
5	 Conclusion

a	 Proto-Balto-Slavic prosodic distinctions:
accentual distinction: 1 = accented; 2 = unaccented;
quantitative distinction: a = acute ( long); b = non-acute (short).

b	 Typical Baltic and Slavic correspondences in initial syllables:
	 p.-b.-sl.	 lith.	 latv.	 O.Pr.	 proto-sl.	 comm.sl.
1a	 *ˈlēpān	 líepą ap 1	 liẽpu	 kaūlins	 *ˈlēpān ap a	 *lpǫ ap a
1b	 *ˈu̯atān	 viẽtą ap 2	 vìetu	 rānkan	 *u̯alˈkān ap b	 *volkǫ ̀ap b
2a	 *ˌ gālu̯ān	 gálvą ap 3	 gavu	 geīwans	 *ˌ gālu̯ān ap c	 *gȏlvǫ ap c
2b	*ˌźemān	 žiẽmą ap 4	 zìemu	 deiwan	 *ˌzemān ap c	 *zȋmǫ ap c

c	 The Proto-Balto-Slavic prosodic distinctions are preserved in the follow-
ing ways:
•	 Lithuanian tones preserve quantitative but not accentual distinction: 

a vs. b;
•	 Latvian tones preserve quantitative and (in long syllables) accentual 

distinctions: 1a vs. 2a vs. b;
•	 Old Prussian macron preserves quantitative and (in short syllables) 

accentual distinctions: a vs. 1b vs. 2b;
•	 Slavic accentuation preserves accentual and (in accented words) quan-

titative distinctions: 1a vs. 1b vs. 2.
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The accentuation of Old Prussian deiws ‘god’

1	 Introduction

a	 Old Prussian	 Corresp. Lith. forms
	 nom. sg. mūti	 mótė ap 1
	 acc. sg. rānkan	 rañką ap 2
	 inf. turīt	 turti
	 nom. sg. dessīmts	 dešitas ap 4

b	 Old Prussian	 Corresp. Lith. forms
	 acc. pl. kaūlins	 káulas ap 1(3)
	 inf. pogaūt	 pagáuti
	 nom. sg. rānkan	 rañką ap 2
	 prs. 3. ps. ēit	 eĩti

c	 Old Prussian	 Corresp. Lith. forms
	 nom. sg. deiws ‘god’ 34×,	 diẽvas ap 4

deiwas 1×
	 acc. sg. deiwan 40×	 diẽvą
	 gen. sg. deiwas 49×	 diẽvo



2	 Examples

a	 With macron:
	 Old Prussian	 Corresp. East Baltic forms
	 acc. pl. kaūlins 1×	 Lith. káulas ap 1(3), Latv. kaũlus
	 inf. pogaūt 1×	 Lith. pagáuti
	 prs. 3. ps. ēit 2×	 Lith. eĩti (but Latv. iêt, iẽt)
	 nom. sg. rānkan 3×, acc. pl.	 Lith. rañką etc. ap 2, Latv. rùoku etc.

rānkans 4×
	 acc. sg. kērdan 3×	 cf. Lith. ker̃džių ap 2
	 prs. 3. ps. gēide 1×	 Lith. geĩdžia
	 masc. acc. pl. geīwans 1×	 Lith. gývas ap 3, Latv. dzîvus
	 nom. sg. soūns 3×, acc. sg.	 Lith. sūnùs etc. ap 3

soūnon 2×, soūnan 4× etc.
	 gen. sg. ālgas 2×	 Lith. algõs ap 4, Latv. àlgas
	 nom. sg. piēncts 1×	 Lith. peñktas ap 4, Latv. pìekts
	 acc. sg. mārtin 1×	 Lith. mar̃čią ap 4, Latv. mršu
	 acc. pl. āusins 1×	 Lith. ausìs ap 4, Latv. àusis
	 acc. sg. mērgan 1×, dat. pl.	 Lith. mer̃gą ap 4

mergūmans 1×

b	 Without macron:
Old Prussian	 Corresp. East Baltic forms
nom. sg. deiws etc. >100×	 Lith. diẽvas etc. ap 4, Latv. dìevs etc.
acc. sg. deinan 8×	 Lith. diẽną ap 4, Latv. dìenu
nom. sg. waix 3×, acc. sg.	 Lith. vaĩkas etc. ap 4

waikan 1×
nom. sg. laucks 1×, acc. sg.	 Lith. laũkas etc. ap 4 (but Latv.

laukan 3×	 laũks etc.)
acc. sg. dangon 13×	 Lith. dañgų ap 4
acc. sg. mensan 4×, gen. sg.	 Lith. msą etc. ap 4, Latv. mìesu etc.

mensas 2×
acc. sg. wargan 8×	 Lith. var̃gą ap 4(2), Latv. vrgu2

3	 Previous research

a	 Absence of macron because of original final accentuation – Fortunatov, 
Hirt, Trautmann, van Wijk (“die altpreussische ‘dritte Intonation’ ”, apart 
from rising and falling tones), Stang (“man denkt daher an die Möglichkeit 
einer dritten phonologischen Intonation, eines ‘Mitteltons’ ”).

b	 No explanation – Endzelīns:

Unklar bleibt nur das beständige Fehlen des Längenstrichs in deinan 
8×, deiws 34× […]. Was darüber Fortunatov […], Hirt […], Traut-
mann […], van Wijk […] und Rysiewicz […] sagen, überzeugt nicht. 
(Altpreußische Grammatik, 1994, pp. 30–31)

	 – and Kortlandt:

I shall abstain from the use of negative evidence, that is to say, I shall 
not draw any conclusions from the absence of a symbol in the text. 
Thus, I consider the accentuation of deiws, deiwas, deiwan, deiwans 
unknown. (“Old Prussian Accentuation”, Zeitschrift für vergleichende 
Sprachforschung 88, 1974, p. 299)

4	 Unaccented word-forms in Slavic and Latvian

a	 Slavic unaccented word-forms:
	 Russian pródal, zá ruku, pó vodu, dial. zimús’ etc.;
	 Štokavian prȍdāli, nȁ rūke, nȁ vodu, zìmūs etc.

b	 Latvian broken tone on unaccented syllables:
	 nom. sg. gava, cf. li galvà ap 3 with final accent;
	 but acc. sg. gavu, cf. li gálvą with initial accent;

singularia tantum: ârs ‘outside’, zuôds ‘cheek’ – almost all correspond-
ing Lithuanian forms (óras ap 3, žándas ap 3) have initial accent.

c	 Remnants in Lithuanian:
secondary case forms, e.g. illative sg. galvoñ from acc. sg. gálvą (cf. Old 

Russian gen. sg. nošči bó vs. nóšči); perhaps also accentuation of pre-
verbs, e.g. nèveda (cf. Old Russian pótrjasu).


