BALTISTICA VI(1} [970
ERIC P. HAMP '

PRODUCTIVE SUFFIX ABLAUT IN BALTIC

1. ungurps ‘eel’

J. Otrebski, Lingua Posnaniensis 5, 1955, 26, has correctly observed that ungu-
ris must have an initial vocalism which shows a quality resulting from assimilation
(or ,,harmony*) to the second syllable. The pre-form would be *angurys, which
is natched by Old Prussian angur(g)is (as Fraenkel, LitEW 1163, writes it). On the
other hand, Finnish ankerias seems to attest *angerias, while Slavic *qgors reposes
on *angarias. Clearly these are all derived from the etymon Lith. angis, Latv. ud-
dze, OCS qZe, Lat. anguis, Gk. 8o, and the Old Irish word for ‘eel’ esc-ung.

However, Otrgbski’s formulation for the development cannot be correct, and
Fraenkel does nothing to correct it, while adducing some Latvian place-names of
unclarified relationship. Otrebski posits *angarjas bzw. *angerjas > *angurys >
ungurys. He continues: ,,Die Frage des Verhiltnisses der fritheren litauischen
und preussischen Gestalt *angurjas zu den in anderen baltischen Sprachen noch auf-
tretenden Gestalten *angarjas und *angerjas erfordert eine besondere Behandlung.
That may be, but Otrebski’s chronological series will not lead to a solution.

We cannot simply derive a form with a u vocalism from an a/e pre-form. Moreo-
ver, because Slavic shows *a in the suffix this does not guarantee an *a for common
Baito-Slavic. However, on grounds of the conservatism of Finnish and because of
the maximum variety of vowel quality shown in the one form, *angerjas can be as-
sumed as valid for an ecarly Baltic shape. But at a very early period there must also
have existed *angurias in order to explain the Lithuanian and Old Prussian forms.
Thus, the only Baltic chronology that will account for Otrebski’s facts is *angerias ~
~ *angurias (> *angurys) > unguryps.

The question now is how *angurias arose. Otrebski speculates that the gu could
be from the original labiovelar, as seen in Lat. anguilla. Of course, that cannot
be so if we are to conserve any semblance of oder in the development of Indo-Euro-
pean sounds. One may consider the possibility that he have here a sequence *ghy
in the final of the stem, especially in view of the often adduced &yic'. This would

! But apart from the fact that the interrelation of the etyma anguis (8gic), #yig (Skt. dhi-),
and eZjs is unclear, £yic appears to contain if anything an 1E palatal; and that would call for

a Baltic reflex Z (followed by v). For Balto-Slavic questions and literature on this etymon, see for
example Stawski, Stownik etymologiczny j¢zyka polskiego 1. 572—3, s. v. jez.
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then call for a treatment parallel to &hoyde, Ehappde, Lat. leuis, Skt. raghii- etc.
But we then have no explanation why the stem of angis qZo appears to be trun-
cated in relation to lefigvas lvgo-k®. Therefore angis Lat. anguis Gk. éoic must
represent *g*® (and not *g¥, as Otrebski writes). The u of *angurias must therefore
arise in the suffix, and not in the root or stem of the lod simplex.

The simplest solution is to regard ur as a normal Schwundstufe, particularly
after a velar. Here the original *r would have Syllabified both by Sievers law after
the heavy syllable and in position between g and yod, if the formation is early enough.
The pre-form, then, may be written *ang”(h)rios. We may take the Latvian river
name vogre < *agngr-é as supporting such a form, but with a revalued syllabifi-
cation.? On the other hand, the Prussian river name Angerap (: ape) seems to support
*angerias.

We are therefore led to reconstruct for Proto-Baltic an ablauting formation
*angerias ~ *angurias < *angerias ~ angrias < *ang"h-(e)rio-. Lith. wungurjs re-
sults, as Otr¢bski has pointed out, from *angurias, which is a variant on the Proto-
-Baltic level.

The Slavic variant *angarias may easily be an independent formation built on
the old ablaut alternation seen in the suffix, much as *kotors has been formed along-
side Cz, ktery Slk. kotery= méregog (*k%o-tero-) : Ukr. kotryj Lith. katras (*kvo-
tro-)3.

9. vdsara ‘summer, year’
3

The following relevant forms are attested: vdsara, vasara (Kurschat, SkardZius
Dauk§ ake. 95) Latv. vasara; vasdris, Zem. vaséris adj.; pavdsaris, Zem. paviseris
‘spring’. Other derivatives need not concern us here. Fraenkel LitEW 1206, refer-
ring to SkardZius Arch.Phil. K 7. 41, sees progressive assimilation *pavéseris >
pavdseris and ,,Angleichung des e an a“ in vasara. This account is both ambi-
guous and insufficiently related to other such vocalic phenomena in Baltic.

Greek €yyeiug is called by Frisk (GEW 440) ,,dunkel, is said to ,,recall™ the other names
for the eel, and the crossing of the etyma &yic and anguis is called an old interpretation. A .,Pe-
lasgic™ solution would be ad hoc, because of the aspirate. I therefore see no liksly selution other
than a conflation, especially since that would also explain the absence of the nasa! in Gove. One
might envisage:

*anghw.is S *elokwh-is > bz
*egh-js > ¥glheis > &g
*angWheel-  /  *enkh-el- > Eyxshug

* Obviously Latv. Engure, with its nasal, cannot be a simple ablauting relation to ungtuy\
as Fraenkel states without elaboration. ;
¥ On the Slavic forms of *kwo-t(e)ro- see my note, Rocznik slawistyczny, 31, 1970,
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We know that we must start from *wes-. Lat. uér and ON vdr are not at all
clear. Ernout-Meillet treats the putative uér < *uésr- to *uesr- as pure hypothesis.
De Vries 644 is also distrustful of the connexion with *uesr, while noting the spe-
culation that *uésr was reshaped on the model of iér ‘year’ and considering the
Germanic-Italic agreement as significant. But Slavic is perfectly clear: Russ. Ukr.
vesnd, OBulg. vesna, SCr. vésna, Slovene vésna, Cz. vesna, Pol. wiosna all lead to
*vesnd. And the Slavic representative paired with Greek Zop gives us all the infor-
mation we need: We have two generalizations from the heteroclite *wesr (> *Fe(h)ugp),
*uesn-. Therefore vdsara must somehow be derived from *uesr.

There must have been a plural (or collective) to *uesr comparable to the inflexion
that gave Greek 03wp, etc. I presume this to have been *wesrH,. It is difficult to
say precisely what such a form would have yielded in Baltic; it might a priori have
been either *vesrd or *vesir.

In any event we begin to see that there is some evidence that there was a cer-

tain productivity in the ablaut of r-suffixes in Balto-Slavic. We find beside *k(o)ters
and *kotro- also *k(o)tors; and now beside *anger-ias also *angr-ias ‘eel’. Now
Fraenkel seems to assume that the earlier form for 'summer’ in Baltic had a suffix
in -er- and that the vowel assimilation started in the prefixed form. That is of course
possible, but 1t would seem more natural for the changes to have taken place first
in the simplex; and it would be preferable to find a formulation of greatest possib-
le generality for the various instances of vowel adjustment that we find particular-
ly in Baltic. Otr¢bski has formulated, as we have seen, the vowel assimilation phe-
nomenon for Baltic as applying before suffixes in » and / particularly in the case
of circumflected (etymologically falling) bases. This would of course suffice to de-
rive vdsara from vdsera, but unless we take the base in the context of the compound
in pa- there is no reasonable way of explaining why *ues- gave vas-, particularly since
Slavic shows ves-.
It therefore seems more in conformity with developments we know to assume
that just as *katra- ~ *katera- gave also *katara- so also *uesr- developed *ueser-
and *uesar- by productive rules of suffix ablaut alternation. Then *vesara would
give vdsara by Otrebski’s assimilation rule regardless of compounding with pa-.
On the other hand, Zem. vaséris would represent a contamination of older *ueser-
with the widespread vasar-.

3. vakaras ‘evening’

A somewhat similar background would also explain Lith. vdkaras Latv. vakars
in relation to Slavic vecers. That is, *uekeros first gave *vekaras by analogical
suffix ablaut, and then *vekaras became vakaras by Otregbski’s assimilation. Fraen-
kel LitEW 1187 actually posits this progression, citing Schmidt, Endzelin, and Skar-
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dzius, but without giving a motivation or detailed account for what is simply label-
led ,,regressive Assimilation®,

It may, however, be objected that in the pre-form *uekeros the segment -er- was
not a true suffix. It is true, as I have argued ,,Revue des études arméniennes® n. s.
3, 1966, 13—10, that Armenian gifer=Latin uesper=Welsh ucher=*uekeros con-
tinues an old compound or phrase whose precise 1E shape cannot be recovered with
the certainty we normally expect, but which may be schematised as *u(e)ik(s)+
ksperos*. Thus the element -er- was originally a portion of the second element
of the compound, and not a simple suffix.

On the other hand, as Goetze originally suggested, the final part of uesper secms
to be best related to Avestan xsapar- and xSapan- ks’afn-. The stem xsapar- is a neuter,
but xSapan- is neuter only in collocation with azan- ‘day’; otherwise xSapan- is fe-
minine, as is the simplex xfap- and its Vedic cognate ksap- “darkness, night’. This
leads us to three observations which should be kept strictly separate, even though
they are ultimately interrelated.

a.) *ueker- forms a new Balto-Slavic simplex which has the synchronic confi-
guration of a word with an r-suffix. Therefore, it is easy envisage a fresh formation
*vekaras exactly parallel to *vesara, etc. This productivity in Baltic is thus synchro-
nically independent of the historical origin of the segment -er-.

b.) *uekeros indeed secems to be a fresh adjectival formation as Fraenkel cites
from Nieminen’s argument. On the other hand, this formation seems to be older
than just Balto-Slavic; cf. €omepog, éomépa, ete. Either IE had a derived adjective
from the compound *u('e)ik-ksperos, or an old phrase with a final genitive *uéiks+
ksperos was revalued as an o-stem adjectival derivative. Thus there is in this sense
an IE pedigree for Slavic vecers and vdkaras. There is no need to see some late (and
widespread) derivative from a neuter vecder or *ueker.

It 1s also possible that a reflexion of the old phrase with genitive and final accent
lives on in vocerd, which Fraenkel remarks matches the Lithuanian allative vakardp.

¢.) Quite apart from the new formation whereby the final portion became
freshly productive as a Baltic suffix, we recall that the noun in -ar- in Avestan was
neuter and that the root noun (and some of its derivatives) was feminine. There
seems to be a precious relic of this in South Slavic. Although T have just insisted
that the formation veders must be old, it is noteworthy, as Nieminen has observed,
that SCr. véce is neuter. In Vuk’s Srpski Rjeénik we find the duoble entry véce neu-
ter and vecér -ri feminine; he also gives the phrase dobdr vece masculine ‘good eve-

* A vocalism *uiker- derived from *uik(ksp)er- would, as 1 have pointed out, account easily
for the variant voderd, instead of the dubious zero-grade discussed by Fraenkel. In any event, a
zero-grade relation in #kas is very doubtful and unclear.
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ning’. Thus in vééeé, and in juce Vuk jucde(r)(a) “yesterday’, we find an archaic
formation mirroring in stem and in gender the Avestan xSapar-.

Moreover, vécer véceri feminine is not isolated. Fraenkel cites from Nieminen’s
argument the Slovene phrase ,,Bog vam daj dobro vecer ‘Gott gebe euch guten Abend’,
neutral”. But if we consult Pleter$nik’s dictionary, s. v., we find in addition to
vecér masculine (dober veler, sveti veler, Zivi veler, etc.) another entry vecér femi-
nine, attested at least from the 15th century. Here is where the phrase Bog vam daj
dobro vecer is given; clearly a feminine accusative. There is also cited the phrase
kakor dalec je jutro do vecleri. There can be no doubt that we have here a South Sla-
vic feminine. This seems to be a strong candidate for the survival in gender of x$ap-
and xsapan- alongside the neuter xsapar-. The occurrence as an i-stem would be the
normal Balto-Slavic resolution of an old consonantstem.

. Therefore Slavic gives us besides veders m., a pair of transformed stems vecer-
n. and vecers f. These must go back to *uekeros, *uekVr-, and *ueker- respecti-
vely. The neuter could originate in something like *uekur, oblique *uekr-, and the
oblique forms like those of mater- etc. would later have been refashioned to *ueker-.

Thus we see indirectly in the gender variants in Slavic a basis for ablaut produc-
tivity in the suffix in Baltic. On this basis it is not difficult to see how an original
*ueker-as could have formed a fresh ablaut variant *uekar-as; perhaps the latter
was even re-shaped from an extinct neuter *uekur.

4. d¥ara ‘tear’

It is well known that Lith. dSara asara Latv. asara must be related to Skt. dsru-,
Av. asru-, and Toch. A dkdr pl. akriina. 1 have tried to explain the absence of *d-
in these forms in the Festschrift for George Lane, p. 153, and I have attempted ear-
lier, PBB (Tiibingen) 81, 1960, 263 ff., to give a reasoned account of the forms of
the IE etymon underlying these words. We must have *ddkru- ~ drakur- from a pre-
IE *drakru(-r). By a sandhi loss there then developed a dialectal *d¥ru-, and this
must be the ancestor of the Baltic words. Beyond that, there is no motivation within
IE for the development of a vowel between *X£>§ and r.

A further anomaly, however, is the stem class. In lithuanian we might easily ex-
pect to find the preservation of an old u-stem, as with medus, OPruss. meddo. Thus
we might hope to find *as(t)ru-. Of course, this could have clashed with ad(z)ris,
and in any case the details of development escape us in part at least for the present.
But we may hazard a speculation. If the (collective) plural *asrud underwent metathe-
sis, a form *asura could have resulted. Then either by the ablaut productivity discus-
sed above for vdsara and vdkaras or by the assimilation for circumflected stems
with apparent r-suffix specified by Otrebski a form *afura would easily give asarad.
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However, to judge by the form aszeromis cited from Chylinski by Stang VGBS 33,
it may be that *asura was first remodelled to asera by productive suffix ablaut and
later became asara by Otrebski’s assimilation.

5. védaras ‘entrails, sausage’

Beside the above form we find TveréCius véderas, and Latv. shows both védars
and véders, while OPrussian attests weders. One might look for an original védaras,
with véderas produced by assimilation; in fact, Stang VGBS 33 lists this etymon
along with vdsara, dsara, etc. Skardzius has discussed it Arch.Phil. 7. 40ff. But
strictly it must be regarded separately for the time being.

Note that we have here not a circumflected base, but an old acuted long. This is,
moreover, of unclear exact relation to the zero-grade seen in Skt. uddra-, Av. udara-;
the Hesychius form 83zp0c is of course too problematic to yield any criteria for us.
It appears that we have independent thematizations, with zero-grade genecralized
in Indo-Iranian and Dehnstufe in Baltic. This would point to an old ablauting noun;
perhaps a neuter r-stem?

In light of this background it seems best to suppose prov1s10nally that vedar-
and veder- represent two different suffix ablaut developments from a pre-form
‘whose exact shape we cannot now recover. As pure hypothesis, an r-stem from
which the thematization would have been derived would have had a nominative
*uédor or *uédir (< *-r), an accusative *uédar- or -ir, a genitive *udr-, a locative
plural *udir-, and a locative singular *uder-.
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