BALTISTICA XXXII (2) 1997
Frederik KORTLANDT

BALTIC é- AND 7/ja-STEMS

Eighty years ago, Nicolaas van Wijk tried to identify Baltic &- and 7/jg-stems in
the Old Prussian catechisms (1918, 29-32). This resulted in the following classification of
the evidence (acc. sg. forms unmarked).

(1) e-stems:

Lsemmin, Il semmien, E semmien (8x), semien (2x), semman, dat.  semmey, Il semmiey,
nom. E semme, EV same, Lith. Zeme, Latv. zeme.

I muttin, II mutien, E miitien, mutien, miitin, nom. miti, EV mothe, Lith. moté, Latv.
mate. :

I geiwin, Il geywien, E gijwin, gen. gijwis, nom. giwei, Latv. dzive.

E peronien (3x), peronin (2x), nom. peroni.

E warrien, warrin (2x), warein (2x), nom. Latv. vara, vare.

E peisdlin, nom. peisalei.

E teisin (5x), teischin, gen. teisis, nom. teisi, Lith. teise, tiesa.

(2) possible é-stems:

E salin, nom. EV soalis, Lith. Zolé, Latv. zdle.

Il druwin, E dritwien (3x), druwien (7x), nidruwien, nom. druwi, druwis, 1 droffs.

E diisin, dusin, doiisin, dausin (2x), nom. EV dusi < Polish dusza.

E tickromien (2x).

(3) i-stems:

I nactin, 11 naktin, E naktin, nacktin, nacktien (2x), nom. Lith. naktis.

E nautin (2x), nautien, dat. nautei.

(4) t/ja-stems:

E martin, martan, nom. Lith. marti.

E waispattin (2x), nom. Lith. viespati.

E maldinin (2x).

(5) ja-stems:

Lrekian, 11 reykyen, E rikijan (31X), rickijan, gen. rikijas (6x), nom. 1 rekis, rickis, 11

rykyes, reykeis, E rikijs (24x), rickijs, rikeis.

I tawischen, 11 tauwyschen, E tawischan (4x), tawischen, tawisen, gen. 1 tawischis

- (2x), II tauwyschis, tauwyschies, B tawischas (3x).
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(6) possible ja-stems:
Lnaseilen (2x), Lnaseylien (2x), Enoseilien (7x), noseilin (5x), nuseilin, gen. Inaseilis,

II n&seylis, E noseilis (2x), noseilis, nom. noséilis, noseilis (2x).

I pekollin, 11 pykullien, E pickullien (2x), gen. pikullis, nom. EV pyculs.

I geittin (2x), Il geytien, E geitien (2x), geitin (3x), geitan, nom. geits, EV geytye
(for -ys).

I etwerpsannan, attwerpsannan, 11 etwerpsennian (2x), E etwerpsennian (2%,
etwerpsennien (7X), etwerpsennin, etwerpsenninn, nom. etwerpsna (2x), etwerpsna (2x).

Ltirtin, Itirtien, E tirtian, tivtin, tirtan, dat. firtsmu (3x), nom. Ltirts, 11 tirtis, E tirts (2x).

E busennien (2x), bousennien, bausennien (5x), nom. bousennis.

E aucktimmien.

E nertien (3x), gen. nierties.

E pogirrien, nom. Lith. pagyris.

Most acc. sg. forms in-in, -ien cannot be identified as belonging to the i-, ja- or e-stems
(van Wijk, 1918, 37-39). If we eliminate the less reliable instances, the evidence for
the acc. sg. endings can be summarized as follows:

é-stems: | -in (3x), Il -ien (3x), E -ien (12x), -in (2x).

i-stems: I -in, 1L -in, E -in (4x), -ien (3x).

i/ja-stems: E -in (5x).

Ja-stems: 1 -ian, -en, 11 -yen, -en, E -ijan (32x), -an (4x), -en (2x).

On the basis of the evidence I reconstruct for the &-stems */-ien/, for the i- and ¥/
Ja-stems */-in/, and for the ja-stems */-jeen/ (cf. Kortlandt, 1998a, 1998b). The end-
ing */-ien/ was written -in in the First catechism, was corrected to -ien in the Second, and
became mixed up with the ending */-in/ in the Enchiridion before the generalization of the
ending */-an/ of the a-stems. Accordingly, the expected acc. sg. ending is for the &-stems
-ien (written -in in the First catechism), for the i- and 7/ja-stems -in (all sources), and for
the ja-stems -(1)an, -(i)en (which may be written -in in I and E). This leads me to disagree
with van Wijk’s identification of the stem formation in the following instances:

E nom. teisi, acc. -in (6x) is probably an #/jd-stem.

EV nom. soalis, E acc. salin is probably a ja-stem.

Inom. droffs, Il acc. druwin, E nom. druwis suggests ani-stem, whereas E nom. druwi,
acc. -ien (11x) points to an é-stem. This word will be discussed below:.

EV nom. dusi, E acc. -in (5x) is probably an 7/ja-stem.

I naseilen (2x), Il naseylien (2x) is definitely a ja-stem.

[ etwerpsannan, attwerpsannan may belong either with II etwerpsennian (2x), which
18 a ja-stem like E nom. bousennis, acc. -ien (8x), or with E nom. etwerpsna (2x), etwerpsna
(2x), which is an a-stem.

We now turn to the Elbing Vocabulary. In an important but neglected article (1973),
Jules L e vin has identified 137 é-stems (47 of which have an equivalent in Lithuanian)
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and 25 7/ja-stems. He makes clear that the difference cannot be attributed to phonological
variation or dialect mixture but represents a genuine morphological distinction. While
35% of the é-stems have East Baltic equivalents, the 7/ja-stems have East Baltic cognates
which are ja-, ja- or i-stems. While almost a third of the e-stems represent suffixal or
prefixal derivations or compounds, derived i/j@-stems are few and semantically detached.
Levin points out that over 60% of the 7/ja-stems belong to three out of eleven semantic
groups (landscape and natural phenomena, body parts and diseases, agriculture and re-
lated terms), whereas none is found in the group denoting wildlife, which contains 34
é-stems. He argues that among the loanwords from Slavic, the é-stems medinice, nadele,
calene represent an older stratum than the 7/ja-stems dusi, garkity, knapios, evidently as a
result of the rise of new */j/ in Proto-Lekhitic (cf. Kortlandt, 1979b, 271). The Prus-
sian i/ja-stems have recently been discussed by Kaukiené (1996), who unfortunately
disregards most of the scholarly literature.

The morphological distinction between e- and 7/ja-stems 1s found not only in Prussian,
but also in Lithuanian, where the latter type 1s preserved in marti, gen. marcios, and pati,
gen. pacios. We may therefore look for correspondences in Slavic and other Indo-European
languages. The classic study on the subject is by Holger Pedersen (1926). In his
discussion of the Lithuanian e-stems, Pedersen distinguishes between the following types:

(1) Zvakeé, menté, giré, Latin facés, Vedic mdnthas, giris, Slavic gora. These are
eH -stems.

(2) arklide, avide, aludé, peludé, also Zvaigzdé, Prussian EV umnode, Slavic zvézda,
Vedic -dhd, Latin -dés. These are compounds of the root *dheH;- ‘put’.

(3) slove, Slavic slava, Latin cluére, which may also be an eH;-stem.

(4) gervé, Latin gris, which may be an uH,-stem.

(5) Zemeé, Slavic zemlja, which is an extension of a root noun, like upe, saulé, musé, pelé.

Besides, there are two types which represent Proto-Indo-European iH-stems:

(6) vilke, nepte, Vedic vrkis, naptis. This type is usually represented by Slavic -ica (cf.
Lohmann, 1932, 21, 24).

(7) deive, Vedic devi. This type can easily have replaced the flexion of marti and pati
on the analogy of the preceding type.

It thus appears that the é-stems represent original hysterodynamic eH;- and iH-stems
(with accentual mobility between the stem and the ending), whereas the 7ja-stems directly
continue proterodynamic iH,-stems (with accentual mobility between the root and the suf-
fix), cf. Vedic vrkfs, gen. vrkias < *-iHos, versus devf, gen. devyzfs < *_jeH,s. The two
types of iH-flexion are attested in Slavic, e. g. insodi, sodii, gen. spdije ‘judge’ and mleni,
mlsnii, gen. mlsnije ‘lightning’ versus bogynji, gen. bogynje ‘goddess’ (cf. especially
Lohmann, 1932, 60-62). It has long been recognized that as a rule the former type is
found in derivations from o-stems and the latter type in derivations from consonant stems
(e.g. Lohmann,1932, 22, 67). This explains the ending of Prussian EV sansy as op-
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posed to the 34 é-stems denoting wildlife, including 19 species of wild birds, which corre-
spond to the regular type of Lith. vilke, cf. Zgsis, gen. pl. Zasy, versus vilkas.

The distinction between hysterodynamic and proterodynamic iH-stems has a perfect
analogue in the distinction between hysterodynamic and proterodynamic uH-stems.
P e d ers en reconstructs a proterodynamic paradigm *plédhi, gen. *pledhués < *-ueHs
for Latin plebeés and Greek pléthis, and similarly for Lith. gerve and Latin gras (1926, 63,
71). There is no reason to reconstruct an original hysterodynamic paradigm on the basis of
Greek gen. plethiios (thusBeekes, 1985,39and Schrijver, 1991, 380f. ) because
the latter can easily be analogical. Note that Latin -b- represents intervocalic *-dhw-, not
intervocalic *-dh- (as in vidua ‘widow’), and cannot therefore be derived from *-dhuH-.
Similarly, I reconstruct a proterodynamic paradigm for Avestan hizii-, hizva-, Vedic juhii-,
Jihva-, Prussian EV insuwis, in spite of Gathic gen. hizvo < *-uHos, which can easily have
arisen on the basis of the original accusative *-uHm, cf. Gathic acc. tanvdm, which is
trisyllabic like gen. fanvé < *-uHos. The motivation for the restoration of the laryngeal in
the oblique cases of the Avestan word for ‘tongue’ was probably the phonetic develop-
ment of *-zy- to *-zb- in Iranian, which gave rise to a paradigm *hizii, *hizu’am, *hizbd-,
with an oblique stem which is preserved in later Iranian languages. In the Rgveda we find
acc. juhuam beside jihvam, inst. juhua beside jihvd and jikvdya, gen. and abl. jihviyas,
nom. pl. juhuas beside jihvas, inst. pl. juhiibhis beside jihvabhis, and the compound
juhu-dsyas beside nom. sg. jihvd. This points to a paradigm *juhii, *juhu’am, obl. jihva-,
in accordance with the Iranian forms. Note that Vedic acc. devim must be analogical in
view of the root aorist 1st sg. dbhuvam < *-uHm, with vocalization of the final nasal, as
opposed to monosyllabic -am < *-eHm, with compensatory lengthening of the vowel.

The flexion of the hysterodynamic uH-stems is best preserved in Slavic svekry, gen.
svekrsve ‘mother-in-law’. Jan Rozwadowski has shown that the original accusative
is svekrove < *-euHm, not -sve (1914, 14-18). This must be a highly archaic form be-
cause there 1s no model for an analogical origin. The elimination of the isolated full grade
suffix in other Indo-European languages is a trivial development. The antiquity of the
Slavic paradigm is corroborated by the regular loc. sg. and nom. acc. pl. endings -i, which
are identical with the i-stem endings and differ from the endings of both the d-stems and
the consonant stems. This is especially remarkable because we find the d-stem endings in
the dat., inst. and loc. pl. forms. I conclude that we have to reconstruct loc. sg. *-euHi,
nom. pl. *-euHes, acc. pl. *-euHns, which yielded the attested loc. sg. and acc. pl. endings.
The nom. pl. form adopted the acc. pl. ending, as happened with all feminine nouns in
Slavic. The early introduction of the @-stem endings in the oblique plural cases suggests
the previous existence of *-Hzes in the nom. pl. ending. Thus, everything seems to point to
an original hysterodynamic paradigm *suekruH,s, *-euH,m, *-uH,o0s, as opposed to
proterodynamic *pleH;dhuH;, *-ueH,s, and comparable with e. g. the nt-participle *H,eints,
*Hjientm, *Hjintos (cf. Beekes 1985, 70).
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The Latin material has been discussed in detail by Peter Schrijver (1991, 363—
390). He argues that hysterodynamic é-stems like vates joined the third declension whereas
root nouns such as spés became the core of the fifth declension. Furthermore, he tenta-
tively distinguishes between four types of iH-stems:

(1) proterodynamic iH;-stems, which are reflected in the formations of genetrix, régina,
avia, and denominal abstracts like militia.

(2) proterodynamic if;-stems, which are reflected in deverbal abstracts of the fifth
declension such as aciés.

(3) hysterodynamic iH,-stems, which are reflected in denominal abstracts and collec-
tives like mdateriés, gen. materiae.

(4) hysterodynamic iH}-stems, in particular neptis, which may be compared withsocrus.

In order to explain the ié/ia-flexion of materiés, Schrijver assumes that original *-iH,m
yielded Latin -iem which then served as a basis for the creation of a nominative in -iés.
This is highly improbable in view of the subjunctive endmg 1sts g.~-im<*-im<*-iHm.
It follows that the flexion of the types represented by militia and aciés is based entirely
on the proterodynamic oblique cases. The ie/ia-flexion of materiés, gen. dat. -iae now
offers independent evidence for the reconstruction of an accusative in *-eiH,m, the pho-
netic reflex of which was *-ém, cf. trés < *treies, in agreement with the Slavic evidence
for hysterodynamic *-eufdm. Note that Slavic antevocalic *-ei- yielded *-jj-, e. g. in
trije < *treies, so that the full grade suffix was lost phonetically in the hysterodynamic
iH-flexion.

Schrijver’s evidence forreconstructing *-H,- instead of *-H,- in neptis and socrus
is delicate, as he points out himself (1991, 365). Moreover, it seems to be contradicted by
the d-stem endings in the Slavic oblique plural cases of svekry. If the suffix was *-uH;-, we
would expect i-stem endings here. However, it must be recalled that Baltic é-stems are
usually reflected as a-stems in Slavic, e. g. zvézda ‘star’. ] therefore see no cogent objec-
tion to the view that the Slavic evidence for the color of the laryngeal can be disregarded.
Note that we have *-H)- in Old Polish kry ‘blood’, cf. Greek kréas. Besides, I find it very
difficult to see how Latin neptis and socrus could avoid becoming a-stems if they had an
a-coloring laryngeal. I therefore subscribe to Schrijver’s view that these two nouns
represent hysterodynamic iH,- and uH;-stems.

The reconstruction of a hysterodynamic accusative in *-euHm provides an elegant
solution for the coexistence of *vidhii- and *vidheva- in the word for ‘widow’, Prussian
widdewii (cf. B e ek e s, 1992, 184). This word evidently represents the hysterodynamic
uH;-stems and thereby supports the reconstruction of *-H;- in the word for ‘mother-in-law’.
The preservation of the front vowel in the medial syllable of Prussian widdewi, as op-
posed to the regular development of heterosyllabic *-eu- in Slavic vsdova (cf.
Kortlandt, 1979a, 57), suggests that *-eu- spread to the nominative at an early stage
and that we have to reconstruct a Balto-Slavic nom. sg. form *videuH.
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Now we return to the Prussian material. The reconstruction of acc. sg. *-eiHm for the
hysterodynamic iH-flexion offers a straightforward explanation for the peculiar accusa-
tive warein (2x) and the nominatives giwei and pisalei. It appears that there was a para-
digm with nom. -ei and acc. -ein beside the dominant paradigm with nom. -€ and acc.
-ien and the proterodynamic i/ja-flexion with nom. -i and acc. -in. The type in -ei, -ein
evidently represents the original i/;-stems reflected in the Latin deverbal abstracts like
acieés. Interestingly, Slavic neti, netii, Old Polish nieé¢, Czech net’, gen. netefe, Slovak
neter (but cf. Vaillant, 1958, 258) shows that the flexion of this hysterodynamic i H;-stem
remained distinct from the flexion of the proterodynamic iH;-stems even if the latter
adopted the acc. sg. ending *-eiHm in Prussian. It follows that all of the reconstructed
types must have existed side by side in Balto-Slavic. The proterodynamic iH;-stems can
now be identified with the Slavic type volja ‘will’ (cf. Stang, 1957, 57). The corre-
sponding type of proterodynamic uf;-stems is reflected in kletva ‘oath’, It appears that
the proterodynamic iH;-stems joined the proterodynamic iH;-stems in Lithuanian, e. g.
valia, gen. valios, cf. also Latvian vara beside vare. In Slavic, the hysterodynamic type
sodi(i) may include original iH;- as well as iH,-stems while denominal nouns like koza
‘skin’, which belong to the same type as volja, may represent earlier proterodynamic
iH-stems. Note that from a semantic point of view Vedic rathis ‘charioteer’, like the
Slavic word for ‘judge’, fits Latin vatés better than materiés and may therefore contain
*-iH)- whereas *-iH,- is probable for feminines such as Slavic mleni(i), Prussian EV
mealde. This leads us to the following tentative classification of the Balto-Slavic mate-
rial (Prussian unmarked): '

(1) hysterodynamic eH;-stems and original root nouns: umnode, Lith. gire, Zvaigzdeé,
Russ. gora, zvezda.

(2) hysterodynamic uH;-stems and original root nouns: Lith. §love, Russ. slava, svekrov’.

(3) hysterodynamic uH,-stems and original root nouns: widdewii, Russ. vdova, krov’.

(4) proterodynamic u/;-stems: gerwe, Lith. gervé, Czech Zerdv, Russ. kljatva.

(5) proterodynamic uHj-stems: insuwis, Lith. liezuvis, Russ. jazyk.

(6) hysterodynamic iH;-stems: Lith. nepte, Russ. sud ’ja.

(7) hysterodynamic iH-stems: mealde, Lith. vilke, Russ. molnija, volcica.

(8) proterodynamic if;-stems: giwei, Lith. valia, Russ. volja.

(9) proterodynamic iH,-stems: sansy, Lith. pati, Russ. boginja, koZa.

Most important is that in Prussian, unlike East Baltic and Slavic, the proterodynamic
iH;-stems adopted the flexion of the hysterodynamic iH;-stems and thereby remained dis-
tinct from the proterodynamic iff;-stems. This points to an early split. Also noteworthy is
that in Slavic the H;-stems were evidently redistributed according to animacy and gender:
Russian gora, zvezda, slava, kljatva, volja versus sud ja versus svekrov’, Czech net’, Zerdv,
similarly in the Slavic proterodynamic iH,-stems koZa versus bogynji. The a-stem flexion
of the type sodi(i) is therefore remarkable and must probably be attributed to a compara-
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tively recent phonetic development. This supports the reconstruction of *-iH; in sodi(i)
versus *-iH, in mlani(i).

Apart from the iH;-stems, which remained a distinct category in Prussian but joined
the corresponding iH,-stems elsewhere, it appears that the West and East Baltic reflexes
are usually in agreement. We often find a neuter in -jan beside a collective in -€ or -ja, e.
g. EV garian, E garrin ‘tree’ beside Lith. gire, giria ‘forest’, further I kraugen, E krawian
beside krawia, EV crauyo ‘blood’, also EV sealis, E salin ‘herb’ beside Lith. Zolé ‘grass’.
This model can hardly account for I stas drdffs, corrected in Il stan druwin, E (stas) druwis
beside sta druwi, acc. -ien (11x), which points to an original neuter i-stem beside the
feminine é-stem. Similarly, we find a neuter nom. gijwan, giwan, gen. giwas (2x), geijwas,
acc. -an (9x), beside the feminine giwei, gen. gijwis, acc. gijwin, 1 geiwin, Il geywien. As
these deverbal abstracts fit the iH;-stems semantically, it seems probable to me that the
neuter i-stem, which could either become masculine or adopt a-stem endings, was created
on the basis of the oblique cases with zero grade suffix *-i- of the feminine nouns in -¢i,
acc. -ein. This again confirms the paradigms of Latin mdteriés and Slavic svekry discussed
above,
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