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BALTISTICA XXXIV(l) 1999 17-21

F r e d e r i k K O R T L A N D T
Leiden University

OLD PRUSSIAN VERB CLASSES

Since I published my analysis of the Old Prussian present tense formation
( K o r t l a n d t 1987), two articles on the same subject have come to my attention,
viz. O s t r o w s k i 1994 and K a u k i e n e 1998. It may beuseful to compare our
results. As it is clear that neither of the authors hasread my work, there is no point in
starting a discussion and I shall limit myself to indicating the differences which
merit further consideration.

Following van W i j k (1918), I have classified the attested Ist pl. forms in the
following way:

(1) athematic forms in -mai: asmai, -sklmai, -eimai, wirstmai, 2nd pl. astai,
wirstai;

(2) forms in -ämai, -ümai: waitiämai, quoitämai, läikumai, 2nd pl. quoiteti, ipv.
läikutei, 3rdpl.peisäi, etlräi, kelsäimay also belonghere (cf. K o r t l a n d t 1987,
109), äs does 3rd sg. -bända;

(3) forms in -e(i)mai: billemai, druwemai, seggemai, stallemai, klausemai,
-paickemai, -wacke(i)mai, waidleimai, 2nd pl. druwetei, seggeti, stalleti, ipv. bulltet,
seggltei, klausieiti;

(4) forms in -au(i)mai: dmkau(i)mai, 2nd pl. ipv. dmkauti, rikauite;
(5) thematic forms in -ammai, -emmai: -weckammai, giwammai, giwemmai,

klantemmai, paikemmai, -prestemmai, wertemmai;
(6) forms in -imai, viz.

(a) Optative turrllimai;
(b) perfect present waidimai, 2nd pl. waiditi;
(c) verbs in -ίί: kirdimai, mentimai, -nertimai, turrimai, 2nd pl. turriti, ipv.

klrdeiti, crixteiti, kirdijti, laukijti, milijti;
(d) loan words: grikimai, madlimai, schlüsimai, massimai, -schpändimai, 2nd

pl. schlüsiti, ipv. madliti;
(e) simple verbs: galbimai, girrimai, gunnimai, immimai,pTdimai, -ripimai,

-werpimai, 2nd pl. immali, ipv. immaiti, ripaiti, -wierptei;
(f) nasal presents: -gaunimai, -stänimai, -sinnimai, 2nd pl. -sinnati',
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(g) forms in -innimai: bebinnimai, brewinnimai, mukinnimai, -statlinnimai,
tickinnimai, 2nd pl. ipv. -in(n)aiti, -in(n)eiti.

Classes (3), (4), (5) are thematic, classes (6b), (6c), (6f), (6g) have an alternating
present stem, and classes (2) and (6e) are heterogeneous. I have argued that the 2nd
pl. imperatives in -aiti, -eiti represent the original present optative while the forms
in -(l)tei, -ijti reflect an original aorist subjunctive ( K o r t l a n d t 1982, 7), the cor-
responding 2nd sg. endings being -ais, -eis and -(i)s. For the preterit, I statt from the
following classification (K o r 11 a n d t 1998a, 144):

(i) -mige, wedde, -traüki;
(ii) bei;
(iii) -deirä, billä-, stallä, quoitä, -glabü, teikü, dinkau-, I/II bela/byla, prowela, I

lima-, dinkowa-, II lymu-, dinkau-',
(iv) dai, driäudai, -stäi, widdai, -Hei-, poüi- (cf. Kort landt 1998a, 147 and

1998b, 124f.), I/II dai-;
(v) I ymmi-, II ymmei- < *imi.
When we look at the infinitives and participles, it appears that the present stem

gave rise to an α-aorist in laiküt, (per)bända-, EV. maysotan, Lith. laikyti, bandyli,
maisyti (cf. K o r t l a n d t 1989,110).! thereforethinkthatclass (2)mustbe subdi-
vided into (2a) athematic α-presents such äs läiku and perbända and (2b) thematic
presents such aspeisäi, etträi, kelsäi, also signä-, maitä-, and waitiä- in view of the
participle acc.pl. waitiaintins. Class (6e) can be subdivided into a class (6el) with
the same present flexion äs (6c) and perhaps (6d), e.g. etwierpt, 3rd sg. etwierpei,
Ist pl. etwerpimai, ipv. etwerpeis, also 3rd sg. perlänkei, perlänki, 3rd pl. geide,
gieidi, probably alsopogalbton, galbimai, girtwei, girrimai, pokünst, (po)künti, ipv.
pokuntieis, tienstwei, ipv. tenseiti, 2nd sg. etwere, ipv. etwerreis, 3rd sg. trinie, knieipe,
Ilse, and a class (6e2) with the same present flexion äs (6f) and perhaps (6g), viz.
Imt, Ist sg. imma, Ist pl. immimai, 2nd pl. immati, ipv. immais, immaiti, alsopijst,
3rd sg. pidai, Ist pl. pidimai, serripimai, ipv. ripaiti, 3rd sg. aupallai, and probably
guntwei, Ist pl. gunnimai. A first comparison with T r a u t m a n n ' s (1910) classi-
fication now yields the following picture (regulär 3rd person endings added):

Tl.*-ft ' = (l)-i,(ii)6ez,(iv)rfai;
T2. *-a = (5) -a, (i) -e, -i;
T3. *-auja = (4) -awie, -aui, (iii) -au;
T4. *-ya = (6d) -z;
T5. *-ä = (2a) -a, -u, (iii) -ä, -ü;
T6. *-äja = (2b) -äi, (iii) *-ä;
T7. *-eja = (3) -e;
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T8. *-ia < *-eja = (6c) -ei, -i, (iv) -ai\
T9. *-ja = (6el) -ei, -i, (iv) *lei, *pöi;
T10. *-äi = (6e2) -az, -a, (v) imi;
T10. *-äz = (6f) -«az, -«a, (iv) -stäz;
TU. *-z«ä = (6g) -inaz, -ina, (v) *-Γ;
T12.-ä,-e = (3)-e, (iii)-ä.
There is no evidence for a preterit (v) *-Fbeside (iii) -ä and (iv) -ai in classes (3)

and (6d). A comparison with the whole corpus inSchmalst ieg 's (1970) classifi-
cation yields the following result:

S l a. *-a = (2a) tläku, (3) aupaickemai, (5) paikemmai, popaikä (read popäika,
cf. Van Wijk 1918,I35),poprestemmai,senrinka, enterpo, ertreppa,perweckammai,
perweddä (read -a), (6e) podingai, imma, -immai, Ilse, aupallai, pidai, (i) wedde,
(iii) lima-,prowela, (v)ymmi-;

S Ib. *-e/a = (3) bitte, quoite, stalle, (5) giwa, (iii) M/ä, quoitä, stallä;
Sie. *-«a = (6f) -gaunai, -gaunimai,postänai, (iv) postäi;
S Id. nasal infix + *-a = (5) polinha, (i) ismige;
Sie. vowel + *-ya = (iv) */ez, */>öz;
S l f. consonant + *-ja = (3) warge, (5) küra, wertemmai, (6c) mentimai, (6d)

massi, auschpändimai, (6e) galbimai, gunnimai, gieidi, girrimai, knieipe, (po)künti,
erlängi, sernpimai, trinie, etwere, etwierpei, (i) pertraüki, (iv) driäudai;

S l g. * -ma = (6g) -inai, -ina;
S 1h. *-z/a = (6c) crixti-;
Sli. *-auja = (4) -avw'e, -awz, (iii) -awte;
S2.*-e/7= (3) 6wc?e, derge, druwe, pallapse, mile, segge, auschaude, paskule,

waidleimai, enwacke(i)mai,preiwacke, (6c) kirdimai, käimaluke, ernertimai, turrei,
turri, (6d) grikimai, (6e) perlänkei, (iv) widdai;

S3a. *-z7ä = (2a) perbända, (3) klausemai, (5) (per)klantemmai, (iii) endeirä;
S3b. *-ä = (2a) /ÖZÄM, EV. maysotan, (2b) dwigubbü, kelsäi, maitä,peisäi, etträi,

waitiämai, ebs[i]gnä, (6b) öz'a (cf. Kortlandt 1989, 110), (6f)posinna, -sinnimai,
(iii) poglabü, teikü;

54. *-iz = (1) «5-, Ja-, ez-, wfrai-, (ii) oez, (iv) rfaz;
55. perfect present = (6b) 2nd sg. waz'iez, pl. waidi-;
56. loan words = (6d) madli, schlüsi]
57. unclear forms = (1) etski-, (6e) polijcki.

N. O s t r o w s k i (1994, 169-175) distinguishes between l. athematic presents,
2. thematic presents (with seven subdivisions), and 3. unclear present stem forms:
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1 *-ti = (1) äs-, da-, ei-,
2 l *-ya = (1) etskl-, (2b) wailiä-, (3) auschaude, bitte, bude, druwe, -wache,

Hause-, mile, pallapse, paskule, quoite, segge, stalle, (5) klantemmai, (6c) ernerti-,
kirdi-, cnxti-, turn, (6d) auschpändi-, grlki-, madh, massi, schlüsi, (6e) erlangt,
gieidi, perlänkei, pohjcki,

2 2 -in- = (6g) -mai, -ina,
2 3 * -äja — (2a) läiku, perbända, lläku, (2b) etträi, dwigubbü, kelsäi, maitä,

peisäi, (5) giwa, (6b) bia,
2 4 * -auja = (4) -awie, -aui,
25 * -a = (5) perweddä (read -a), senrinka, polmka, (6e) aupallai, etwierpei,

imma, Ilse,
26 -n- = (6f) -gaunai, postänai,
21 * -sta = (5) poprestemmai,
3 heterogeneous (1) wfrji-, (3) derge, aupaickemai, waidleimai, warge, (5)

enterpo, ertreppa,perweckammai,popaikä (rsaapopäika),paikemmai, wertemmai,
(6a)lemlai, (6b)waidimai, (6c]käimaluke,mentimai, (6e) galbimai, geide, girrimai,
gunmmai, knieipe, (po)künti, (per)pldai, podmgai, sernpimai, trmie, (6f) posmna,
-sinmmai

A Kaukiene limits herseif to e- and Γ-formations She distinguishes between
l a i-/e-/ä-verbs, Ib r-/m-verbs, 2 e-/z-verbs, and 3 loan words, and lists the fol-
lowmg present tense formations of these verbs (K a u k i e n e 1998, 30-36)

1 a = (2b) kelsäi, (3) klause-, bitte, bude, mile, warge, derge, druwe, quoite,
pallapse, aupaicke-, segge,paskule, stalle, auschaude, -wacke, (5)giwa, klantemmai,
popaikä (read popäika), paikemmai, perweckammai, (6c) käimaluke, (6e) etwere,
(in) bülä, quoitä, stallä,

Ib = (6g) isrankinna, swmtma(i), -s(ch)wäigstmai, warttnna,
2 = (6c) kirdi-, ernerti-, turei, turn, (6d) massi, (6e) erlangt,
3 = (6c) cnxti-, (6d) griki-, madh, schlüsi I have mcluded cnxti- m class (6c)

rather than (6d) because this verb seems to be well integrated mto the language, äs
is clear from Ist sg crixtia and ipv cnxteiti, but admit that this choice is more or
less arbitrary

We may conclude that there is no consensus on the classification of Old Prussian
verb forms An extreme position is taken by Schmalstieg, who simply denies any
mdependent value of the Prussian evidence "it may well be madness which would
lead anybody to believe that he could make anythmg out of Old Prussian orthogra-
phy" ( S c h m a l s t i e g 1970, 127) His classification isbased "on a belief that the
Old Prussian verbal System did not differ very much from that of the extant Baltic
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languages" and is "determmed by the corresponding classification of its Lithuanian
cognate", m spite of the fact that "there are many verbs m Lithuanian which could
belong to any one of several conjugations" and that "there is no very good assurance
that a verb belonging to one conjugation m Lithuanian would necessanly belong to
a cognate conjugation m Old Prussian" ( S c h m a l s t i e g 1970, 132) Thus,
Schmalstieg really classifies Lithuanian verbs with Prussian cognates, totally disre-
gardmg the Prussian evidence äs a matter of pnnciple The other extreme is repre-
sented by Trautmann's classic handbook, where every form is taken senously äs a
real piece of evidence for a Imguistic category unless it can be proven to be a prmter's
error While Ostrowski largely follows Schmalstieg m bis rejection of the
orthographical evidence and his agnostic attitude toward much of the matenal and
Kaukiene tnes to steer a middle course between the orthographical and the com-
parative evidence, the present author agrees with Van Wijk's opinion that we must
first establish the Imguistic System behind the Prussian texts before embarkmg upon
a companson with data from other languages This approach leads to the conclusion
that "the Old Prussian texts are an imperfect representation of a remarkably archaic
vanetyofBalto-Slavic"(Kortlandt 1987, 110) It follows that Schmalstieg's work
is misguided because it is based on mistaken principles
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