RECENZIJOS

Daniel Petit, Apophonie et catégories
grammaticales dans les langues baltiques,
Leuven—Paris, Peeters, 2004, 436. (Collec-
tion Linguistique publiée par la Société de
Linguistique de Paris, LXXXVI).

Tai aStuoniasdeSimt SeStas kalbotyros seri-
jos tomas, iSleistas garsiosios ParyZiaus lingvis-
ty draugijos. Veikalo autorius Danielis Petit’as
yra jaunas pranciizy baltistas ir indoeuropeis-
tas, Paryziaus Aukstosios pedagoginés mokyk-
los (Ecole Normale Supérieure) profesorius,
studijaves klasikine filologija ir lyginamaja in-
doeuropieciy gramatika ParyZiuje ir Vienoje, o
pats veikalas parengtas pagal habilitacijos diser-
tacija, apginta 2002 m. spalio 12 d. Sorbonoje'.

Nors D. Petit’as yra jaunas, jo baltistikos
darbai jau yra sulauke labai palankiy atsiliepi-
my’. Mano démesj jaunasis mokslininkas pa-
trauké 1998 metais, kai prestiziniame pranci-
zy kalbotyros zurnale Bulletin de la Société de
linguistique de Paris aptikau jo kvalifikuotai pa-
rasytas keliy baltistiniy leidiniy recenzijas, t.y.
zurnalo Linguistica Baltica (1), Colloquium Pru-
thenicum primum, Analecta Indoeuropaea Cra-

! Ten pat 1996 m. apginta ir daktaro diserta-
cija i§ graiky kalbos refleksyviniy jvardziy. Diser-
tacijoje remiamasi placiu indoeuropietiSkuoju
kontekstu, taip pat ir balty kalby faktais. Po keleto
mety ileistoje monografijoje (zr. D.Petit, *sue-
en grec ancien: la famille du pronom réfléchi,
Leuven, 1999) jos autorius pristatomas kaip spe-
cializuojasis i§ indoeuropieciy kalby (ypac grai-
ky ir balty) istorinés kalbotyros.

27r., pvz., V. Ambrazas, Nauji pranciizy
mokslininko darbai apie lietuviy kalba, — ALL
XLII, 2000, 214-220.

BALTISTICA XL (1) 2005

coviensia ir P. U. Dini knygos Le lingue baltiche
(zr. BSL XCII 2, 1997, 304-310; XCIII 2, 1998,
305-315). Netrukus D. Petit’as paskelbé labai
profesionalia olandy baltisto R. Derkseno mo-
nografijos Metatony in Baltic recenzija (BSL
XCIV 2,1999, 240-248). Pastaroji recenzija aki-
vaizdZiai rodo Petit’o kompetencija i§ balty ir
indoeuropieciy kalbotyros, ypac¢ i§ fonologijos
ir morfo(no)logijos. Naujausiy baltistiniy vei-
kaly recenzijos D. Petit’ui, rodos, tapo jpras-
tos, o BSL skaitytojams — laukiamos (zr. BSL
XCV 2,2000,257-262; XCVI 2,2001, 240-251;
XCVIII 2, 2003, 242-247, 339-353; XCIX 2,
2004, 254-269).

Pirmasis baltistinis D. Petit’o tyrimas i$-
spausdintas 1998 m. Tai studija ,,A propos du
lituanien Sdmbaris: 1a racine IE *bher- en bal-
tique oriental“ (BSL XCIII 1, 229-288), kurio-
je, kruop$¢iai iSanalizaves ide. *bher- ‘nesti’ ati-
tikmenis, autorius pri¢jo prie i§vados, kad lie.
sambaris ir sl. svborv yra savarankiski dariniai,
tad ju nereikéty laikyti bendro balty ir slavy
pagoniy kulto reliktais®.

Skyrium minétina daugiausia apzvalginio po-
biidzio publikacija ,,Introduction au lituanien®,
paskelbta Paryziaus AukStosios pedagoginés
mokyklos lingvistiniame metrastyje LALIES
(XIX, 1999, 7-135). Siame monografijos apim-
ties darbe, susidedanc¢iame i§ penkiy studiju,
kompetentingai ir originaliai aptariamos lie-
tuviy kalbos fonologijos (pagrindinis démesys

* Minimy Zodziy bendros kilmés hipoteze
iskele P U.Dini (A propos du vieux sl. svbors, —
Analecta Indoeuropaea Cracoviensia Ioannis
Safarewicz memoriae dicata, ed. W. Smoczynski,
Cracoviae, 1995, 147-152).
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skiriamas kir¢iavimui), vardazodzio morfologi-
jos (linksniuo¢iy sistema ir gramatinés giminés
raiska), veiksmazodzio morfologijos (diatezés
ir pasyvo raida) ir dalyviy sintaksés problemos.
Minimas publikacijas recenzavo ir labai gerai
ivertino Zymus balty kalby gramatikos, ypac¢ sin-
taksés specialistas Vytautas Ambrazas®.

Be minéty publikacijy, Petit’as yra paskel-
bes vertingy balty kalbotyros straipsniy’. Vi-
sai neseniai i§spausdinta studija apie balty ir
slavy santykius paties Petit’o sudarytame leidi-
nyje — zurnalo Histoire. Epistémologie. Langage
tome, kurio didzioji dalis skirta balty kalboty-
rai (p. 5-119)°.

Netrumpu ir recenzijai gal kiek nejprastu
ivadu siekta pabrézti jauno ir talentingo fran-
kofonijos pasaulio baltisto mokslinj aktyvuma
ir profesing kompetencija, kurig tik sustiprina
tai, kad Petit’as laisvai kalba lietuviskai (Sia kal-
ba Vilniaus universitete yra skaites paskaity),
gerai iSmano latviy ir priisy kalbas. Baltiste,

¢ ,Darbai labai turiningi, kompaktiski, juose
iSryskéja geras tiriamy dalyky iSmanymas ir auks-
tas filologinés kulttros lygis“ (V. Ambrazas,
op. cit., 219).

5 7r. Historische Sprachforschung, CXIII,
2000, 259-275 (apie lie. stuomud | stomud ir la-
ringaly teorija); BSL XCV 1, 2000, 119-146 (lie.
tatisti, ciutnas ir ide. ‘tautos’ pavadinimas); BSL
XCVI 1, 2001, 285-310 (dél lie. ,,bevardés gimi-
nés“ budvardziy); BSL XCVII 1, 2002, 245-282
(apie vokalizmo trumpinima ir metatonija lie. bii-
simajame laike); Blt XXXV 1, 2001, 29-43 (del
priisy kalbos bevardés giminés daiktavardziy); Blt
XXXVI 2, 2002, 173-188 (d¢l SVO taisyklés pra-
sy kalboje); Res Balticae, VII, 2001, 85-92 (dél
kai kuriy la. prieveiksmiy); Res Balticae, VIII,
2002, 67-91 (pr. lagno, lie. jéknos: Saknies apofo-
nija ir heteroklitiné daryba); Res Balticae, IX,
2004, 121-146 (dél lie. svécias / viesnia); LALIES,
XXIV, 2004, 206-228 (apie graiky ir balty kalby
priegaides), ir kt.

6 Zr. D. Petit, Les langues baltiques et la
question balto-slave, — Histoire. Epistémologie.
Langage, XXVI 2, 2004, 7-41. Zurnalq leidzia
tarptautiné kalbotyros istorijos ir epistemologi-
jos draugija (Société d’histoire et épistémologie
des sciences du langage).
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beje, yra ir mokslininko Zmona Justyna, Poz-
nanés universiteto auklétiné. Su ja parengtas ir
iSleistas latviy kalbos vadovélis’.

Recenzuojamoji Petit’o knyga yra skirta apo-
fonijai balty kalby gramatiné¢je struktiiroje, ar-
ba gramatinei apofonijai. Tiriamasis reiSkinys yra
vertinamas ide. lyginamosios istorinés gramati-
kos poziiiriu, t.y. uzsibrézta nustatyti i§ ide. pro-
kalbés paveldétus apofonijos atvejus ir uzsikon-
servavusias iSnykusios kaitos liekanas.

Be jprasty kiekvienam mokslo veikalui da-
liy, t.y. pratarmés, trumpo jvado (p. 5-13), i§va-
dy (p. 363-374), zodziy rodyklés (p. 375-410)
ir bibliografijos (p. 411-436), monografija su-
sideda 1§ SeSiy skyriy, kuriy apimtj daugiausia
lémé mokslininko turéty duomeny kiekis. Kiek-
vieno skyriaus objektas yra paveldétosios apo-
fonijos biikle, apibiidinanti atskirag gramating
kategorija, pvz., giminés, nuosakos, asmens. Pa-
bréztina, kad monografijos autoriy domina tik
balsiy kaita, vykstanti zodziy ir jy formy Sakny-
se (Sakniné apofonija). Kaip paveldétoji apo-
fonija manifestuojama priesagose, galéty biti
kito monografinio tyrimo tema.

Aptariamojo veikalo didziaja dalj (apie 2
trecdalius) sudaro trys skyriai, kuriuose tiriama,
kiek paveldétaja Saknine apofonija iSlaike gra-
matings linksnio (p. 23—-121), nuosakos (p. 193—
288) ir laiko (p. 289-361) kategorijos. I skaiciaus
(p. 123-169), o ypa¢ giminés (p. 171-191) ir as-
mens (p. 15-22) kategorijas kreipiama gerokai
maziau démesio, mat jy rySys su paveldétaja
balsiy kaita balty kalbose yra palyginti menkas
(asmens kategorijos raiskai balsiy kaita, rodos,
nebuvo biidinga jau ide. laikais, zr. toliau).

Balty ir indoeuropieciy lyginamosios istori-
nés kalbotyros tyréjams yra zinoma, kad balty
kalbos yra iSlaikiusios paveldétosios ide. apofoni-
jos pagrindinius bruozus, o kai kuriuos balsiy kai-
tos tipus atnaujinusios, ka ne ka ir praradusios®.

Lietuviy kalbos balsiy kaita zodziy Saknyse
i§ klasikinés ide. kalbotyros pozicijy pirmieji ap-

7]. Petit, D. Petit, Parlons letton, Paris, 2004.

$7r. C. S. Stang, Vergleichende Gramma-
tik der baltischen Sprachen, Oslo etc., 1966, 120 tt.;
Z. Zinkevicius, Lietuviy kalbos istorin¢ gra-
matika, I, Vilnius, 1980, 89 tt., ir kt.



ra$€ A. Schleicheris ir A. Leskienas’ (F. Kursai-
¢io gramatikoje daugiausia remtasi Schleiche-
riu). Véliau lietuviy kalbos ir apskritai balty kal-
by apofonija ir diachroniskai, ir sinchroniskai
tyré daugelis mokslininky. I§ diachroniniy tyri-
my pirmiausia minétini fundamentaliis indoeu-
ropeistiniai J. Kurytowicziaus veikalai'’, S. Ka-
raliino darbas', R. Venckutés disertacija ir
straipsniai'? (pastarosiose publikacijose istori-
nés iSvados yra paremtos lietuviy kalbos balsiy
kaitos posistemiy tyrimu). Didziausias grynai sin-
chroninio pobiidzio darbas yra G. Akelaitienés
daktaro disertacija®® (autoré¢ remiasi A. Girde-
nio konspektyviai iSdéstytais apofonijos mikro-
sistemy apraSymo principais'*).

97r.A. Schleicher, Litauische Gramma-
tik, Prag, 1856; A. Leskien, Der Ablaut in den
Waurzelsilben im Litauischen, Leipzig, 1884. Apie
lietuviy kalbos apofonijos tyrimy pradzia zr.
G.Akelaitien¢é, Balsiy kaitos aprasai nuo Au-
gusto Schleicherio iki Kazimiero Jauniaus, — ALL
XLIII, 2000, 3-10.

"J. Kurytowicz, Lapophonie en indoeu-
ropéen, Wroctaw, 1956; ide m, Indogermanische
Grammatik, II. Akzent, Ablaut, Heidelberg, 1968.

7r.S.Karalitnas, Balty kalby strukti-
ry bendrybés ir jy kilmé, Vilnius, 1987, 149-215
(apofonijos ie : ei ir uo : au susidarymas ryty balty
kalbose).

2P. Benuxky Te, JIutoBcKuii abmayT (CoBpe-
MEHHOE COCTOSIHHE U H.-€. MOJieNIb). Jluccepramus
kaHz. ¢unoi. ., Mocksa, 1971; R. Venckuté,
Metatonija, apofonija ir neoapofonija, — Blt XVII
2, 1981, 177-184; id e m: Lietuviy kalbos kieky-
biné balsiy kaita (apofonija), — Blt XIX 2, 1983,
125-129; Apie reguliarius ir nereguliarius apofo-
ninius santykius dabartingje lietuviy kalboje, — Klb
XXIII 1, 1971, 79-88.

3 7r. G. Akelaitiené, Morfonologinés
balsiy kaitos dabartinéje lietuviy kalboje. Huma-
nitariniy m. dr. disertacija, Vilnius, 1993; plg. t. p.
aut. straipsnius: Morfonologinés kiekybinés kai-
tos prezenso: preterito paradigmoje, — Kalboty-
ra, XLIII 1, 1994, 5-10; Kiekybinés kaitos ir jy
ikoniné funkcija, — Kalbotyra, XLIV 1, 1995, 5-
11; Morfonologinés balsiy kaitos funkcijos, — Blt
XXXII 1, 1997, 49-55, ir kt.

“7Zr.A. Girdenis, Morfonologijos reiski-
niai, — Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos gramatika, red.

Nepaisant gana gausiy darby vis délto Pe-
tit’as pirmasis iSsamiai iStyre, kaip paveldétoji
apofonija reiskiasi visoje balty kalby gramati-
niy kategorijy sistemoje. Tai aptariamajam mo-
nografiniam tyrimui laiduoja naujuma. Kitu
naujumo poZymiu laikyciau Siuolaikinés teoris-
kai pagristos metodologijos taikyma. Esu linkes
visi§kai pritarti Petit’o iSvadai, kad apofonijos
manifestacija Saknyse salygoja du tarpusavyje
susije veiksniai, t.y. 1) Zodzio Saknies sandara
ir 2) zodzio morfologinis tipas: Saknies apofo-
nija, kuria implikuoja zodzio morfologinis ti-
pas, realizuojama esant tam tikrai zodzio Sak-
nies sandarai (plg. p. 366). Pavyzdziui, a asme-
nuotés veiksmazodziai manifestuoja (istoriskai)
kiekybing paveldétaja apofonija prezense-pre-
terite paprastai tada, kai jy es. l. Saknis yra
[CeRC-] sandaros (peika : piiko, refika : rifiko,
velka : vilko ir t.t.). Jei es. laiko $aknies struk-
tlira yra kitokia, minéta balsiy kaita nevyks, plg.
lipa ir lipo, stka ir stko. Kita vertus, apofonijos
nepatirs ir [CeRC-] Saknies, bet ia asmenuotés
veiksmazodziai, plg. gerbia ir gerbé, mélzia ir
mélzé, teripia ir tempé. Tai jokiu biidu nereis-
kia, kad ia asmenuoté apskritai neimplikuoja
apofonijos — kai es. laiko Saknis yra [CVC-] san-
daros, balsiy kaita reiskiasi, pvz.: kélia : kélé,
néria : néré, rémia : rémé, lekia : 1éké, slépia :
slépe, giria : gyré, kuria : kiiré, stumia : stiimé
(deja, ¢ia jau iSeiname uz paveldétosios balsiy
kaitos riby)".

Balsiy kaita lemianciy dviejy minéty veiks-
niy tarpusavio saveikos idéja laikytina per-
spektyvia ir apraSant dabartiniy kalby apofo-
nijos sistemas. I abu veiksnius — Zodzio mor-
fologinj tipa ir Saknies sandarg — yra atkreipe
démesj ir ankstesni balsiy kaitos tyréjai'®, taciau

V. Ambrazas, Vilnius, 1994 (ir vélesni leidimai), 41—
49; id e m, Morphonology, — Lithuanian Grammar,
ed. by V. Ambrazas, Vilnius, 1997, 59-76.

5 1§ tiesy vaizdas yra sudétingesnis negu Cia
parodyta, nes j ,,zaidimo taisykles“ reikia jtraukti
ne tik esamojo, bet ir bitojo kartinio laiko mor-
fologinj tipa — o resp. é asmenuotg.

1 7r., pvz., R. Venckuté, — Blt XVII 2,
180 tt.; Blt XIX 2, 126 tt.; G. Akelaitiené, -
Kib XLIIT 1, 6 tt.
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Petit’as bene pirmasis konstatavo iy veiksniy
tarpusavio rysj ',

Paveldétoji apofonija balty kalbose yra bii-
dingesné ne gramatikos, o leksikos (zodziy da-
rybos) sistemai. Tai galéty rodyti, kad daugelj
senoviniy balsiy kaitos prieSpriesuy, kazkada
apibiidinusiy gramatines kategorijas, balty kal-
bos prarado. Pagal santykj su paveldétaja apo-
fonija monografijoje skiriamos keturios grama-
tiniy kategorijy grupés: 1) kategorijos, kurioms
apofonija nebiidinga nuo ide. prokalbés laiky
ir, suprantama, balty kalbose negali btti jos
pédsaky (asmens kategorija); 2) kategorijos, ku-
riy raikai ide. prokalbéje galéjo biiti pasitel-
kiamos balsiy kaitos, taciau balty kalbose ju
pédsaky neaptinkama (skaiciaus ir giminés ka-
tegorijos); 3) kategorijos, ide. laiky paveldéta-
ja apofonija balty kalbose reprezentuojancios
tik netiesiogiai, membra disjecta atvejais (links-
nio kategorija); 4) kategorijos, kuriy raiskoje
paveldétaja apofonija balty kalbos islaike, tiks-
liau — i$plétojo (nuosakos ir laiko kategorijos).

Paveldétoji apofonija balty kalby grama-
tinéje sistemoje ir analizuojama remiantis mi-
néta klasifikacija, iSskyrus linksnio kategori-
ja, kuri aptarta iSkart po asmens kategorijos.
Klasifikacija, Petit’o pasiilyta iStyrus medzia-
ga, tinka ne tik diachroninei analizei (Zidirima,
ar ide. apofonija iSlaikyta resp. ir atnaujinta, ar
prarasta), bet ir sinchroniniam aprasui, kai ies-
koma atsakymo, ar tam tikry kategorijy raiSkai
apofonija pasitelkiama ar ne (plg. p. 368). Kaip
matyti i$ autoriaus tyrimo rezultaty, ide. grama-
ting balsiy kaita ZodZiy Saknyse balty kalbos 13-
laiké tik nuosakos ir laiko kategorijose.

Svarbiausias ir neretai sunkiausias klausi-
mas, i kurj turi atsakyti diachronijos tyréjas —
reiSkiniy formavimosi ir raidos chronologija.
Neabejotina, kad balty prokalbéje, ar bendra-
baltiskais laikais, paveldétoji gramatiné apofo-

7 Visai kitas dalykas yra neseniai pastebétas
polinkis derinti kamiengalio ir Saknies vokalizma
(tam tikra sinharmonizmo apraiSka) preterito pa-
radigmoje, zr. G. Akelaitiené, op. cit,, 9. Pa-
nasaus polinkio esama ir zodziy daryboje, zr.
ide m, Balsiy derinimo polinkis galiiniy vediniuo-
se, — LKK XXXVIII, 1997, 147-150.
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nija buvo manifestuojama placiau negu rasty
epochos pradzios ar juo labiau dabartinése bal-
ty kalbose. Autorius kelia hipoteze, kad proto-
baltams buvo pazjstamos apofoninés priesprie-
Sos Sakniniy Zodziy paradigmoje (linksnio ka-
tegorija): sg. nom. paprastai manifestaves
pamatinj (pvz.: *peuk- ‘pusis’, *uod- ‘vanduo’),
o kiti linksniai — silpnajj (Siuo atveju — *puk-,
*ud-) laipsnj (zr. p. 71-120)"%. Dél to, ar proto-
baltai apofonija panaudojo skaiciaus kategori-
jos raiSkai, Petit’'o nuomoné¢ yra negatyvi. Ide.
prokalbéje Sio tipo gramatiné apofonija placiau
pazistama veiksmazodzio sistemai (pvz., atema-
tiniams prezensams, Sakniniams perfektams), o
vardazodZio sistemoje buvusi iSimtiné. Vienin-
teli daiktavardzio atvejj pr. (vak. bl.) wirds ‘zo-
dis’ (< ide. *urd"-) : lie.vaidas, la.vards (< ide.
*yord"-), galintj reflektuoti sg. : pl. (kolektyvo)
apofoning prie$prieSa, monografijos autorius
linkes interpretuoti kaip leksinius (tarminius)
variantus (p. 128 t.). Tai, kad jokiy ide. balsiy
kaitos pédsaky neaptinkama balty veiksmazo-
dzio skaiciaus kategorijos raiskoje, atrodo ne-
tikéta, nes ide. atematiniy veiksmazodziy pre-
zense ir perfekte Sakniné apofonija buvo regu-
liari, plg. ide. 1 sg. *hses-mi ‘esu’ ... ir 1 pl.
*his-me- ... (> 8. 1.dsmi ... it smdh ...; gr. giui ...
ir éopév ...), p. 130. Analizé argumentuota, ta-
¢iau lieka neaisku, kaip autorius biity linkes in-
terpretuoti S. Karaliiino prabaltams rekonst-
ruojamas apofonines sg. : pl. prieSpriesas, pvz.:
1 sg. *léid-mi : 1 pl. *lid-mé (atematinis tipas),
1 sg. *ldid-0 : 1 pl. *lid-mé (miSrusis tipas)".
Gal tai balty iSplétota paveldetoji pamatinio :
silpnojo laipsnio kaita?

Kaip paveldétoji balsiy kaita pamazu nyks-
ta, rodo ir istoriniy laiky duomenys. Antai se-
nuosiuose rastuose atematinio veiksmazodZio
‘buti’ es. 1. veikiamasis dalyvis s-antis ‘esantis’
(< ide. *h;s-ont-), pasizymintis silpnuoju (nuli-

'8 Plg. pana$y reiskinj, iSlaikyta n kamieno
daiktavardziy kamiengalyje: *-on (pvz., piemud)
nom. sg. ir *-én- (pvz., gen. sg. piemeris... nom. pl.
plemenys...) - Kiti linksniai (pailgintojo-pamatinio
laipsniy prieSpriesa).

97r.S. Karalitnas, Balty kalby strukti-
ry bendrybés ir ju kilme, Vilnius, 1987, 114, 216 tt.



niu) laipsniu, prieSprieSinamas pamatinio Sak-
nies laipsnio indikatyvui (pvz., 1 sg.es-mi < ide.
*hjes-mi). Kad nykimo procesas yra gyvas, vyks-
tantis, galima sakyti, miisy dienomis, matyti i§
Zietelos $nektos, kur sporadiskai atsisakoma
apofoninio kontrasto laiko kategorijos raisko-
je, pvz., pefka : piiko — pirka, pitko®. Petit’'o
nuomone, procesai, vykstantys paveldétosios
gramatines apofonijos sistemoje pakliista nuo-
lat pasikartojanc¢iam balty kalbose polinkiui
»apriboti apofonijos sriti binarinémis opozi-
cijomis: pavyzdziui, laiko raiSkoje Sakniné
apofonija gyvuoja tik binarine pora <prezen-
sas : preteritas>; taip pat nuosakos kategori-
joje ji reiSkiasi tik binarine pora <indikatyvas :
infinityvas>“ (p. 370). Pati idéja, tiesa, néra vi-
sai nauja — ja Petit’as formuluoja remdamasis
Wojciecho Smoczynskio, tyrusio balty priebal-
sinio kamieno daiktavardziy morfonologijos
raida, pastebéjimu®'. Apskritai tendencija j bi-
narines prieSpriesas yra bendresnio pobudzio
reiSkinys, akivaizdus ne tik morfonologijos, bet
ir gramatiniy kategorijy raidoje (plg. giminés
ir skaiciaus kategorijas), aptinkamas ir kitose
kalbose, pvz., slavy.

Konstataves balty Sakninei apofonijai bi-
dinga polinkj i binarines prieSpriesas autorius
kelia esminius balsiy kaitos raidos supratimui
klausimus, kaip antai: a) kodél vienos gramati-
nés kategorijos apofonija iSlaike, o kitos — pra-
rado?; b) kodél nuosakos kategorijos raiskoje
balsiy kaita apibiidina tik <indikatyvo/ infini-
tyvo> prie$priesg ir visiS$kai nepazjstama opta-
tyvui, imperatyvui, dalyviams?; c) kodél laiko
kategorijos raiSkoje apofonija panaudojama tik
<prezentui/ preteritui> prie$priesinti?; d) ko-

»7r. A. Vidugiris, Zietelos $nektos Zo-
dynas, Vilnius, 1998, 485 t.

2 Zr.W. Smoczyiski, Starolitewskie zmuo,
Zmuni na tle prabaltyckich rzeczownikéw atema-
tycznych, — ALL XLIII, 2000, 20 tt. (= idem, Je-
zyk litewski w perspektywie poréwnawczej, Kra-
kéw, 2001, 232 tt.). Polinkj riboti paradigming
apofonija binarinémis prie§prieSomis straipsnio
autorius kildina i§ prieSistorinio lietuviy kalbos lai-
kotarpio ir jvardija le. ,,dytematizm* (plg. Petit’o
,bithématisme apophonique®).

del laiko kategorija islaiké Saknine apofonija,
o skaiciaus kategorija ja visiS$kai prarado nuo
balty prokalbés laiky? (zr. p. 371).

D. Petit’as teisus, kad vieno atsakymo j Siuos
klausimus negali biiti — paveldétyjy balsiy kaity
i§laikyma resp. praradima lemé daugelis veiks-
niy. LogiSka manyti, kad balty prokalbéje is-
nyko tos kaitos, kurios jau ide. laikais buvo re-
tos, iSimtinés, pvz., apofonija, susijusi su gra-
matinés giminés raiska (Zr. ten pat).

Autoriaus nuomone, pats svarbiausias ir
drauge sunkiausiai jvertinamas veiksnys yra mor-
fologinés priklausomybeés lygis, leidziantis skirti
pamatines ir i§vestines (pamatuotasias) formas
(formes de fondation ir formes fondées). Kate-
gorijose, kurios gramating apofonija prarado,
kalbamosios formos aptinkamos kaip i$vestings,
subordinuotos pamatinéms formoms, i§ kuriy
perima vokalizmo laipsnj. PavyzdZiui, dabarti-
niy balty kalby dalyviai balsiy kaitos atzvilgiu
nesiskiria nuo atsakanciy pamatiniy indikaty-
vo formy. Apofonijos nykimas yra glaudziai su-
sijes su formy morfologinio statuso pasikeiti-
mu, t.y. su juy peréjimu i§ pamatiniy j iSvestines
(zr. p. 372). Tad, autoriaus nuomone, ,,svarbu
paaiskinti ne tik apofonijos iSnykima tam tik-
rose gramatinése kategorijose, bet ir formuy, ku-
rios jas manifestuoja, statuso pasikeitima. Siuo
atzvilgiu atrodo, kad apofonijos islaikymas resp.
praradimas galéty biti susijes su didesne ar ma-
zesne kalbamos kategorijos gramatikalizacija“
(p- 372 t.). I8 tikro, kategorijos, kurias labiau-
siai palieté Sakninés apofonijos nykimas (as-
mens, skaiCiaus, giminés ir linksnio) pasizymi
didziausiu gramatiSkumu (atskiras kategorijos
narys apibréziamas pagal santykj su kitu nariu
ar nariais, be kurio ar kuriy negali egzistuoti).
Priesingai, laiko kategorijos paveldétieji nariai
(prezensas, preteritas), iSlaikantys Sakning apo-
fonija, yra nepriklausomi, nesusij¢ pamatavimo
santykiais® (plg. p. 373 t.). Nuosakos kategori-
joje vaizdas atrodo sudétingesnis. Infinityvas yra
nepriklausomas, tad paveldetoji Sakniné apofo-

2 Apie iSvestinius laikus, t.y. biitajj dazninj
(atsirades lietuviy kalboje) ir blisimaji (bendra-
baltiskas) to pasakyti negalétume — abu perima
pamatinio bendraties kamieno vokalizma.
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nija i§laikoma; tuo tarpu dalyviy, tiesiogiai su-
sijusiy su pamatinémis indikatyvo formomis,
posistemyje balsiy kaita yra eliminuojama (plg.
p- 373); menky jos relikty pasitaiko tik senuo-
siuose rastuose.

Balty kalby faktai monografijoje yra patei-
kiami ir interpretuojami labai profesionaliai;
apsirikimai, netgi korektiiros klaidos itin retos.
Antai autorius K. Sirvydo du Zodynus traktuo-
ja kaip vieno Zodyno skirtingus leidimus (plg.
bibliografijoje p. 431). Nuosekliai zymima lat-
viy kalbos antriniy dvigarsiy pagrindinio ir $alu-
tinio kircio krintancioji priegaidé (pvz.: cels,
dzils, akmens, iesals), tatiau viename kitame pa-
vyzdyje jos néra (pvz.: per ‘peria’, p. 293 t., 391;
min ‘mina’, p. 313%; pin ‘pina’, tin ‘tina’, p. 313,
391 t.; stumj ‘stumia’, p. 326, 391; vemj ‘vemia’,
p. 319, 392), o zivs atveju (p. 27 t., 392) priegai-
dé pazyméta klaidingai. Apsirikta ir pateikiant
viena kita lietuviy kalbos zodi, pvz.: astiioni
(= astuoni), p. 94 (i8n. 151), 378; stipra (= stip-
ras), p. 386. Kiek daugiau korektiiros klaidy ir
nenuoseklumy aptikau bibliografijoje. Antai
G. Akelaitienes darby pavadinimuose turi bii-
ti ne morfologinés, o morfonologinés (kaitos),
Dabartinés lietuviy kalbos gramatikos angliska
versija yra Lithuanian Grammar (be artikelio),
p. 413; R. Venckutés straipsnio pavadinime ne-
apofinija taisytina | neoapofonija (p. 435); Ste-
panovo vardas yra Jurijus (J.), p. 433; angly kal-
ba parasyty darby bibliografijoje vietoj vyrau-
janciy didziyjy raidziy kartais paraSomos ma-
708i0s.

Apibendrinant tai, kas ¢ia svarstyta, norisi
pabrézti, kad D. Petit’o tyrimas iSryskino pa-
veldétosios gramatinés apofonijos balty kalbo-
se likima salygojancius veiksnius: 1) formalyjj
(Saknies struktiira); 2) morfologinj (polinkis |
binarines prieSprieSas, morfemy produktyvu-
mas); 3) semantinj (formy semantiné nepriklau-
somybe). Balty kalby savituma autorius suvo-
kia kaip jy gebéjima indoeuropietiSkasias bal-
siy kaitas ne tiek islaikyti (uzkonservuoti), kiek

# Kitur $ios formos priegaidé pazyméta, pvz.,
min (p. 255, 390). Kalbamais atvejais priegaide
zymi, pvz., E. Kagainés- S. Ragés (KR) ir A. Re-
kénos (RV) zodynai; ME ji nezymima.
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integruoti i savo sistema, kurioje jos gali tapti
netgi produktyvios.

Danielio Petit’o knyga yra ir brandus, aka-
demiskas, ir drauge elegantiSkas veikalas. Tei-
giniai pagristi, aiSkis, pateikti palyginti paprasta
kalba. Zavi tai, kad autorius kruopiciai apzvel-
gia kity mokslininky nuomones, nesvarbu — pri-
taria joms ar ne.

Bonifacas Stundzia

Erdvilas Jakulis, Lietuviy kalbos tekéti,
teka tipo veiksmaZodziai, Vilnius, Vilniaus
universiteto leidykla, 2004, 306. (Baltistica,
XXXVIII (1-2) 2003).

Lithuanian has a large class of verbs charac-
terized by a simple thematic present and a second
stem in -é- (e.g. tekéti, t¢ka, tekéjo “flow, run”).
As the author (J.) records in the introduction, there
is some indeterminacy in the way their synchronic
properties and their prehistory are treated in the
secondary literature, partly due to the lack of an
exhaustive treatment of the data. This monograph
(based on a 2002 Vilnius University dissertation)
is a welcome attempt to fill this gap.

After a short introduction (pp. 8-11), the book
is divided into two large chapters. The first one
(pp- 12-83) is devoted to a synchronic description
of the type. The second one focuses on diachrony
on the following levels: comparison with Latvian
(pp- 84-110), Old Prussian (pp. 110-116), Slavic
(pp. 117-141) and, finally, Indo-European (pp.
142-159), and presents his own theory on the
origin of this class of verbs (p. 115, 155ff.). The
conclusions (pp. 160-164), and English summary
(pp. 165-189), the bibliography and abbreviations
(pp- 190-197), six appendices giving in tabular
form a list of forms on some topics treated in the
book (pp. 199-245), and a list of words (pp. 246—
306) complete the volume.

The first chapter is divided into three sections:
semantics (pp. 12-25), derivational status and
relationship with other types of verbs or parts of
speech (pp. 25-43), and morphonological structure
(pp- 43-83). From a functional point of view



tekéti-type verbs are typically intransitive (or at least
ineffective). Well represented semantic classes
include verbs of sound, emanating both from
animate and from inanimate subjects (by far the
largest group), other verbs of emission (specially
of light), verbs of motion, processes of change
of structure and some other minor semantic
classes. There is frequent overlap between the
semantic spheres, many verbs being used in more
than one meaning. As a general feature, J.
characterizes them as duratives, usually with
what he terms a “vibrative” connotation. They
are not typically stative or iterative, although in
some cases they may approach these types of
meaning.

Morphologically the type tekéti, téka is a large
class of primary (i.e., not derived) verbs, the
overwhelming majority of which is of a clear
onomatopoetic nature. They are not denominative,
nor are they productively derived from other types
of verbs. There is a certain amount of variation
with other types of present (e.g. smirda “stinks”
beside smirdi, smirdzia, or smirsti), partly because
these are close in meaning, but mostly explainable
as an effect of the elimination of Old Lithuanian
athematic presents or due to individual phonetic
processes of the dialects. In other cases we may
be dealing with independent onomatopoetic
coinages. Finally — and importantly — J. dismisses
many of the examples found in the dictionaries as
ghost forms and errors made by the lexicographers.

Verbs of the type tekéti, teka are apophonically
invariant, all type of root vocalism and groups of
consonants being permitted. -é- functions as a
dominant suffix that almost always carries the
accent, irrespective of the intonation of the root.
The morphophonemics of this type of verbs are
characteristic of onomatopoetic formations. Most
of this section is devoted to its manifestation in
root vocalism, consonantism (both bound to
variation of every sort), and accent, that often serve
an iconic function. An interesting feature is the
frequency of partial reduplication (dundéti, diinda
“thunder”), specially frequent among roots ending
in a sonant. Although J. doesn’t state it overtly, I
suppose this can be explained through a tendency
in Lithuanian to avoid suffixal verbs to roots

ending in a sonant, which is also to be made
responsible for the expansion of -d- among
causatives and other formations (pildyti, pildo
“fill”, mérdeti, mérdi “lie dying”, etc.), cf. Stang
1966, 325f. Very detailed tables through this
chapter and in the appendices (pp. 200-216) make
the results of this section of easy consultation.

I have little to comment on the first section,
which is a very full study of the type tekéti, téka
as found in Lithuanian. Some of his conclusions,
such as the durative value or the non-derived status
of these verbs, are of some importance for a
historical study. Readers should specially take due
notice of the many corrections J. posits to the
entries of the LKZ and other lexical sources. On
the second section, devoted to a historical analysis
of the type, I have more reservations.

The Latvian facts basically accord with the
Lithuanian ones and there is an appreciable
number of direct cognates between both languages,
given in an appendix (pp. 217-224). The mixing
of paradigms with other types of presents is still
more marked in Latvian, so it is sometimes
difficult to establish the original inflection of a
given verb. On the other hand, J. seems to have
based his study on Latvian cognates of Lithuanian
verbs only, so one is left in doubt of whether
Latvian has not a couple of verbs not attested in
Lithuanian that may claim some antiquity. In any
case, itis clear that the type tekéti, teka was already
present in common East Baltic in full force.

The section on Old Prussian is more challeng-
ing, as J. denies the existence of the type tekéti,
téka in this language. He finds four “root verbs”
with possible cognates in East Baltic tekéti-type
verbs. Of these, however, three are clearly unten-
able: OPruss. grimons “gesungen”, unsey gitbans
“auffgefahren” and etwiérpt “vergehen” have
closer cognates, both morphologically and seman-
tically, in other classes of verbs (cf. Latv. gremt,
gremju, grému “murmeln, im Affekte reden”; Lith.
gobti, -ia “cover; plunder”, gobtis, gabias “take
up” in Dauksa; Lith. vefpti, -ia, Latv. verpt, -ju
“spin”) than in the tekéti-types Lith. graméti,
grama “flock, throng”, gebéti, géba “have a habit,
like; be able, can” and virpéti, virpa “tremble,
shake”. His best example, stenuns 1 76, styienuns
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I 716, stinuns 11 41,4, 127, “gelitten” shows a
vocalims *stén- that hampers a direct equation
with Lith. stenéti, sténa and Latv. stenét, -u “moan,
groan”.

On the other hand, J. dismisses all potential
examples of tekéti-type verbs in Old Prussian on
several grounds, sometimes without any argumen-
tation at all. He prefers to posit instead, following
Kaukiené (2004, 200-204), a (very doubtful, in
my opinion) class of Old Prussian verbs with infini-
tive *-7- and present and preterit *-a- or *-é- (their
distribution is not specified). It doesn’t become
clear from J.’s treatment why this interpretation is
tobe preferred to the traditional one, taking at face
comparative value examples like OPruss. wirst
kabiuns “wird hangen” = Lith. kabéti, kaba “hang
(intr.)”, peldiuns “erworben” = Lith. peldéti, példa
“save, spare”, skellants “schuldig”, verbal noun
skalltsna “Pflicht” = skeléti, skéla “owe”, etc. | miss
a comment on giwit, giwa- “live”, that has been
often taken to be a further example of the rekéti-type
in Old Prussian. While it must be recognized that
the Old Prussian data are multiply ambiguous and
liable to different interpretations, I find J.’s treat-
ment somewhat aprioristic.

After denying the existence of the type tekéti,
téka in Old Prussian, J. goes on to assume that the
type as a whole is an East Baltic innovation and
reconstructs a Baltic paradigm *tekti, *teka, *teké.
In East Baltic the preterit *feke was enlarged by
*-ja to give *tekéja. Latter, the infinitive *fekti
was reshaped as *tekeéti after the preterit *tekéja.
There are several flaws in this scenario. First, it
goes without saying that even if J. had succeeded
in proving that the type tekéti, téka is missing in
Old Prussian (what he certainly has not), this
wouldn’t prove automatically that the type was not
present in Common Baltic and must be an East
Baltic innovation. A West Baltic loss seems in
principle equally possible. Second, J. simply takes
the pivotal preterit *teké for granted, without
further commentary. But *feké needs to be justified
because it is by no means self-evident that the
preterit of a paradigm *tekti, *teka should have
been *tekeé rather than *teka (the preference of the
*-@-preterit for intransitivity is a common place
in Baltic studies).
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As shownby Schmid (1966; 1967-1968),
the preterit of simple thematic presents without a
second stem is largely regulated by root vocalism
and stem structure: alternating verbs of CeRC-
roots and not alternating verbs with a root vowel
other than e and a have *-a-preterits (e.g. kifpti,
kefpa : kifpo “cut”, risti, risa : riso “bind”, dirbti,
dirba : dirbo “work”, dugti, duga : dugo “grow”).
CaC-verbs have -é-preterits in Lithuanian (mdlti,
mala, malé “grind”), but this is known to be an
innovation (dial. Lith. madlo, Latv. mala). CeC-
verbs, finally, have regularly the *-é-preterit (vésti,
véda, védé “lead”). Since all types of root structure
and vocalism are permitted in the type tekéti, teka,
one is only left with the possibility that the type
originated in a handful of CeC-verbs such as tekéti,
stenéti “moan, groan”, deréti “be fit ; bargain”, or
tenéti “thicken”. But even for these a preterit *teké
will not find support in the *-é-preterit of verbs
like vesti, mesti “throw”, degti “burn” or nésti
“carry, bear” because this class is composed of
characteristically transitive, effective verbs,
functionally very far from the rekéti-type, and even
here Endzelin (1910) was able to show that
originally kepti and degti had an intransitive
*-g-preterit beside the transitive *-é-preterit (dial.
Latv. tr. cepé-, d adza : intr. -cepa, daga < *dega-).
Old Lithuanian intransitive athematic presents
without a second stem had *-g-preterits as well
(bégti, bégmi : bégo “run”, likti, liekmi : liko “leave;
be left”). At best, one could find a parallel for the
putative *teké in the synchronically irregular gimti,
gimsta (OLith. géma) : gimé “be born”, mifti,
mirsta : miré “die”, (pri-si-)mifti, -ména : -miné
“remember”’, but these verbs are not durative and
show a different morphological structure. In any
case, they pose a problem by themselves and could
not be used to support the putative *teke. All in
all, everything suggests that if Baltic had had a
paradigm *tekti, *teka rather than *reketi, *teka,
its preterit should have been *feka and not *teké.

Founded on weak basis as it is, J.’s theory
should probably be rejected. Scholars with a
different conception of the Old Prussian verb or
the Baltic preterit will perhaps find J.” scenario
more credible than I do, but it is important to
emphasize that it has not been adequately argued



for in this book. I find it easier to start with a
Common Baltic type *teketi, *teka, *tekéja (vel
sim.), simply preserved (and certainly enlarged in
its lexical composition) in Lithuanian, Latvian, and
(probably) Old Prussian.

J.’s treatment of the Slavic and Indo-European
comparanda is to some degree vitiated by his
erroneous views on the internal history of these
verbs in Baltic. He also seems to be much less
familiar with the languages he is going to use, the
principles of modern Indo-European linguistics,
and the secondary literature (it is practically
restricted to a couple of etymological dictionaries).
As aresult, the next two sections are much weaker
and contribute but little to a historical elucidation
of the type.

In the section devoted to Slavic J. studies about
80 verbs he has found equated with Lithuanian
tekéti-type verbs in the etymological dictionaries,
classified according to the type of verb in Slavic.
J. rightly dismisses most possible equations as very
doubtful or only etymologically related (i.e., not
entailing a common prototype for the Baltic and
Slavic verbs under consideration). He finds that
the best direct equations are with “root verbs” (e.g.
OCS stenati, stenjo = Lith. stenéti, sténa “moan,
groan”, testi, tekp = Lith. tekéti, téka “run, flow”,
mosti, mogo “be able, can” = Lith. magéti, mdga
“want, like”, pasti, pasg “protect” = Lith. poséti,
posa “honour, respect”), thus supporting his theory
of a Baltic paradigm *tekti, *teka. While there is
certainly some truth in it, this is not all the story.

It is well known that some tekéti-type verbs
show clear cognates in Leskien’s Class IV B. Verbs
like Lith. kiipéti, kilpa = OCS kypéti, kypi- “boil”,
Lith. smirdéti, smirda = OCS smrodéti, smrodi-
“stink”, Lith. gruméti, grima = OCS grométi,
gromi- “thunder” or Lith. bezdéti, bézda = Russ.
bezdét’, SCr. bazdjeti “pedere” are not only derived
from the same root, but look very much like exact
word equations. To observe, with J., that a direct
equation is not possible because Baltic and Slavic
diverge in the present stem is a simple statement of
the observable facts, not a historical explanation.
Given their close formal and functional agreement,
a common origin seems almost certain. I see no
reason why the original paradigm could not have

been that of Baltic, at least in some verbs (a Baltic
replacement of an earlier -i-present is of course also
possible in other).

On the other hand, reasonable arguments have
been offered to assume that a pattern of conjugation
like that of Lith. tekéti, téka was present in the
prehistory of Slavic (a point, once again, not
addressed by J.). Vaillant (1966, 400) for
instance, argues that the transfer of verbs like OCS
letéti, leti- “fly” < *lek-te- (: Lith. [ékti, lekii “fly”)
to Class IV B implies the earlier presence of a
Class like that of Lith. tekéti, téka in Slavic. The
same perhaps holds for OCS blbStati, blvsti- s¢ =
Lith. bliskéti, bliska “‘shine, glitter” and other verbs
in Slavic -$tati and Lith. -§kéti, -sketi, -zgéti,
probably originated in some *-sKe/o-presents.

There is probably even direct evidence showing
that at least one verb preserved this type of
inflection into historical times. Kdlln (1977,
104-107) observes that a paradigm *kvetéti,
*kvote- “bloom” is surprisingly well attested in
the Slavic languages (ORuss. cvotéti, cvotu, dial.
Pol. kscie¢, kste, Upper Sorbian kééc, ktu, OCz.
ktvieti, ktvu, Sloven. cvetéti, cvetéem), beside the
familiar *kvisti, *kvote- (OCS cvisti, cvbtg, ORuss.
cvbsti, cvotu, OPol. kwisé, kwte, etc.) and *kvetéti,
*kvsti- (SCr. cvatjeti, cvatim, etc.), which bear all
the appearance of morphological renewals of an
anomalous verb. Slavic *kvstéti, *kvote- makes a
perfect equation with Latv. kvitét, kvitu “glénzen,
flimmern” and virtually solves the question.

There is thus every reason to believe that the
type tekéti, teka is not only common Baltic, but
Balto-Slavic in date. It is almost certainly not Indo-
European, but a review is not the place to explore
the way it came into existence or the verbs that may
have followed this conjugation in Balto-Slavic. I
will content myself with a couple of observations.
First, Slavic *kveteti, *kvote- beside *kvisti, *kvote-
and *kvotéti, *kvoti- shows that the replacement of
the thematic present by an -i-present was not the
only way of handling these verbs in Slavic.
Elimination of the second stem was another
possibility. I would add — also in Baltic. From this
point of view, neither can we take OCS ftesti, teko
or mosti, mogo to show that the second stem of Lith.
tekéti, teka and magéti, méga is an innovation, nor
can we assume that Lith. pérsti, pérdzia (Latv. pirst,
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pefdu) “pedere” or bégti, béga (OLith. begmi)
“run” were not pared with a second stem in *-é-
in earlier stages of the language (cf. Slavic psrdeti,
purdi- and bezati, bezi-). Second, J. is doubtless
right in emphasizing that the oldest layer of
tekéti-type verbs lies in “root verbs”. An original
athematic present is still traceable for OCS mosti
in the irregular 2 sg. *most (cf. Vaillant 1966,
165), it is assured on comparative grounds for
tekétiltesti or posétilpasti (cf. Ved. tak-ti, Hitt.
pahhs-", and it is possible in other cases. One
could speculate on the fekéti-type as a whole as
an offshoot of the gradual thematization of a class
of Balto-Slavic athematic presents pared with a
second stem in *-é- (a type still directly attested
in Old and dialectal Lithuanian), but that would
not account for all examples, including potentially
ancient verbs. There is still much to do in this area
of the Baltic and Slavic verb, but it is clear that
the second stem in *-&- (as well as that in *-g-)
played a major role in it.

I will not comment extensively on the chapter
on Indo-European. It aims to establish the nucleus
of Indo-European roots from which tekéti-type
verbs are built, their morphological structure and
their semantics (a list of forms supporting the
reconstruction of every root is given in an
appendix, pp. 225-245). Such an approach,
however, is not likely to give any serious results:
the Indo-European verbal system didn’t merely
consist of roots, but had a rather complex
morphology. A list of forms exemplifying the
derivatives of a root will not yield per se the correct
prehistory of a given verb. In addition, J. has
obviously not exerted any independent control on
the data he quotes, which apparently have been
copied down from Pokorny’s and a few other
etymological dictionaries. Errors and dubious
assessments are very frequent. In a word, this
section is an unreliable collection of data that have
simply not been studied in any meaningful way.

The serious shortcomings of the historical side
of this investigation renders it practically useless.
Nevertheless, the first part remains a valuable
contribution to the study of the Lithuanian and
(partially) Baltic verb, that no doubt will serve as
a solid basis for future research in this area.
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In 1979 Jasanoff (J.) advanced a new theory
on one of the most vexing problems of Indo-Euro-
pean linguistics: the Hittite (Anatolian) hhi-con-
jugation. This book incorporates J’s findings
during the next two decades. Starting from the
Hittite hhi-conjugation, it encompasses under a
single coherent framework a large number of ap-
parently independent formations in most Indo-Eu-
ropean languages.

The first two chapters are of a preliminary
character. Chapter 1 (pp. 1-29) introduces the
basic facts and the problem of the hhi-conjuga-
tion: how do we account for a class of active verbs
fully equivalent in function to those of the mi-con-
jugation, but displaying root ablaut and endings
that essentially match those of the perfect? J. re-
views critically most of the theories proposed to
solve this riddle and rejects any possible direct
derivation from the perfect or any other familiar



Indo-European category, as well as attempts to
posit an undifferentiated Proto-Indo-European dia-
thetic category that would give rise, at the dialec-
tal level, to the perfect, the hhi-conjugation, and/
or the middle voice.

Chapter 2 (pp. 30-63) sketches a reconstruc-
tion of the Indo-European perfect and the middle
voice. J. emphasizes that the perfect had a full
paradigm in late Indo-European (with all four
moods and a pluperfect that took the regular ac-
tive endings *-m, *-s, *-t, as well as an incipient
perfect middle), and finds some evidence point-
ing to an original ablaut pattern *o : *e, later re-
placed by the familiar *o : zero. The section on
the middle endings (1 sg. *-he, 2 sg. *-thse, 3 sg.
*_ol*-to, 1 pl. *-med"h», 2 pl. *-d"ue, 3 pl. *~(&)ro/
*-nto, primary endings being marked with *-r)
includes special discussion of controversial mat-
ters such as the distribution of the allomorphs of
the 3™ person, the middle endings in Italic and
Celtic, or the origin of the vocalism of the 3 sg.
middle *-o vis-a-vis perfect *-e.

Chapters 3 to 7 form the core of the book.
Chapter 3 (pp. 64-90) studies hhi-conjugation root
verbs that appear to correspond to present roots
elsewhere in Indo-European (that is, verbal roots
that have a root present as their primary verbal
formation). Cognates outside of Anatolian usually
surface as simple thematic presents (or as *-ie/o-
or *-eje/o- presents) and frequently show varia-
tion in the root vocalism between *o, *e, and zero.
The cognates of mall(a)-"" “grind” exemplify the
pattern: Lith. malu, mdlti and Goth. malan, -ip
show *o-grade, Olr. melid and OCS meljo, mléti
show *e-grade, MW malu or Umbr. kumaltu have
zero grade. J. criticizes previous attempts to trace
the *o-grade forms back to reduplicated presents
or intensives (*mé-molh,-ti or *mélh,-molh;-ti),
and posits an Indo-European ablauting paradigm
*molh,-*mélh,-, with endings of the perfect se-
ries (*-hse, *-thse, *-e). The remainder of this
chapter sets up other possible candidates for hav-
ing followed this conjugation in the parent lan-
guage, discusses the ablaut of these verbs in Hittite,
and their endings in Indo-European (tentatively re-
constructed as primary *-hsei, *-thsei, *-e, *-nti :
secondary *-hse, *-thse, *-et, *-rs).

Once the assumption of an Indo-European
*hse-conjugation has been established for presents
like mall(a)-"" and its cognates, J. takes the next
step and assumes that virtually every individual
class of hhi-conjugation verbs is the direct descent
of an Indo-European *he-conjugation formation.
Outside of Anatolian, *h,e-conjugation formations
would be expected to be generally thematic, but
would show differences in root or suffixal vocal-
ism pointing to an original ablauting paradigm in
formations that otherwise would not be expected
to ablaut. Chapters 4 (pp. 91-127, *-i-presents)
and 5 (pp. 128-143, other characterized presents)
establish the following types of derived *h.e-con-
jugation presents:

1) *-i-presents with “normal” ablaut: *d"éh;-i-/
*d"hy-i-" “suck” > Latv. déju, OHG taen (*d"eh;-i-),
MHG fien (*d"h;-i-). Indo-Iranian and Greek ap-
pear to continue forms with short vocalism (Ved.
dhdyati, ksdyati “rules over” = Gk. (Ion.) xtéop.at
“obtain”), that J. explains as abstracted from the 1
sg. *d"éihse < *d"éh,-i-hye (with a dissimilatory rule
“-AHIHA- > -AIHA-” found also in the instr. sg.
of a-stems: Ved. -aya, OCS -o0jo < *-aih.eh; <
*-ehy-iho-eh;). An internal derivative of this type
with zero grade is found in Indo-Iranian (Ved. dydti
“binds” < *dh(i)ié¢/6-) and perhaps in Hittite (fija-""
“step”).

2) #-i-presents with “Narten” ablaut: *spéh,-i-/
*spéhy-i- “be sated” > Lith. spéju, OCS spéjo
(< *spéhs-i-), OE spowan (< *speh,-i-), Ved.
sphayate (< *spéh;-i- or 1 sg. *spéih.e).

3) *-i-presents built to *-n(e)h,-presents (*gerb]'—
nh;-i-7), continued in the Hittite “duratives” in
-anna/i-" (iyanna/i-", from iya- “go, march”), in
the Indo-Iranian type Ved. grbhayati, and in some
scattered examples elsewhere in the family (e.g. Gk.
Vpaive “weave”).

4) Reduplicated presents with accented *i-re-
duplication and zero grade of the root: *mi-mn- >
Hitt. mimma-"" “refuse”, Gk. piuve “stand fast”.
These would have formed the starting point of the
familiar reduplicated thematic presents of the type
Gk. yiyvouat “become”, tlw “sit down”, etc.

5) Reduplicated desideratives in *-(h;)s- (*k"i-
k"it-s-), continued in the small group of Hittite
iteratives in -ss(a)-"" (iss(a)-"" “‘perform”, fromie-/
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iya-"" “make, do”), the Indo-Iranian desiderative
(Ved. cikitsa- “desire to know”), and the OId Irish
reduplicated future (celaid “will conceal” <
*kiklas- < *ki-ki-h;s-).

6) Denominative factitives in *-eh,-, usually
replaced by *-eh,-ie/o-, but still attested in Hittite
(OHitt. newahh-""" “make new” — NHitt. ne-
wahh-""), and in the Baltic type Lith. statyti, stato <
*-ahy-e(-ti) “build”.

7) (Perhaps) the poorly represented *-u-presents
(e.g. Hitt. lahu-"" “pour’), but the evidence for */e-
conjugation in Indo-European is inconclusive.

The Hittite hhi-conjugation also encompasses
primary verbs to aoristic roots (e.g. da-"" “take”,
ar-" “arrive”, lgk-"" “knock out, bend”, cf. Ved.
ddat “gave”, arta “moved”, Gk. Aéxto “laid
down”). Within the *h,e-conjugation theory it
seems straightforward to simply project them back
into Indo-European and this is the position taken
by J. Chapters 6 (pp. 144-173) and 7 (pp. 174—
214) study two type of *h,e-conjugation aorists,
both of considerable importance for the Indo-Eu-
ropean verbal system as a whole:

1) Intransitive *hse-conjugation aorists in-
volved in “stative-intransitive systems”, a recurrent
set of derivatives centered around an aorist denot-
ing the entrance into a state and characterized, in
addition, by a stative perfect and two middle pre-
sents (a *-ie/o-present and a deponent root athematic
present with zero grade of the root). So, from the
root *b'eud'- “awake”: aor. *b"dud"-e/*b"éud"-rs
(Ved. dbodhi, dbudhran), perf. *pleb"ud"-el
#blebud"-ér (Ved. bubudhand-, Gk. mémuotal),
pres. *b'ud"-ié-tor (Ved. biidhyamana-), *b"ud"-6r
(Lith. badi, OCS bwditv). A handful of presents of
the type *b'ud"-6r are still directly attested in
Hittite and Indo-Iranian (e.g. Hitt. lagari “bends
(intr.)” < *,g"-6r, Ved. vidé “is known” < *yid-or),
but they are better represented in a more disguised
form in Tocharian presents of Class III and IV (B
lipetdir “is left over” < *lip-o-tor < *lip-or), Balto-
Slavic *-i-presents (OCS pri-lvpito, -lopéti < 3 pl.
*lip-i-nt® < *lip-ntorli), and Germanic weak
verbs of Class III (OHG lebét < *lib-ai-p <
*[ip-0i[-ti]). *hse-conjugation aorists of this type
are typically continued in the Indo-Iranian pas-
sive aorist (Ved. 3 sg. dpadi, 3 pl. dpadran “fell” <
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*pod-I*p.d-) and the Tocharian Class V subjunc-
tives (A 3 sg. wekas “disappeared”, verbal noun
wikalune < *yoik-*yik-). Despite their patently
middle functional value and paradigmatic asso-
ciates, J. considers them to be active *hye-con-
jugation aorists because they belong to the
hhi-conjugation in Hittite and subjunctives of Class
V are frequently active in Tocharian (although in
both branches they are frequently medialized, a
process carried to completion in all other branches
of the family).

2) “Pre-sigmatic *he-conjugation aorists”. J.
accepts the traditional view that relates the 3 sg.
preterit -s of the hhi-conjugation to the sigmatic
aorist, but observes that this is difficult to
understand within the current reconstruction of this
category. The hhi-conjugation preterit paradigm
finds a close parallel in Tocharian: Class III
preterits (< sigmatic aorist) also show s-less
endings typical of the “*hze-series” outside of the
3" singular. The close agreement between Hittite
and Tocharian is an archaism: the sigmatic aorist
was a *hse-conjugation root aorists (*noiH-/
*neiH-) with a suppletive 3 sg. *néiH-s-t imported
from the imperfect of an *-s-desiderative with
“Narten” ablaut. It had a fully sigmatic subjunctive
and a 2 sg. imperative *-si (haplologized 2 sg.
subjunctive *-se-si), but the optative was asigmatic
as it still is in Indo-Iranian. The middle was only
partially sigmatized: a subtype of intransitive
middles preserved athematic structure and ablaut
(*noiH-ol*néiH-ro). J. further elaborates a (rather
complex) scenario of how this curious state of
affairs could have come into being and of its
evolution into the daughter languages. In Hittite,
where only nai-"" “lead” can be regarded with
certainty as an old “pre-sigmatic” aorist, *-s-f spread
as the general 3 sg. preterit ending of the hhi-
conjugation. In Tocharian both the active and the
middle split into two paradigms: active preterits of
Class 11T (A fiakiis < *nék(-s)-) and subjunctives of
Class I (B 1 sg. neku, inf. naktsi < *nok-*nk-),
middle asigmatic preterits (A nakdit < *nok-to) and
subjunctives of Class III (A nkatir, B nketdir < *nek
-0-). Leveling of *-s- in the indicative would be a
common innovation of all other branches of the
family, a major argument for viewing Anatolian and



Tocharian as the first two branches to depart from
the Indo-European continuum.

Ifind J.’s treatment of the aorist less convincing
than that of the present. There is surely enough
evidence for “*hye-conjugation”-like aorists, but
this doesn’t necessarily entail that they patterned
as *hpe-conjugation aorists paradigmatically. As far
as the present is concerned, the *hze-conjugation
theory has the virtue of simplicity. Every Indo-
European verb belonged to one of two possible
conjugations: the “normal” *mi-conjugation or the
*hye-conjugation. Both were unmarked actives that
could derive a middle of the “normal”, non-
apophonic type. The *h,e-conjugation is directly
continued in Anatolian and can be recognized
elsewhere in Indo-European by their apophonic
behavior. In the aorist matters get suspiciously
more complicated. Aorists belonging to “stative-
intransitive systems” pattern like middles in all other
respects. In addition, these, as well as other
“individual non-stative-intransitive’” examples such
as *dchs-e “gave for himself” > Hitt. da-"" “take”,
are frequently found beside active root aorists in a
diathetic opposition that is simply that of an active
and a middle (e.g. *déhs-t “gave”, *kléu-t “heard”,
*génh,-t “gave birth” > Ved. ddat, dsrot, Lat. genuit,
beside *ddhs-e, *Klou-e “was heard”, *gonh,-e
“was born” > Hitt. dd-"", Ved. srdvi, djani). No
such pattern is found among *h,e-conjugation
presents: there is no **mélh,-ti or **Kénk-ti beside
*molh,-e and *Konk-e. On the other hand, J. posits
an ablauting paradigm as the middle counterpart of
the pre-sigmatic aorist, but the apophonic invariance
of the middle is generally stressed through this book
and this seems to be the only ablauting middle
paradigm he posits for the parent language. As an
alternative that I hope to argue at length elsewhere
I would tentatively suggest viewing paradigms like
*bGud"-1*#b"(é)ud"-, *dohs-I*d(é)hs-, etc. as a type
of middle root aorist, perhaps the only type of middle
root aorist of the protolanguage. Following the loss
of the present : aorist opposition in Anatolian,
middle root aorists would have been generally
reinterpreted as hhi-conjugation verbs.

Chapter 8 (pp. 214-223, “Retrospective”) re-
views the major findings of this book and sets up
new problems and possibilities of analysis raised

by the *h,e-conjugation theory. J. observes that
the novelty of this “new look” of the Indo-Euro-
pean verb is entirely at the formal level. As far as
grammatical categories are concerned, it remains
very conservative. The book is closed with two
Appendices. Appendix 1 (pp. 224-227) sketches
a prehistory of the thematic conjugation. Appen-
dix 2 (pp. 228-233) explains the apparently
unreduplicated perfect *udid-e “knows” as a back
formation from the deponent zero grade present
*yid-or “is/becomes visible/recognizable” — “is
known”.

J.is always very careful in presenting the *he-
conjugation as a theory aiming only to explain the
morphological properties of a series of clear cog-
nates, irrespective of whatever prehistory they
might have had, but it is clear that an active *h,e-
conjugation, with its gross perfect and middle-like
formal features, strongly demands some type of
explanation. J. (pp. 58ft., 145ff., 217f. and passim)
starts from an undifferentiated “protomiddle”, with
broadly typical “middle” functions. The *h,e-con-
jugation (like the perfect and the thematic
conjugation, which had an evolution of their own)
is viewed as a group of “déclassé” deponents, neo-
actives that were not affected by a series of formal
renewals in the middle voice (creation of new 1*
and 2" plural endings, apophonic invariance, use
of *-r as a primary marker, *o-vocalism in the 3™
person). Once reinterpreted as actives, they were
prone to be transitivized and to experience formal
changes of an “activizing” type.

There is hardly any need to remark that we
are dealing with a major event in the investigation
of the Indo-European verb. A short review, it must
be observed, cannot give an appropriate idea of
its richness of facts and new ideas and of its su-
perb quality. On the other hand, J. has ventured
into ferra incognita and there is no dearth at points
of detail where I, and surely many other scholars,
would disagree. My most important objection,
concerning the position of the aorist in the new
system, has already been mentioned. It is only to
be desired that J.’s views (which I believe to be
essentially correct) will trigger a fresh discussion
of many old problems of the Indo-European verb.
The Baltic languages, as could be expected, do
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not figure prominently in the pages of this book,
but it is symptomatic of its scope that it includes a
number of interesting hypothesis on several con-
troversial problems of the Baltic verb. I will end
my review commenting briefly on some of them.

p. 67%: 1. accepts Kortland’s explanation
(Baltistica, XIII, 1977, 323) of Balto-Slavic *daod-
i «give” (OLith. diiomi, OCS damwv) and *ded-""
“put” (OLith. demi, OCS dezdgp < *ded-jp) as due
to the effects of Winter’s Law in the weak stem of
an earlier paradigm *dodo-/*dod-, *d"ed"é-/
*d"ed"-, where the vocalism of the reduplication
has copied that of the strong stem. The putative
pre-Balto-Slavic *d"e-d"eh;-/*d"e-d"h;- would
entail a counter-argument against the current
reconstruction of Indo-European reduplicated
presents with accented *e-reduplication and *o-
grade of the root (*d"é-d"oh;-/*d"é-d"h;-), a view
supported precisely by the West Germanic cognate
of OLith. demi, *don “do” < *dedo- (OE don,
OHG tuon). It is probably not without some
interest to observe that Lith. stéviu, stovéti “stand”
and devii, deévéti “wear (clothes)” look very much
like old perfects (= Ved. tasthdu, dadhdu) but do
not show the expected *o-grade of the root. The
simplest solution I can see is that they adopted the
vocalism of the aorists *sta-t, *d"é-t, and it seems
reasonable to assume a similar process for the
presents of “give” and “put” in the prehistory of
Baltic and Slavic.
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p. 75%°: J. explains the Common Baltic
athematic 1 sg. *-mai (OPruss. asmai “1 am”,
OLith. -mi, reflex. -mies) as a compromise between
the 1 sg. *-mi of “normal” athematic presents and
*-ai (< *-hse-i) of the *hye-conjugation. Gk. -poe
would provide a typological parallel. But old
*h,e-conjugation presents like barmi “I scold” (=
OCS borjg, brati “fight”, Lat. ferio, -ire “strike”)
or zengmi “1 stride” (= Goth. gaggan “go”) are
not particularly well represented among Old
Lithuanian athematic presents. If OPruss. asmai
is taken at face value as pointing to a Baltic 1 sg.
*-mai (I am not certain that this is the only pos-
sible interpretation), I see no special reason to pre-
fer a *hye-conjugation origin over a perfect or a
middle origin. Advocating for the later, I would
argue that the creation of endings of a structure
like that of Gk. -p.ot (made up of an active marker
of person and number + a voice marker) is typical
of the middle voice, not of the perfect, the
*hse-conjugation, or the thematic conjugation. To
judge from its general elimination outside of
Anatolian, the fate of the *h.e-conjugation end-
ings must have been like that of the perfect or,
better, that of the thematic conjugation: the end-
ings of the “*mi-series” were either added to them
(e.g. Hitt. 1 sg. preterit -hhun, HLuv. 2 sg. present
-tis), or simply replaced them.
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