, seem to have been stable until very
*k

*-ou (be it via monophthongization -6 or via loss of the glide).”
recently in the prehistory of Lithuanian.*® In my view *-6ien can be easily
explained as analogical. After contraction in the o-stems (which rendered the
ending unanalyzable) the inessive of the a-, é- and i-stems was reanalyzed as
containing a final sequence *-ien, a reanalysis that must have been practically
unavoidable in the a- and e-stems (*-ai-en, *-éi-en — *-a-ien, *-é-ien) and
that evidently was responsible for the creation of the innovated i-stem ending
*-1-ien. My claim is that this reanalysis led the u-stem ending *-6uen to be
remade as *-oien, with the final *-ien now felt as the regular inessive ending.
The replacement of this ending by the innovated *-ii-ien at a still later stage
(Lith. dang-uje, Latv. al-ii) falls outside of the scope of this article and will
not be discussed here.*

We can now turn to accentuation. Leaving aside, for the moment, the
o-stems, Slavic indicates that the locative singular had lexical accent on the
ending (S1. AP ¢ *golvé, *kosti, *synit). No accent shift is thus expected
and we can safely start from EBL *ga_lv&j+ﬂ, *Z’y_e'ré'j—i-m, (*dangé;H—Q —)
*dangoi+en. The original locative endings were non-acute.” Since the
grammaticalization of the inessive entailed the loss of the locative, these
forms were treated as ‘normal’ morphological units (like the illative but
unlike the allative and adessive). Saussure’s law thus took place as expected,
yielding *galvaién, *Zueréién, *dangoien > Lith. galvoje, zvéryje, danguje. The

7 E.g. Endzelins 1923, 327; Stang 1966, 215f.; among others. So also
Villanueva Svensson 2016, 177.

* The clearest case is the PIE o-stem dat. sg. *~ai. The difference between Aukstaitian
-ui (< *-uoi < *-6i) and Zemaitian -uo (< *-6 < *-6i) can hardly be explained otherwise
than by assuming that the Proto-Lithuanian ending was still *-6i. Note also a- and
e-stem dat. sg. Sakai, katei < EBL. *-ai, *-éi.

* See Kazlauskas (1968, 156—159) for an extended treatment of the variants of
the u-stem inessive singular in Lithuanian.

*" I cannot here devote the necessary space to argue for this view. See Villanueva
Svensson 2016, 174-177; fthc., §3.2.
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Balto-Slavic accentuation of the o-stem locative singular is more debated:”'
Slavic *v0z€ points to an enclinomenon, whereas Lith. adv. namié points to
final accent. Since the whole o-stem singular has initial accent in Slavic,
the accent of Sl. loc. sg. *vo0zé is easily explained as secondary. The final
accent of Lith. namié is lectio difficilior and this is now confirmed by iness.
sg. miske. If Proto-Baltic had loc. sg. *miskai, it would have given a form
with initial accent in Lithuanian. Enclinomenon behavior was lost already in
Proto-Baltic, whereas the inessive was an East Baltic creation. Its final accent
must thus reflect ending accentuation in the locative: B1.-S1./PBl. *miskai >
EBL. *miské — *miske+en > *miSkén > Lith. miske.

The last case to be discussed is the inessive plural. From what has been
said it is evident that the locative plural was preserved into East Baltic with
only low-level changes: PIE *-oi-su, *-ahs-su, *-i-su, *-u-su > B1.-Sl. *-ai-
$1, *-a-su, *-i-$1, *-u-$i (S1. *vozéxb, *golvdxv, *kostvxb, *synvxt) >— PBI.
*—aj-su, *-a-su, *-i-st, *-u-su >— EBL *-g-su, *-a-su, *-i-si (*-i-su?), *-u-
st (*-u-su?) > Lith. dial. miSkuosu, Sakosu, akysu, (pietuse). The exact order
of some innovations may be disputed, but this does not affect the general
picture. At a presumably early stage two regularizations took place: 1) the
accent of a-stem loc. pl. *-g-su (due to Hirt’s law and preserved in Slavic)
was normalized to *-g-su; 2) the ruki-rule alternation between *-su and *-Su
was solved in favor of the non-ruki variant *-su, as regularly in Baltic (cf.
Andersen 1968).

Of more importance is the innovation leading to East Baltic *-o-si1, *-a-
su, *-r-su, *-g-su. The final vowel of the ending *-su remained intact, but
the o-stem stem vowel *misk-ai-su was remade to *misk-g-su (Lith. dial.
miskuosu, Latv. cilvgkuds) according to a proportion ill. pl. *-asna : *-gsna =
loc. pl. *-asu : X, where X = *-gsu. The agreement between Lithuanian
and Latvian proves that the common ancestor of both languages had loc.
pl. *misk-0-sit.”> The form of the illative that this analogy demands (*-osnd,
without -n-) points to an East Baltic date. It follows that relics of *-oi-su
in Lithuanian numerals (keturiesu, penkiesu/keturiese, penkiese etc. ‘in four,

T See e.g. Stang 1966, 298f.; Olander 2009, 177; Jasanoff 2017, 143.

** As often assumed, e.g. Stang 1966, 186. The old idea that forms like iness.
pl. miskuosé were built on the accusative (still accepted by Kazlauskas 1968, 161;
Zinkevicius 1980, 212) has nothing to recommend it. By now it seems to have been
generally abandoned.
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in five’) were relics already at the East Baltic stage. Although forms like
keturiesu are used as adverbs, their connection with the inessive is still self-
evident (as clearly indicated by standard Lith. keturiese, with ‘inessive’ °e).
The unetymological acute of keturiesu/keturiese must thus have been taken
from misktiose, Sakdse etc. Whether the same analogy took place in the i- and
u-stems (as tacitly assumed above) is uncertain. The bulk of the East Baltic
evidence points to *-i-su, *-u-su (e.g. i-stem Lith. akysu/akysu, akyse/akyse,
Latv. avis). Forms like akist, with short -i-, are attested in the dialects, but
they are very rare (cf. Zinkevicius 1966, 237f.). They are usually taken
as archaisms. This may be true, but it is equally possible (and perhaps more
likely) that they are analogical after the short stem vowel -i- of (e.g.) dat. pl.
akims (< akimus) or instr. pl. akimis.”

The influence of the illative on the locative continued after Proto-East
Baltic. It is practically impossible to know whether iness. pl. *miskosi,
*galvast, *Zuerisu, *dangusi (or *-i-st, *-u-st)) were preserved intact in
Latvian (something must have fallen after cilvgkuds, but we do not know
what). The Lithuanian inessive plural was heavily influenced by the inessive
singular and the illative plural.”* The older forms miSkuosis, Sakosi etc. are
well attested in Old Lithuanian and are also found in the dialects (mostly
in Eastern Aukstaitian). Standard Lith. miSkuose, Sakose etc. has °e from the
inessive singular (miSke, Sakoje). A third variant, miskuosa, Sakosa (mostly
from Western Lithuania), has °a from the illative (misktiosna, Sakésna). There
are two main accentual patterns: 1) final stress miskuose, Sakose, mostly in
Western Lithuanian, 2) stem-vowel stress miskilose, Sakdse, mostly in Eastern
Lithuanian. It is usually assumed, doubtless correctly, that the first one is that
of the inherited locative plural (miskuosi, Sakosii), whereas the second one has
been taken from the illative plural (miSkiosna, Sakésna). Needless to say, the
dialects attest different combinations (e.g. misktosu, Sakésu). The final accent
of miSkuosii/ miskuose, as noted above, is inherited from Balto-Slavic (*vozéxd).

Finally, it should be mentioned that shortened forms of the inessive
singular are fairly common in Lithuanian: Sakéj (< Sakoje), akyj/akij (< akyje/

> In Lithuanian the u-stems have mostly adopted the o-stem inessive plural (e.g.
standard tufguose) and are thus less informative than the i-stems. See Zinkevicius
(1966, 251) for relics of the original u-stem inessive plural.

** The inner-Lithuanian development of the inessive plural presented here is
traditional, cf. e.g. Zinkevicius 1966, 237-240.
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akije) etc. They are also found in the plural, were they are rarer (miskuds,
Sakds, akys). As in the case of the illative (Lith. miskan < miskana, galvon
< galvona etc.), we expect recent shortenings like these to surface with
circumflex intonation and this is what we get.

8. Conclusions

We can now summarize the main results of this article. The illative,
allative and adessive were created in Proto-Baltic due to Uralic influence.
Their accentuation was determined by the development of Balto-Slavic
enclinomena in Baltic. When the local cases were created enclinomena
were still fully preserved, leading to word forms with stress on the original
adposition (e.g. o-stem all. sg. *miska+préj). When nominal enclinomena
were lost the accent shifted to the immediate left with concomitant métatonie
rude, yielding *miskaprei (Lith. miskép(i), in contrast with gen. sg. misko).
This was the origin of unexpected stress position and unexpected acute
intonation in the secondary local cases. Another important conclusion of
this study is that the adessive was built on the dative, as first proposed by
Rosinas (2000), not, as generally assumed, on the locative.

In their way to East Baltic the local cases underwent a number of
innovations, most saliently in the illative plural (*mis’koL_nsng" — *miékésng’)

*-ai, *-ei — *-ai, *-éi; adaption of the

and in the locative (a- and e-stem
plural stem vowel to the illative). The most important East Baltic innovation,
however, was the creation of the inessive singular, which replaced the
inherited locative. In Lithuanian the local cases were affected by two major
sound laws: Saussure’s law and Leskien’s law. Saussure’s law shifted the accent
to the right in the illative (e.g. *miskana > *miskana > miskana) and the
inessive (*Sakaien > *Sakaién > $akoje). The fact that this did not happen
in the allative and adessive indicates that *-p(r)¢ was still segmentable as an
adposition at this stage. Leskien’s law gave rise to forms ending in a short
vowel that was prone to be apocopated (e.g. miSkana > miskan, Sakoje >
Sakdj). Other developments of the local cases in Lithuanian (e.g. extension of
iness. sg. %e to the plural: miSkuosit — miskuose) overlap with the beginnings
of the recorded history of this language.
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BALTU-SLAVU AKCENTOLOGIJA, AUSLAUTGESETZE IR
BALTU KALBU POSTPOZICINIAI VIETININKAI

Santrauka

Straipsnyje aptariama balty kalby postpoziciniy vietininky istorija, remiantis Siuo-
laikine balty-slavy akcentologija ir balty Auslautgesetze. Pagrindinis veiksnys, nulémes
vietos linksniy kirciavima, buvo balty-slavy enclinomena raida balty kalbose. Kai for-
mavosi postpoziciniai vietininkai, enclinomena dar buvo kalbos sistemos dalis. Tai davé
pradzia galtniniam tokiy formy, kaip o-kam. vns. all. *miska+préi, kir¢iavimui. Kai en-
clinomena iSnyko vardazodzio sistemoje, kirtis buvo atitrauktas j artimiausia skiemenj,
lydimas akiitinés metatonijos (plg. *miska+préi > *mis’kg"prii, lie. miskop(i)). Tokiu budu
atsirado postpoziciniy vietininky formos su nelaukta kircio vieta ir (ar) nelaukta akuti-
ne priegaide. Kitas svarbus faktorius buvo Sositiro désnis, kuris vyko gerokai vélesniu
laikotarpiu lietuviy kalbos priesistoréje. Kitos iSvados, kylancios iS Sio straipsnio iSeities
pozicijos: 1) iliatyvas, aliatyvas ir adesyvas atsirado prabalty laikais dél uralieciy kalby jta-
kos. Inesyvas buvo sukurtas ryty balty laikotarpiu; 2) adesyvas buvo sudarytas i$§ datyvo,
kaip pirmasis sitlé Rosinas (2000); 3) lokatyvas ir daugiskaitos iliatyvas patyré svarbiy
inovacijy ryty balty laikais; 4) aliatyvo ir adesyvo adpoziciné prigimtis buvo jauciama
gerokai ilgiau nei iliatyvo ir inesyvo, kas lémeé i§ dalies skirtinga $iy linksniy raida; 5) kai
kuriy vietininky formos aiskinamos naujai (i- ir u-kam. vns. datyvas ir adesyvas; a- ir é-
kam. vns. lokatyvas ir inesyvas; u-kam. vns. inesyvas; dgs. iliatyvas).
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