nija iSlaikoma; 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 $alu-
tinio kircio krintancioji priegaidé (pvz.: cés,
dzil§, akmens, iesals), taciau viename kitame pa-
vyzdyje jos néra (pvz.: per ‘peria’, p. 293 t., 391;
min ‘mina’, p. 313%; pin ‘pina’, tin ‘tina’, p. 313,
391 t.; stumj ‘stumia’, p. 326, 391; vemj ‘vemia’,
p. 319, 392), o zivs atveju (p. 27 t., 392) priegai-
de pazymeéta klaidingai. Apsirikta ir pateikiant
viena kita lietuviy kalbos zodi, pvz.: astioni
(= astuont), p. 94 (i$n. 151), 378; stipra (= stip-
ras), p. 386. Kiek daugiau korektiiros klaidy ir
nenuoseklumy aptikau bibliografijoje. Antai
G. Akelaitienés darby pavadinimuose turi bi-
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 j 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-
70Si0s.

Apibendrinant tai, kas ¢ia svarstyta, norisi
pabrézti, kad D. Petit’o tyrimas iSrySkino pa-
veldétosios gramatinés apofonijos balty kalbo-
se likima salygojancius veiksnius: 1) formalyji
(Saknies struktiira); 2) morfologinj (polinkis i
binarines prieSprieSas, morfemy produktyvu-
mas); 3) semantinj (formy semantiné nepriklau-
somybé¢). Balty kalby savituma autorius suvo-
kia kaip ju 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. Rages (KR) ir A. Re-
keénos (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, aiskus, pateikti palyginti paprasta
kalba. Zavi tai, kad autorius kruops¢iai 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 -¢- (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, iéka 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, 1éka 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, dinda
“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”, mérdéti, 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, 1éka
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, it is clear that the type rekéti, téka 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 fekéti,
teka in this language. He finds four “root verbs”
with possible cognates in East Baltic rekéti-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, gremu “murmeln, im Affekte reden”; Lith.
gobti, -ia “cover; plunder”, gobtis, gabias “take
up” in Dauksa; Lith. vefpti, -ia, Latv. vérpt, -ju
“spin”) than in the tekéri-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 7,4, styienuns
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II 76, stinuns 111 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 rekéti-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, kdba “hang
(intr.)”, peldiuns “erworben” = Lith. peldéti, példa
“save, spare”, skellants “schuldig”, verbal noun
skallisna “Pflicht” = skeléti, skéla “owe”, etc. I miss
a comment on giwit, giwa- “live”, that has been
often taken to be a further example of the tekéri-ty pe
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 rekéti,
teka 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, *teke.
In East Baltic the preterit *feké was enlarged by
*-ja to give *tekeja. Latter, the infinitive *rekti
was reshaped as *teketi 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 fekéri, 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 *feké 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 *fekti, *teka should have
been *teke rather than *teka (the preference of the
*-@-preterit for intransitivity is a common place
in Baltic studies).
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Asshownby 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 *-g-preterits (e.g. kifpti,
kerfpa : kifpo “cut”, risti, risa : riso “bind”, dirbti,
dirba : dirbo “work”, dugti, duga : dugo “grow”).
CaC-verbs have -é-preterits in Lithuanian (mdlti,
madla, malé “grind”), but this is known to be an
innovation (dial. Lith. malo, 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 tekéri, 1éka,
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 *feké
will not find support in the *-é-preterit of verbs
like vesti, mesti “throw”, degti “burn” or nesti
“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 dégti had an intransitive
*-d-preterit beside the transitive *-é-preterit (dial.
Latv. tr. cepé-, d’adza : intr. -c¢pa, 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 *feké in the synchronically irregular gimti,
gimsta (OLith. géma) : gimé “be born”, mirti,
mirsta : miré “die”, (pri-si-)miiiti, -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 *teketi, *teka,
its preterit should have been *teka and not *teke.

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 a result, 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”, festi, tekg = Lith. tekéti, teka “run, flow”,
mosti, mogo “be able, can” = Lith. magéti, maga
“want, like”, pasti, paso “protect” = Lith. pdséti,
pdsa “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 tekéfi-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. ekti, lekin “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 blwstati, blbsti- se =
Lith. bliskéti, bliska “shine, glitter” and other verbs
in Slavic -$tati and Lith. -§kéti, -skéti, -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. K&lln (1977,
104-107) observes that a paradigm *kvstéti,
*kvote- “bloom” is surprisingly well attested in
the Slavic languages (ORuss. cvotéti, cvotu, dial.
Pol. ksciec, kste, Upper Sorbian kéé¢, ktu, OCz.
ktvieti, ktvu, Sloven. cvetéti, cvetém), beside the
familiar *kvisti, *kvote- (OCS cvisti, cvoto, ORuss.
cvosti, cvotu, OPol. kwis¢, kwte, etc.) and *kvotéti,
*kvoti- (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 “glinzen,
flimmern” and virtually solves the question.

There is thus every reason to believe that the
type fekéti, téka 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 *kvstéti, *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 festi, teko
ormosti, mogo to show that the second stem of Lith.
tekéti, teka and magéti, maga is an innovation, nor
can we assume that Lith. pérsti, pérdzia (Latv. pifst,
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perdu) “pedere” or bégti, béga (OLith. begmi)
“run” were not pared with a second stem in *-é-
in earlier stages of the language (cf. Slavic purdéti,
pordi- and bézati, beézi-). 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 pdsétilpasti (cf. Ved. tak-ti, Hitt.
pahhs-""), and it is possible in other cases. One
could speculate on the tekéti-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 *-a-)
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 rekéri-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



