RECENZIJOS

VytautasM a Z i u [ 1 s, Prusykalbos etimo-
logijos Zodynas, II, I-K, Vilnius: Mokslo ir
enciklopedijy leidykla, 1993, pp. 331; I, L-P,
Vilnius: Mokslas, 1996, pp. 365.

On opening to p. 2 of volume II one notes
immediately a difference between this book and
its predecessor, volume 1. On p. 2 of volume 1 one
finds the title translated both into Russian and
into German, but on p. 2 of volume 2, the title is
translated only into German, the Russian version
having mysteriously vanished. For general com-
ments I would refer the reader to my review of
volume 1 which appeared in Baltistica XXVII (1)
70-72. I will therefore proceed immediately to de-
tails.

On p. 16 Maziulis (further M.) writes that the
noun idai ‘Essen, food’ nom. sg. fem. derives from
*ida < *ida < *éda attested both in Baitic and
Slavic (cf. Lith. dial. éda, Latv. éda, Rus. eda),
which has its origin in an *o/d-stem adjective. The
Old Prussian form in question derives then from
the addition of the definite pronoun -i < *-i@ or
*-a. Similarly M. writes that Istai ‘Essen, food’ pre-
supposes an earlier *ista < *istd < *ésta with a
morphological development of the final syllable
similar to that of idai. M. notes also that istai oc-
curs in the expression: Kawidai wirdai ast sirsdau
stesmn [for stesmu] kérmeneniskan istai bhe potiton
‘Welche Wort sind neben dem leiblichen Essen
unnd Trincken, which words are beside the cor-
poral food and drink.” The final is to be explained,
in M’s view, in the same way as is idai above.
M. then writes (p. 52) it seems to him that istai is
anom. sg. fem. d-stem form and he writes in brack-
ets that in the Old Prussian catechisms the nomi-
native form is rather frequently (neretai) used in-
stead of the expected (correct) accusative or some
other form. In 1974, 49, I followed Trautmann,
1910, 348, who analyzed this as a dat. sg. neuter of
*istan derived from a proposed reconstruction *éd-
tom. I am now prepared to agree with M. that this
might be a nom. sg. fem. g-stem form, primarily
because I believe that there are many mistakes and
misunderstandings in the Old Prussian catechisms.

BALTISTICA XXXII (2) 1997

On the other hand one might consider
Smoczynski s (1992, 154-155) proposal
that isfai derives from *istan. Smoczynski writes
that the number of case forms ending in -ai and
-ei is 80 great that the notion that final -i is a mis-
print for -z should be set aside, and that here we
have to do with a phonological rather than a
graphic matter. He suggests then a weakening of
the final nasal resonance and an option change
of the sequences -an and -en into the diphthongs
-ai and -ei respectively. An argument in favor of
this view is the existence of a somewhat similar
phenomenon in some Lithuanian dialects. Thus
ZinkevicCius, 1966, 137, reports in the area of
Vilkaviskis an acc. pl. fem. baltdis’es for standard
baltgsias. 1 would no longer defend very strongly
my view (1974, 64) that kanxtisku ‘Zucht, disci-
pline’ is a dative singular. It might well be as
M. writes (p. 112-113) a nominative singular form.
He writes that in the Old Prussian catechisms
there is more than one translation error of that
kind.

Of course, if one followed the dictum of
Levin (1982) that the only determiner of cor-
rectness is to be found in the text itself one would
be forced to the conclusion that there are either
no very mistakes in the text (the few existing mis-
takes [if there are any at all] being established on
the basis of some kind of statistical norm derived
from the analysis of the text itself). I would be
inclined here to agree with M. rather than Levin
and to assume that on the basis of our knowledge
of Lithuanian, Latvian and other Indo-European
languages we might expect, for example, an accu-
sative rather than a nominative as a direct object
of a finite verb. If one relies solely on the evidence
of the text and if it could be established in some
way or other that the nominative case is more
frequent as the direct object of a finite verb, then
we would have to consider the nominative here
as being correct. Or perhaps we would have to
change our view of morphology and consider
forms with apparent final -a < *-@ as renderings
of the accusative case. One might go even further
and, for example, deny that Old Prussian is a Bal-
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tic language at all, in which case the use of paral-
lels from other Baltic and/or Indo-European lan-
guages would be irrelevant. Although one would
be able to analyze the data without reference to
criteria from outside, this would seem to me ( and
I think, to most specialists) to be odd.

M. (p. 63) derives Old Prussian kadan ‘when’
from *kaddn which in turn derives from *kadd + n
which is compared to Slavic *koda (later remod-
eled into *kogsda > Russ. kogda). I would agree
with all of the steps here, except that it seems
simpler to me to assume a proto-form *kadan
(short vowel plus nasal) which in word final san-
dhi position could become *kadd (with loss of the
nasal and lengthening of the preceding vowel) if
the following word began with a consonant or the
retention of the original vowel plus resonant se-
quence if the following word began with a vowel
(Schmalstieg, 1980, 31-34). In making such
assumptions one deals with forms which are ac-
tually attested, viz. kadan (cf. Lith. kaddngi ‘since’)
and Old Indic kada ‘when’. Furthermore such a
development would seem to be quite consistent
with the somewhat similar phenomenon in
Lithuanian where short vowel plus resonant is
retained in some positions, but passes to a long
vowel with loss of the preceding resonant if there
is a following spirant, cf., e.g.,sdn-taka ‘confluence’
vs. sg-skaita ‘bill’. Compare also Old Indic acc. sg.
devam ‘god’ (short vowel plus resonant) with Lith.
Diév-q.

M. writes (p. 99) that the form kaltza ‘lauten,
purport’ (beside kelsai) reflects Old Pr. *kalca <
*kalsa with the -s- after -I- having a more or less
affricate pronunciation -c-. It seems just as likely
to me that Abel Will couldn’t distinguish well
between the phonetic sequences -Is- and -lfs-, or
maybe that -1z- was merely another way of ren-
dering -s-. In her grammar of Middle Low Ger-
man Lasch (1914, 172) writes that sometimes
one encounters ss (sz ¢z) after consonant and
quotes the example kersse where the ss stands for
High Germanz. For the rendering of the so-called
‘scharfess’tz, czand ¢ are common, thus the spell-
ings Rus(s)en, Ruscen, Rutzen, Rucen, Rycen ‘Rus-
sians’ are encountered in the Baltic provinces.
Since the -s- in kelsdi was voiceless spirant it seems
to me that Abel Will could well have interpreted

it as a ‘scharfes s.” For me the English words false -

and faults are homonymous, so a colleague of
mine posted a question about this on the linguists’
e-mail network. This yielded a number of inter-
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esting replies, some Americans having words as
homonyms and others distinguishing the words.
One native German replied that for him Hals
rhymes with Malz. 1 queried two native speakers
in our German department here at Penn State and
found that for them the word Hals and Malz on
the one hand and Fels and Pelz on the other hand
were rhyming words.

I conclude then that the difference in orthog-
raphy between -Is- and -/tz- (with epenthetic --)
is no more important than the difference between
dessimts ‘tenth’ (Trautmann, 1910, 5, 22) and
dessympts (Trautmann, 1910, 11, 21) with the
epenthetic -p-.

With regard to the form kelsdi M. quotes the
usual view that the orthography allows us to as-
sume a reduction of a thematicized *-gja. I stiil
cling to my earlier belief about this word, with
regard to the Old Prussian orthographic sequence
-ai, viz. that it reflects either (1) -@ or else (2) -a
plus particle -ai. In the first case one could draw
from examples where Middle Low German ortho-
graphic -ai- apparently renders -d-, thus raid ‘Rad,
wheel’, jair ‘Jahr, year’ (Lasch, 1 914, 25). The
second alternative in my view is that the form
shows the addition of the particle -ai, cf. Lith. dial.
sukai ‘turns’ vs. standard siuka (Zinkevidius,
1 966, 431). Furthermore I doubt that -el- in kelsai
reflects a sound different from -al- in kaltza. Per-
haps M. is right in his assumption that Old Prus-
sian -al- was reduced to -2/, but I doubt that the
orthographic -el- in kelsai allows us to distinguish
it phonologically from kaltza. In sum, then I see
no reason to assume that the spelling kelsai vs.
kaltza represent a difference in pronunciation.
I assume only a difference in spellings due to Abel
Will’s inconsistency. I would stick with my earlier
assumption of a phonemicization /kalsa/ for both
words.

Although I have been critical of the phonol-
ogy M. has proposed I do think that his notion
that there existed parallel verbs *kalsatvei vs.
*kalsétvei is a good thought. M. supports this by
calling attention to the adjective kalsiwingiskan
‘lauter, pure’ which seems to presuppose the ex-
istence of a verb *kalsé-tvei and to such pairs as
Lith. linkséti ‘to be bent over’ and linkséti ‘to bow
over and over again’.

From the cultural perspective one very inter-
esting and important entry in the dictionary is the
etymology of the name of famous astronomer
Copernicus, who gave his nationality as Prussian



when he matriculated at the University of Kra-
kéw. This was previously unknown to me and I
would guess to most Americans who are accus-
tomed to considering Copernicus as Polish. Ac-
cording to M. (p.114) the name may eventually
be derived from Old Pr. *kapurna, *kaperna ‘pro-
tuberance, small hill, rise’. Copernicus was born
in Torun in 1473 to a family by the name of (Ger-
man) Koppernigk. Apparently this family had
moved there by way of Krakéw from the small
Silesian village of Koppernig the name of which
M. surmises might derive from a Germanized Old
Prussian personal name.

M. (p. 137) writes that a West Baltic nom. sg.
fem. relative pronoun *kd passed to Sambian *kij,
which, with the addition of *-ai from the definite
form (cf. */st]-ai < *-ai < *-@ja[or < *-aji]), deve-
loped into the nom. sg. fem. *kvai (=nom. sg. fem.
quai, quoi). With the substitution of the sequence
*kv- into the accusative singular we have *kvan and
then from this we have an acc. pl. fem. *kvans from
which an acc. pl. masc. *kvans is derived analogi-
cally. On the basis of the acc. pl. masc. *kvans a
new nom. pl. masc. *kvai is formed (= quai and
quoi). I would, of course, be very surprised to find
the initial qu- as the reflex of an Indo-European
labio-velar in a satem language, but neither do
I see the passage of *kd to *kii as M. supposes. It
seems much more likely to me that the qu- is
merely the orthographic representation of a labi-
alized velar consonant before a non-front vowel,
a phenomenon to be expected in languages which
have phonemic palatalization of consonants, Cf.,
e.g., the wordsenkopts ‘begraben, buried’ with the
orthographic alternants encops and enquoptzt.
André Martinet (1955, 356) has written that
a Frenchman hearing the Russian words byl ‘was’
and most ‘bridge’ would be tempted to transcribe
them respectively as bwil and mwost. In my view
then the sequences quai and quoi sometimes rep-
resents the nom. pl. masc. /kai/ and perhaps some-
times the nom. sg. fem. /ka/.

In (1974, 64) 1 phonemicized kaupiskan
‘Handel, business’ as /kaupiskan/ for my first
choice and suggested /kiipiskan/ as a possible sec-
ond choice, since I thought that the word might
come from Slavic. I was at that time suspicious of
the derivation from Gothic kaupon ‘to buy’ which
was suggested by Trautmann (1910, 354).
I now would agree with M. (p. 146) that it is more
likely that this word is a German dialect borrow-
ing from the 13" to 15" centuries.

Following Trautmann (1910, 356) I wrote
in (1974, 62) that the word kermeneniskan in the
expression noiison kermeneniskan qudits ‘unsers
fleisches wille, the will of our flesh’ was a substan-
tivized adjective. M. suggests, however (p. 166),
that the word is not a noun, but rather an adjec-
tive which should have had the nom. sg. masc.
form *kermeneniskas to agree with quaits. The fi-
nal -s of *kermeneniskas was replaced by -n, how-
ever, under the influence of the preceding noiison.
I think that M. is quite probably right, because it
is well known that non-natives using an inflected
foreign language which they do not know very well
frequently fail make the appropriate adjective and
noun agreement. In a hotel of one of the repub-
lics (not Lithuania) of the former Soviet Union I
was told once that in the samovar there was
gorjacij voda [sic!].

Following Berneker (1896, 193) M. (p. 93)
writes that in the expression fu twaias kirkis ...
islaiku ‘du deine Kirche ... erheltest, you uphold
your church’ the word kirkis is not acc. pl. fem.,
but rather nom. pl. fem. form. He writes that here
Abel Will heard the acc. sg. deine Kirche as an acc.
pl. (=nom.) and having understood this as a nom.
pl. translated it into the Old Prussian nom, pl. fem.
twaias kirkis ‘tdvos bazny¢ios, your churches’.
I'suggest perhaps a genitive singular which might
have been governed by the verb islaiku, cf. Lith.
laikytis ‘to hold on to’ which requires a genitive
complement, cf., e.g., a¥ laikaiis senos tvarkos ‘1
hold on to the old order’ (LKZ VII 38).

In the marriage service one encounters the
expression (Trautmann, 1910, 63): adder
tussise pansdau bhe etlaikusin deickton prei
kitawidintunsin ‘oder schweige darnach und
enthalt sich etwas zuuerhindern, or may he be si-
lent and refrain from saying anything against (it.)".
Under the heading kitawidintunsin ‘uerhindern,
to prevent’ M. writes (p. 205) that *kitavidintunsin
for (non-reflexive) *kitawidintun did not mean
‘verhindern, to prevent’ but rather ‘verindern, to
change’ and that here Abel Will was not respon-
sible for the mistake, but rather his helper Paul
Megott who misinterpreted spoken verhindern for
verdndern. Hearing this he erroneously added the
translation of sich (which correctly goes withenthalt
‘holds oneself”). It seems to me M. has proposed
an excellent solution to the problem of this word
which can then be easily etymologized as having
the element kita- ‘other’ -vid- ‘aspect’ -in- (caus-
ative verb suffix), -fun (infinitive or supine ending).
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Prussian knapios ‘hanf, hemp’ and Lith. kanapeé,
etc. are borrowings from Slavic and rather con-
siders them to be borrowings into proto-Baltic-Sla-
vic from Scythian sometime in the first half of the
first millennium B.C. Thus the traditional notion
that the names for ‘hemp’ in the Baltic languages,
Old Prussian knapios, Lith. kandpé derive from
Slavic is not trustworthy in his view; these words
are rather common Balto-Slavic words. If one
accepts the view that the Baltic and Slavic lan-
guages shared a common history before splitting,
then M.’s view seems quite plausible.

M. (p. 237) writes that Old Prussian (E 559)
coestue ‘burste, brush’ reflects *42sf(u)ue <
*ast(u)vé < *kaist(u)vé (with a lengthened g un-
der the circumflex accent) and that (E 557) coysnis
‘kam, comb’ is *4£2isnis, 1.e., *kaisnis. Further-
more M. cites the Lithuanian cognate kais-yti ‘to
stop up; to adorn’ with a circumflex root. I per-
sonally would surmise that the orthographic se-
quences coe- and coy- both reflect attempts to
represent phonemic /kai-/, the -o- denoting /a/
after a labial. Possibly the rendition coestue indi-
cates that the scribe did not hear the second ele-
ment of the circumflex diphthong. Although it
would be impossible to prove the nationality of
the author of the Elbing Vocabulary, it certainly
seems more likely to me that he was a German
relying on his incomplete knowledge of Old Prus-
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blood’.

Under the heading crixti ldiskas ‘tauffbiich-
lein, baptismal booklet’ M. (p. 227) suggests that
laiskas is not a nom. sg. masc. (as one might ex-
pect on the basis of Lith. lai§kas ‘leaf’), but rather
a nom. pl. fem. with the meaning of a singular, cf.
Lith. (pl. tantum) knygos ‘book’. This is an inter-
esting suggestion and I see no way of proving it
wrong, although the comparison with Lith. laiskas
seems more likely to me.

As have many others M. (p. 324-325) con-
nects Old Prussian guaits ‘Wille, will” with Lith.
kviésti ‘to invite’ and supposes an Old Prussian -i
stem proto-form *kvaitis. The word is to be con-
nected with guoi ‘will, I wish’ (p. 329), a modal
form which underwent shortening because of fre-
quency of use (a phenomenon which has been
amply demonstrated by W. Maficzak), and the
3 pres. verb. quoité ‘will, wishes’, the infinitive of
which M. reconstructs as *kvaifi-tvei < *kvaité-tvei
(p- 330). On p. 240 we find the entries koyte, koyto
and koytu with a reference to llguoi, but the forms
are not discussed under that entry, nor do we find
them under the entries quoité or quaits. Neither
have I found any mention of Simon Grunau’s
kayat thu *Wo wiltu hin’ (listed in M., 1966, 251).
It is a minor annoyance, but it is not a tremen-
dous problem because the forms are discussed in
works to which M. refers in the entry mentioned.















