(ne del kitokio prisivalgymo!) yra susije ne su kokiu nors kitu gyviu, o su Zgsimi (Z3-
sinu, antimi ir pan.), plg. kad ir ta: pasakymo prisivdlgiau {prisikim$aii ir pan.)
kaip Zgsis (Zgsinas, dntis ir pan.) negalima transformuoti i prisivdlgiau ( prisikimsafi
ir pan.) kaip arklys (karvé, kiaiilé ir pan.), — juk pastaruoju atveju turime ne ‘prisi-
valgyma kiek lenda (pripampima, pilvo i8sipiitima nuo tokio valgymo)’, o kitka —
‘sugebéjima daug, gausiai (resp. kitaip) suvalgyti’ [t. y. ‘arkliSkai’ (resp. ‘karviskar’
ir kitaip) suvalgyti].

Zod} pr. drastus ‘storas pilvas’ (=‘prikims$tas pilvas’!) <~ ‘skilvys’ galima
interpretuoti *draz-tus (su *-z-, asimilivotu j *-s- pries§ -£-) ir sieti su lytimis lie. -!a.
inf. *draz-ti “drozti, lupti, trinti’ resp. praes. *draZia, kurios pagal lie.-la. praet.
*drdZe (> lie. dréZeé, la. drazu) véliau iSvirto | lie.-la. inf. *dra?-ti (= lie. dro#:i,
la. drdzt) tesp. praes. drdZia (= lie. drdZia, la. drazu), dé¢l tokio virtimo plg. Kaz-
lauskas, Lietuviy kalbos istoriné gramatika, 351 ; kad ¢ia biita Saknies hie. -la. *draZ-
(su trumpuoju *-4-!), apofonikai rodo ir, pvz., Zodis lie. dréZ-enos “skutai, CeZenos’
(LKZ 112 693) < ‘sudroZzti, sutrinti dalykai’. Taigi pr. drastus = *draz-tus ‘(pauks-
¢io) skilvys’ galéjo atsirasti 18 “drozéjo, trynéjo’, plg. lie. pasakymus: skilvys (pauks-
&10) net akmeniokus sudroZia (Dusetos), skilvys (pauksCio) trina, mdla, plésia (Duse-
tos) ir pan. Priesagos *-tu~ vedin] pr. *draz-tus “drozéjas (droZtuvas), trynéjas (trin-
tuvas)’ darybiskai galima palyginti, pvz., su s. ind. mdn-tus “patarimas; pataréjas’
(: mdn-yate ‘jis galvoja’). Be to, matyt, panaSios (j pr. ‘skilvj’ < ‘drozé&jq’) semanti-
nés raidos bus buves pats ir lie. skilvPs resp. skilvis (= la. §kilvis), t. y. jis (kurio
Saknis vestina i§ balt. *skil-#i, reiSkusios ne tik skilti’, bet, rodos, ir “skelti’!) ga-
l¢jo atsirasti i§ ‘skéléjo (& drozéjo, trynéjo)’, dél jo darybos Zr. Skardzius, Lietuviy

kalbos Zodziy daryba, 102, Fraenkel, Lit. etym. Waorterbuch, 806 (ir liter.).

Nagrinéjant pr. drastus kilme, pagaliau, atsimintina ir tas, kad § pr. Zodj ikt
10l jprasta laikyti neturin€iu etimologijos, — Zr. pvz., Trautmann, Die altpreud.
Sprachdenkm., 322 (*unklar”), Endzelins, Senpriisu valoda, 162 (‘“‘bez etimologijas®),
Toporov, [lpycckuit sseix, I 365 t.

SMULKMENA

As it has been pointed out 1n our article in ,,Baltistica®™ XiI¥{2), BPT pe-
nega should be explained as a partitive form with non-lengthened stem ending. Par-
titives of such a stem may be also identified in Lithuanian neutrals nieko bendra,
be kita ko, po visa to, etc. It seems likely that neutral forms were not inflected at the
early stage of Common Baltic and represented the bare stem form of inertive (,,ab-
solutive“}—cf. nom. -acc., dat., part. a,-stem */apa (further dat. */aps in accordance
with dat. ¢, *viro), i,-stem *aki (further gen. *akis in accordance with fient. (,,erg.“}-
gen. i; *aveis). Genitive being of the fientive {,,ergative®™) nature, it was absent in
neutral gender and its functions were carried out by partitive. It is the very reason,
why the partitive form was later specialized for all kinds of genitive in the East Bal-
tic thematic declension.

L. Palmaitis



