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THE ORIGIN OF THE TYPE LITH. bliaduti, bliduja,
LATYV. blaut, blaiiju IN A BALTO-SLAVIC PERSPECTIVE

1. In Villanueva Svensson 2011, 317ff. I have tentatively proposed
the following rules for the development of Proto-Indo-European (PIE) active
root presents and aorists in Balto-Slavic:

i) PIE presents to “present roots” (usually lacking an aorist and a perfect
in the parent language) acquired a zero-grade aorist (probably an “a-aorist™)
and infinitive stem.

ii) PIE root aorists (by definition derived from “aoristic roots”) are contin-
ued as Balto-Slavic verbs with full-grade aorist-infinitive stem.

In this article I will test this hypothesis on a particular class of verbs, the
type Lith. bliduti, -ja and its Slavic congeners.

2. In East Baltic primary verbs to roots in ®au- (PIE *°eu-, *°eHu-, *°euH-)
regularly present the following inflection: Lith. bliduti, bliauja / bliduna,
bliévé, Latv. blaut, blatju / blaiinu, blavu (é) “bleat” The corpus includes
some 30 verbs, including such common items as Lith. aaiti “put on (shoes)”,
kauti “beat; fight”, krauti “pile up”, pjauti “cut”, etc. The evidence will be
discussed in detail below (§ 7).

As it has long been recognized, there is plenty of evidence in Lithuanian
and Latvian suggesting that the remarkable homogeneity of this class must
recover a rather complex prehistory (e.g. Endzelin 1923, 604f.; Stang
1966, 358f.):"

2.1. Some verbs regularly present unpalatalized anlaut (e.g. Lith. kduti,
Latv. kaiit, etc.), whereas others are uniformly palatalized (e.g. Lith. bliduti,
Latv. blailt, etc.). In addition, we find cases with both variants (e.g. Lith.
briautis beside brautis “force one’s way through”, Lith. Sduti beside Latv. Sadt
“shoot; shove”).

' The spread of na-presents over older ja-presents (Lith. bliduja — bliduna, etc.) is
known to be a fairly recent innovation and will be ignored in what follows. See Endze-
lin 1923, 578; Kazlauskas 1968, 336 for more detailed treatments.
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The development of PIE *eu in Baltic and Slavic is still disputed and
cannot be properly discussed here (see most recently Derksen 2010, with
references to earlier literature). Following the prevailing view I assume *eu >
*au before vowels vs. *eu > *iau before consonants. If this is correct, ini-
tial palatalization points to an original full-grade je/o-present and / or a
full-grade aorist-infinitive stem, whereas lack of initial palatalization (leaving
aside of course reflexes of PIE *-ou(H)- or *-eh,/su-) points to a full-grade
thematic present, a zero-grade present, or a zero-grade aorist-infinitive.

2.2. In Latvian most verbs from acute roots present Brechton, pointing to
earlier mobility (e.g. blait, ratit “pull up”, etc.), but we also have a number
of cases with Dehnton, pointing to earlier immobility (e.g. Satt / sait, plait
“cut”, etc.).

Since the Brechton is expansive in Latvian, the possibility cannot be exclud-
ed that the Brechton has replaced an earlier Dehnton in some cases (cf. Vil-
lanueva Svensson 2011, 303, building on Rasmussen 1985[1999],
189). As far as the Dehnton is concerned, two possibilities come immediately
to mind:

i) The Dehnton reflects an immobile present stem. On the evidence of
Slavic, where je-presents are typically immobile whereas thematic presents
are typically mobile, it is reasonable to suppose that the Dehnton points to an
earlier je/o-present.

ii) The Dehnton reflects a root accented infinitive with full grade *°éHu-tei-
or zero grade *°uH-tei- (< *°eHu-téi-, *°uH-téi- through Hirt’s law), but not
*CeuH-tei-, as Hirt’s law did not apply in ERH-sequences.

In cases of conflicting intonations the present stem probably imposed its
intonation on the infinitive, cf. Latv. inf. duét — duét “give” after pres. duddu
(: Lith. duodgs). Needless to say, the possibility can hardly be excluded that
in some instances the acute full grade was extended from the aorist-infinitive
stem.

2.3. Beside the regular e-preterit Lith. kévé / Latv. kdvu some a-preterits
are attested in the dialects: Lith. Sdvo, kdvo, Latv. kavu, javu “mixed”, skavu
“embraced”. As traditionally assumed (e.g. Stang 1966, 358), the a-preterit
is best interpreted as having been built to an earlier thematic present *kava,
*$(i)ava, *java, *skava.

2.4. In addition to the dominant type bliduti, bliauja/-na, bliévé, roots
in °au- are also inflected according to some other minor conjugational pat-
terns:
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i) Anticausative-inchoatives with nasal or sta-present: Lith. piti, pista /
piwa / piina / piina, piwo, Latv. piit, piistu, puou “rot”. Similarly Lith. Ziti,
Latv. pa-zit “perish”; Lith. griiiti, Latv. griit “fall down” (: tr. Lith. griduti,
Latv. graiit “demolish™); Lith. dziiti, Latv. Zat “dry (intr.)” (: tr. Lith. dZiduti,
Latv. Zaiit “hang up to dry”), and some other.

ii) Verbs with second stem in *-é-: Lith. sravéti, srdavi (OLith. act. pres.
ptcp. sravancio Dauksa) “flow slowly”, Latv. sluvét, sluvu / slavét, slavu “be
famed”.

The morphology of these two types is clearly conditioned by their seman-
tics (the type bliduti is typically composed of transitive verbs). The following
verbs would in principle have been compatible with inflection according to
the dominant type:

iii) In the case of Lith. aati, Latv. aut “put on (shoes)” and Lith. gduti
get”, Latv. gaut “seize” the na-present and the a-preterit show a broader
dialectal distribution than it is usually the case with the type bliduti.”
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iv) Zero-grade thematic presents: Lith. siiiti, sitwa (sitina), sitwo (sitwé) /
Latv. Sat, Suvu (Suju, Sunu), Suvu “sew”; Latv. skat, skuou (skuju), skuvu
“shave”.

In two cases we have zero-grade verbs beside verbs of the type bliduti, al-
most certainly through leveling of an earlier ablauting paradigm: Latv. kratiés,
krijuds, kruvuds and kruitiés, krujuos, kruvuos “intrude” (< krutiés, krujuds,
kruvués, cf. ME 2, 286) beside kraiit, kraiiju “pile up”; Latv. kluit’, kluju
“swallow, devour” («— *klut, kluju) beside klaiit “drink eagerly”

3. The few Old Prussian forms agree only in part with those of East Baltic:

OPr. inf. aulaut (error for *aulaut) “die” = Lith. liduti, liGuja “stop”.

OPr. inf. -gaut “get, obtain” (pres. -gaunai, 1 pl. -gaunimai) = Lith. gduti,
gauna “get”.

OPr. acc. sg. aumusnan “abwaschung” implies an inf. *mat “wash, bath” in
contrast with the full grade of Latv. maiit, maiju “swim, submerge”.

OPr. inf. krit “fall” is probably an anticausative of the type Lith. dZiuti
(: tr. dZiduti), be it from a primary verb cognate with Lith. kr(i)duti “pile up”,
as per Maziulis 1993, 288f., or for *gr'ut = Lith. griuti “fall down” (: tr.
griauti “demolish”), as per Smoczynski 2005, 205. Accordingly, it doesn’t
provide information on the morphology of the primary (transitive) verbs.

* In Lithuanian only the é-preterit dvé is attested, but with unexpected full grade
instead of the lengthened grade of blidvé, dziové, etc.
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4. The results of the preceding survey are reasonably clear. In the present
stem (East) Baltic must have inherited both full grade thematic presents in
*°qu-a (*kava, *java, etc.) and ia-presents in *°au-ia that served as the model
for the regularization of the whole class. In addition, it must have inherited
zero-grade presents in *°uu-a (e.g. Lith. silwa) and perhaps in *°ii-ia (unat-
tested). It is unclear whether other present stems can be postulated (leaving
aside, of course, the type piista / piiva).

The preterit is fully uninformative, as both the e-preterit (blicvé etc.)
and the reliquary a-preterit (sitwo, kavo) are entirely predictable. As for the
infinitive stem, it is clear that zero-grade infinitives must have been quite
widespread. Full-grade infinitives, on the other hand, must also have been
present, as their expansion would otherwise be difficult to understand.’

These findings, however, only partially clarify the prehistory of the type
bliauti. Note, for instance, that they allow for an impressive number of com-
binatory variants between the present stem and the (aorist-)infinitive stem. A
more detailed account should, I believe, be able to answer the following ques-
tions:

a) What was the inflection of every primary verb in Proto-Baltic and Pro-

to-Balto-Slavic? Which were the major types at these stages?

b) How did these patterns originate in an Indo-European perspective?

¢) How did they develop into the (East) Baltic system?

5. In order to answer these questions it is necessary to take the Slavic facts
systematically into account. I give a list of the reconstructed Common Slavic
verbs:*

Verbs without second stem in -a-:

a) Full grade infinitive, full grade e-present: *sluti, *slovp “be called, be

famous”; *pluti, *plove “swim, sail”; *r(j)iti, *rove “roar”; *truti, *trove
“feed”

b) Full grade infinitive, full grade je-present: *¢iiti, *Cijjo “feel, notice”;

*

*~{ti, *-ljo “put on / take off (shoes)”

* The traditional assumption that the infinitive regularly displayed zero-grade of the
root (e.g. Endzelin 1923, 604f.; Stang 1966, 359) is certainly an oversimplification.

* A recent treatment of the morphology of Slavic primary verbs to roots in °eu(H)-
can be read in Reinhart 2003, 150ff., on which my own survey is based. I refer to
Vaillant 1966, 196ff., 201ff., 282ff. and the standard etymological dictionaries for fur-
ther elaboration of the Slavic data. The reconstruction of the Slavic accentual paradigms
is taken from Dybo 1981, 203ff.
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c) Zero grade infinitive, zero grade je-present: *kryti, *kryjo “cover, hide”;
*myti, *myjo “wash”; *nyti, *nyjo “grow slack”™; *ryti, *ryjo “dig, root”;
*tyti, *tyjo “become fat”; *uvyti, *vyjo “low, roar”; *siti, *$ijp “sew”
(< *siu-).

Verbs with second stem in -a-:

d) Full grade infinitive, full grade e-present: *kovdti, *kovp “forge”;
*snovdti, *snovg “warp”.

e) Zero grade infinitive, full grade e-present: *zwvodti, *zovg “call”.

f) Zero grade infinitive, zero grade e-present: *rovdti, *rovg “tear”

g) Zero grade infinitive (with analogical palatalization), full grade je-
present: *bl'vvdti, *bljljo “spit, vomit”; *klvvdti, *kljijo “peck”;
*po-Ivoati, *-ljujo “defecate”; *plvvdti, *pljiijp “spit”; *Scvvdti, *Sciijo
“course (with dogs)”.

h) Zero grade infinitive, zero grade je-present: *kwvati, *kyjo “nod”;
*Zvodti, *Zijo “chew” (< *ziu-).

It is noteworthy that virtually all theoretical combinations that can be
postulated on an internal analysis of Baltic are in fact attested in Slavic. In
the present stem we have both *-e/o- and je/o-presents. As far as root vo-
calism is concerned, in addition to the types already known from Baltic we
have a well-represented class of zero-grade ie/o-presents (e.g. *kryjo ~ Lith.
kr(i)auja). Unlike in Baltic, zero grade predominates in the aorist-infinitive
stem (*kryti, *bl'vudti, etc.), but full grade is also reasonably well attested
(*&fti, *kovdti, etc.). Finally, a Slavic peculiarity are the verbs with a second
stem in -a-, almost certainly pointing to an original a-aorist.

6. We are now in a position to address the evidence. As stated above (§ 1),
PIE present and aoristic roots would be more clearly distinguished by the
root vocalism of the aorist-infinitive stem: zero grade in the case of present
roots vs. full grade in the case of aoristic roots. Furthermore, it is reason-
able to assume that root athematic presents were routinely thematized or
remade as ie/o-presents at an early date.” The morphology of the present
stem of aoristic roots is more difficult to establish. Since the most common

> This statement is apparently contradicted by the abundance of root athematic pres-
ents in Old and dialectal Lithuanian. In this language, however, athematic presents dis-
play a characteristically “middle” profile (see e.g. Stang 1966, 310ff.). I thus assume
that in Balto-Slavic “(active-)transitive” and “(middle-)intransitive” presents and aorists
developed in different ways.
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PIE present stems beside root aorists (reduplicated and nasal presents) were
generally disfavored in Balto-Slavic,” it seems that “aoristic roots” frequently
acquired a thematic or je/o-present, just like the “present roots”. Other types,
however, are also attested (e.g. zero-grade presents like OCS -stor(j)o beside
aor. -stré(tv), inf. -stréti “stretch™).’”

7. Present roots.

7.1. Our hypothesis predicts a full-grade present (3 sg. °au-e-ti or °du-ie-ti)
pared with a zero grade aorist-infinitive stem (inf. °ii-tei-; aor. °uu-a-?). This
is confirmed in the following cases:

7.1.1. Lith. rduti, rauja, rové, Latv. raiit, raiju, rdvu (e) “pull (up)”; Sl
*ryti, *ryjo AP a “dig, root” (OCS ryti, ryjo, SCr. riti, rijem, Ru. ryt’, réju,
etc.), *roodti, *r%vg AP ¢ “tear” (CS rvoati, rovg, SCr. roati, rvem se, Ru. rvat’,
rou, etc.).

PIE pres. *réuhos-ti / *ruhs-énti (LIV, 510):® TB pres. V rwatdr, TA inf.
rwatsi “pull out”; Lat. ruo, -ere “tear, pull up”; ON ryja “tear out wool”; Ved.
subj. rdvat “wound”? (the root rav”- is poorly attested, cf. Narten 1964,
2241.).

All Slavic forms present zero grade of the root. The je-present *ryjo may
easily be an innovation on the infinitive. We can thus reconstruct an infinitive
BL.-Sl. *rii-tei- (< *ruH-téi-). The Balto-Slavic paradigm must have included
a form with full grade, as Lith. rduti, Latv. raiit would otherwise be left un-
explained. The Brechton of Latvian ratit favors a thematic present *reuH-e/o-
(the Baltic ia-present is uninformative), but since the Brechton is expansive
in Latvian this argument is not conclusive. A thematic present *reuH-e/o- is

% In Balto-Slavic and Germanic nasal presents became associated with the anticaus-
ative-inchoative class of verbs.

71 have excluded from consideration some items that probably did not belong to the
“active-transitive” class. Thus, Sl. *sluti, *slovg “be called, be famed” (OCS sluti, slovg,
etc.) can hardly continue the PIE active system pres. *kl-né-u-ti, aor. *kléu-t “hear”, as
indicated both by its meaning and by the Latvian cognate slavét, slavu (sluvét, sluvu) “be
famed”. Sl. *pluti, *plovg “swim, sail” (OCS pluti, plovg, etc.) may continue a paradigm

with second stem in *

-e- pres. *pléu-e/o-, inf.-aor. *pley-eé-, as suggested by the paral-
lelism with OLith. sravéti, srava “flow slowly”, Lith. tekéti, téka “flow, run”. A more
detailed account of SI. *pluti, *sluti will be presented elsewhere. Lith. plauti, plduja/-na
“wash, rinse” probably continues a Narten causative *plou-éie-ti, cf. Fecht 2007, 386.
¥ Beside forms going back to a sef-root *reuhs - some anit-forms are also attested

(Ved. rutd-, Lat. -riitus). Discussion in Seldeslachts 2001, 127ff., with references.
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in any case probably indirectly continued in Sl. *rvvp (with zero grade sec-
ondarily taken from the aorist-infinitive stem). All this points to B1.-SI. pres.
*rau-e/o-, inf. *ru-tei-, aor. *ruu-a- (?). I don’t have a definitive answer for
the unique presence of *ryti beside *rvvdti in Slavic, but I strongly suspect
that it reflects split of an earlier paradigm involving an innovated zero grade
present *ruu-e- and in infinitive *ra-ti.

7.1.2. SL. *Zvvdti, *zijo AP ¢ “chew” (CS Zzvovati, zije-, RuCS Zvvati, Zuju,
Ru. Zevat', Zujii, OCz. Zvadti, Zuju, etc.).

PIE pres. *gieuH-ti / *giuH-eénti (LIV, 168): TB pres. V suwam, TA swas
“eats”; Gmc. *kewwan “chew” (OHG kiuwan etc.).

If Lith. Ziduna AP 1 “jaw”, Latv. Zainas “id.” (: Bulg. zina “lip”) is to be
understood as a derivative of the Balto-Slavic verb (so e.g. Smoczynski
2003, 103), this seems to imply that Sl. *zjiu-je-, *zjuv-a- has replaced a
paradigm with full grade in some forms, most probably pres. *Ziau-ie/o-, inf.
*Ziu-tei-, aor. *Zjiuy-a-. The immobility of Ziduna supports reconstructing a
full grade ie/o-present for Balto-Slavic.

7.1.3. SL. *kvvati, *kyjo “nod” (CS kwvvati, kyjo; otherwise iter. kyvati, -ajo:
Ru. kivat’, Slvn. kivati, Cz. kyvati etc.; cf. Vaillant 1966, 284).

The only relatively certain cognate is Lat. ceueo, -ére “wiggle (the hips)”,
probably replacing earlier ceuo < *kehju-e/o-, cf. Vine 2006, 218. If so, a
root athematic present *kehu- / *khu- (> *kuh;-) seems the easiest way
to reconcile the Latin and Slavic forms. As in the case of *Zvvdti “chew”,
the Slavic paradigm must have been rebuilt on zero-grade inf. *ku-tei-, aor.
*kuu-a-.

7.1.4. Lith. bliduti, bliduja, bliévé, Latv. blaiit, blaiiju, blavu (€) “bleat”;
SL. *bl'vudti, *bljijp AP a “spit, vomit” (OCS bl'vvati, bljujp, SCr. bljuwati,
bljujem, Ru. blevat’, bljuju, etc.).

PIE pres. *bléeuH-ti / *bluH-énti (LIV, 90): Gk. phéw “overflow”, @Adw
“be full of juice, thrive” (also “vomit™); Lat. fluo, -ere “flow, stream”

The semantic development of Baltic is surprising, but probably not enough
to deny the traditional etymology. Within our framework we expect Bl.-SI.
inf. *blu-tei-, aor. *bluy-a-, almost directly continued in the Slavic second
stem (with secondary extension of *-a- to the infinitive; the palatalized an-
laut *blv® — *blI'v° > *bl'v° is clearly taken from the present). A ie/o-present
*bléuH-ie/o- > *bliau-ie/o- is indicated by Sl. *bljiijo and by the palatalized
anlaut of Baltic. Latv. blaiit instead of *blaiit must reflect the widespread ex-
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pansion of the Brechton in this language. A relic of the original intonation
may be preserved in the derivative Latv. blava “loudmouthed” beside blava.

7.1.5. Lith. spjauti, spjauja, spjové, Latv. splaiit, splaiiju, splavu “spit”; Sl.
*plovdti, *pljtijp AP a “id.” (CS plvvati, pljujo, SCr. pljuwati, pljujem, Ru.
plevat’, pljuju, etc.).

PIE pres. *sptieuH-ti / *sptiuH-énti (vel sim.; LIV, 583): Ved. -stivati; Gk.
ntvw; Lat. spuo, -ere; Gme. *spiwan (Go. speiwan etc.).’

Bl.-Sl. pres. *spiau-ie/o-, inf. *spiti-tei-, aor. *spiuy-a-. A full-grade ie/o-
present is practically assured by Sl. pljuje-, by the palatalized anlaut of Baltic,
and by the Latvian Dehnton.

7.1.6. Lith. siuti, sitwa (sitina), sitwo (sitwé), Latv. $it, Suvu (Suju, Sunu),
Suovu “sew”; Sl. *$iti, *Sijo AP a “id.” (CS S$iti, Sijo, SCr. Siti, Sijem, Ru. Sit’,
§ju, etc.).

PIE pres. *siuh;-ie/o- (*sihu-ie/o-; LIV, 545) “sew”: Ved. sivyati; Gmc.
*siujan (Go. siujan etc.); Lat. suo, -ere.

BL.-Sl. pres. *siii-ie/o- (< *siuH-ie/o-), inf. *siii-tei- (< *siuH-téi-), aor.
*siuu-a- (?), almost linearly continued in Slavic.'” Considering its isolation,
the Baltic present *siuu-a- can hardly be old (Baltic has no zero-grade ie/o-
presents to °au-roots)."" It was probably back formed to inf. *siii-tei-, aor.
*siuy-a- at an early date.

7.2. In the following cases a PIE root athematic present seems certain, but
a Balto-Slavic paradigm pres. °au-(i)e/o- : aor.-inf. °u-/°uy-, although plau-
sible, cannot be reconstructed on internal evidence:

’ A root athematic present is the easiest way to account for the disagreement between
the full-grade present of Balto-Slavic and the zero grade of Indo-Iranian and Greek. Pace
LIV, there is no reason to suppose that this was an aoristic root: Lat. -spui is ambiguous,
whereas the isolated Ved. asthavisam (GB) may easily be analogical (cf. Narten 1964,
261).

' 1f Ved. sivyati indicates that the PIE present was *sih;u-ie/o- (metathesized from
*siuh-ie/o-, cf. Eichner 1988, 135), the present *siuH-ie/o- of Sl. *$ijo may owe its
root shape to the infinitive stem *siuH- (itself once again metathesized from *siHu-) or
to the *siuH- of other derivatives.

" Lat. suo, to be sure, could go back to *siuH-e/o-, thus providing a potential
comparandum for Lith. siuwa, Latv. Suvu, but there are various strategies justifying
*siuH-ie/o- > Lat. suo instead of *sio (“pius-rule”), cf. Meiser 1998, 227; de Vaan
2008, 600.
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7.2.1. Lith. jaati / jauti, jaija / jauja, jové / jove, Latv. jaut / jait, jauju,
javu (e) / javu (a) “mix”

PIE *ieu-ti / *iu-énti (LIV, 314): Ved. pres. yuvd- “join, fasten”, athem.
ptcp. ni-yuvand- RV, inj. 3 pl. @ yavan AV, pres. yauti TS (cf. Hill 2007,
206ft.).

The variants with acute intonation are clearly secondary. The a-preterit
Latv. javu points to a thematic present *java.

7.2.2. Lith. dziduti, dZiduja, dziévé, Latv. zait, Zatju, zdvu (€) “hang up to
dry”

? PIE *d"euH- “move swiftly, shake” (LIV, 149f.): Ved. pres. dhinéti
“shake”, dhavati “rub; wash”, dhiwati “throw down” (cf. Goto 1987, 185ff.,
Hill 2007, 183ff.); Gk. fvw, Oviw, Oove “rush, rage”; ON dyja “shake,
toss” "

The palatalized anlaut points to a ie/o-present *d"euH-ie/o- > *didu-ie/o-.
The Brechton of Latv. Zaiit must thus be secondary (cf. Lith. dZiévimas AP 1
beside d¥iovimas AP 2; LKZ 2, 1023f1.).

Since jaiiti and dZiduti are only attested in East Baltic, the possibility that
they presented a zero-grade aorist-infinitive stem cannot be tested.

7.2.3. SL. *tyti, *tyjo AP a “grow fat” (SCr. fiti, Cz. tyti, Ukr. tyty, etc.).

PIE *téuhs-ti / *tuho-énti (LIV, 639f.): Ved. taviti “becomes strong”

According to Smoczynski 2003, 123, the causative *tdviti (Slvn. o-tdvi-
ti, SCr. dial. o-taviti se, Cz. z-o-taviti se) implies a present *fovg as its deriva-
tional base, thus pointing to BL.-Sl. pres. *teuH-e/o-, aor.-inf. *tuH-. But this
is uncertain. As per Vaillant 1966, 424, the parallel causatives Sl. *pldviti
“float”, *sldaviti “glorify” were derived from the inchoatives *plynoti “flow,
stream” (Pol. ptyngc, Cz. plynouti; secondary SCr. pliti, plijem, Ru. plyt’, ply-
ot), *slynoti “become known” (Pol. styngc, Cz. slynouti; secondary Ru. slyt’,
slyotl). Considering the semantics of *#yti, the possibility cannot be excluded
that it was inflected as a regular anticausative already in Balto-Slavic: pres.

" T cannot devote the necessary space to argue for this etymology, which as far as I
know is proposed here for the first time. Note meanings like “do something violently”,
“beat”, “run”, “steal” beside “hang up to dry” in Lithuanian (LKZ 2, 1016ff.). Latv. Zailt
IT “beat; drill; pour; rain heavily” (ME 4, 793) probably belongs with Zaiit I “hang up to
dry”as well. See Fraenkel LEW, 117 for older proposals. Smoczynski (2003, 57ff.)
relates Lith. dZiduti to Sl. *diiti, *dyti “blow” (see below § 9.2), which is semantically
problematic.
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*tu-ne/o- or *tu-ste/o-, inf. *ti-tei-, aor. *tuu-e/o-, later regularized as *tyti,
*tyjo (cf. Lith. tukti, turika, Latv. tilkt, tikstu “become fat”).

7.2.4. A similar case is Sl. *nyti, *nyjo AP a “grow slack” (OCS u-nyti,
-nyjo, OCz. nyti, nyju, ORu. nyty, nyju, etc.), caus. *ndviti (OCz. naviti “tor-
ment”, Ru. dial. o-ndvit'sja “get tired”). Primary verbal formations of *neuH-
(Go. naus “cadaver”, Latv. ndve “death”, TB naut-, TA nut- “disappear”, etc.)
are otherwise unknown.

7.3. In the following cases a Balto-Slavic paradigm pres. °au-(i)e/o- : aor.-
inf. °a-/°uy- can be safely reconstructed, but derivation from a PIE root
athematic present is for one or another reason not absolutely certain.

7.3.1. Latv. mait, matju, maovu (€) “swim, submerge” (Lith. mdudyti
“bath”); OPr. *mat “wash, bath” (aumusnan); Sl. *myti, *myjo AP a “wash”
(OCS myti, myjo, SCr. miti, mijem, Ru. myt’, méju, etc.).

Lith. mduti, mduja, mévé, Latv. mailt, maiju, mdou () “put on (clothes).

? PIE *miéuh;~ti / *mihu-énti “move” (LIV, 445f.): Ved. mivati “pushes”;
TB pres. I miwdm, TA 1/11 mes, 3 pl. meyeric “tremble”; Lat. moueo, -ére
“move” "

A connection between the two Balto-Slavic word-families has often been
assumed (e.g. LIV), but this is semantically problematic. If they are separated
(e.g. Fraenkel LEW, 417, 421), the material usually cited in support of a
root *meuH- “urinate; wash” (Ved. mitra-, Av. mufra- n. “urine”, Olr. min
“id.”) does not permit reconstructing the Indo-European averbo. The Balto-
Slavic facts, in any case, clearly point to a paradigm pres. *mau-(i)e/o-, inf.
*mii-tei-, aor. *muu-a-.

A connection of Lith. mduti, Latv. maiit “put on / take off (clothes)” with
*mieuh;- “move”, on the other hand, is at least conceivable from a semantic
point of view (note meanings like “thrust, stab”, “rush”, “throw”, “push”,
“strike”; LKZ 8, 946ff.). For PIE we can safely reconstruct a root athematic
present, but the prehistory of the East Baltic verb can not be reconstructed
on the available evidence.

7.3.2. Lith. kduti, kduja, kové / kavo, Latv. kaiit, katiju, kdvu (€) / kavu (a)
“beat, slaughter; fight”; *kovdti, *kovp AP ¢ “forge” (OCS kovati, kovg, SCr.
kovati, kujem, Ru. kovdt’, kuji, etc.).

¥ See Vine 2006, 218f. for the reconstruction of an athematic (or thematized) root
present or aorist in the prehistory of Italic. It is unclear to me whether Hitt. mau- /
mu-""/ mauss-"*' “fall” belongs in this root, as traditionally assumed. See Puhvel 2004,
105 for a different etymology.
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PIE *kehsu- “beat; split” (LIV, 345£.): TB kau-, TA ko- “kill” (TB pres. VIII
kausdm, subj. I kowdn, pret. Il kausa); Gmc. *hawwan “hew” (ON hoggva,
OHG houwan etc.); Lat. cudo, -ere “beat, forge”.14

It is unclear to me whether we should reconstruct an aoristic root, a present
root, or a u-present *keh,-u- / *kh,-u-."> Germanic, Baltic and Slavic, in any
case, clearly demand a common (and innovated) present stem *kauh-e/o-.
The imperfective CS o-kyvati, SCr. o-kivati probably points to a zero grade
in the prehistory of Slavic, cf. Vaillant 1966, 491. If so, we can start from
a Balto-Slavic paradigm pres. *kau-e/o-, inf. *ki-tei-, aor. *kuu-a-, hence
from a present root at least as far as the northern languages are concerned
(note, in addition, that the Slavic second stem in -a- would be unexpected
in an aoristic root).

7.3.3. A similar case is Sl. *snovdti, *snovg AP ¢ “warp” (CS snovati,
snove-, SCr. snovati, snujem, Ru. snovdt’, snuju, etc.), with imperfective OCS
o-snyvati, SCr. o-snivati beside Slvn. na-sndvati, cf. Vaillant 1966, 203.
The LIV, 575 reconstructs an athematic present *sneuH- / *snuH- on the
internal evidence of Germanic: Go. sniwan, OE sneowan “hasten” (< *sneu-)
beside ON snua “turn” (< *snu-).

7.3.4. Lith. pjauti, pjauja, pjové, Latv. plait, platju, plavu (€) “cut, mow”.

PIE *pieh,-u- (LIV, 481): Gk. mwraiw “nudge, stumble”, maiw “strike,
hit”; Lat. pauio, -ire “strike”. See Hackstein 1992 for further material (Gk.
ntodw “frighten, scare”, TB pyak- “strike, beat”, etc.).

The LIV sets up a u-present *pieh-u- / *pih,-u-" for Greek, Latin and
Baltic. If this is correct, -u- must have been felt as part of the root very early.
The Dehnton of Latv. plaiit is easiest explained by assuming a je/o-present,
which could even be Indo-European in date (: Gk. n(t)alw, Lat. pauio?). A
zero grade inf. *pjiti (< *piuH- < *piHu-) is mildly supported by material
like Lith. pjidyti / pjudyti “hound, bait”, pjiiklas “saw”, OPr. piuclan “sickle”,
cf. Smoczynski 2003, 80.

"1t is doubtful whether Gk. #xed{w (xelwv Hom. 1x), aor. xéacoal “split” belong in
this root (so e.g. LIV). It would require *keuh:-, in contradiction with the root *kehu-
that Tocharian demands. See Beekes 2010, 661f. for an alternative etymology of Gk.
rnedlw.

"> A molo-present, as tentatively reconstructed by Kiimmel (2004, 153), is unlikely
because of the athematic subjunctive of Tocharian (TA them. 3 pl. kaweric is secondary,
cf. Malzahn 2010, 607).
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7.3.5. Sl. *zvvdti, *zovg AP ¢ “call” (OCS zvvati, zovg, SCr. zvati, zovem,
Ru. zvar’, zovu, etc.).

PIE *g'euH- / *g'ueH- “call, invoke” (LIV, 180f.): TB pres. V kwatdr
“calls”;'® In.-Ir. */"auH- / *f'uaH- “invoke”, presenting a particularly com-
plicated picture: i) pres. I Ved. hvdyati, YAv. zbaiieiti; ii) pres. II Ved. hdvate,
YAv. zauuaiti; iii) pres. III Ved. 1 sg. huvé, 1 pl. humdhe; iv) athem. (pres.
or aor.) Ved. 1 sg. ahvi, 1 pl. dhumahi, ptcp. huvand-, subj. 1 pl. hdvamahi;
v) aor. Ved. dhuvat.

Traditionally a root athematic present is reconstructed on the evidence of
Ved. huvé, humahe and TB kwatdr. This, however, leaves the thematic aorist
dhuvat unaccounted for. According to an alternative approach (going back
to Renou 1925, 310), Ved. dhuvat continues a middle root aorist *ah,va,
still preserved in ahvi, dhumahi, huvand-. Goto (1987, 349) explains huvé,
humdahe as artificial forms formed to aor. inj. 1 sg. huvé. Under both interpre-
tations the thematic present Ved. hdvate, YAv. zauuaiti (: S1. *z0v9?) is best
taken as a displaced subjunctive.

If one starts from a PIE present root, the morphology of Sl. *zvvdti, *zovg
tully fits our expectations. If, on the other hand, one posits an aoristic root, it
provides an apparently strong counterexample — but perhaps not a fatal one.
It is interesting to observe that this root presents an overtly middle profile.
One could thus start from a PIE middle root aorist *§"6uH-e / *g'uH-ré and
assume that it was thematized as *g'uH-é-t in (pre-)Balto-Slavic (cf. Ved.
dhuvat). The resulting paradigm B1.-Sl. pres. *g"euH-e-ti (< aor. subj.? Cf.
Ved. hdvate), inf. *ghuH—tei—, aor. >"g"'“uH—e—l‘ was unstable, as thematic aorists
typically belonged to the anticausative-inchoative system. It could easily have
been regularized as *§"euH-e/o-, *g"uH-tei-, *§'uH-a-, finally leading to SI.
*zvodti, *zovp. Be it as it may, the averbo of PIE *g'euH- / *g'ueH- is still
unsettled. Accordingly, the exact prehistory of Sl. *zevdti remains unclear.

7.4. In the following cases a Balto-Slavic paradigm pres. °du-ie/o- : aor.-
inf. °4-/°uu- can be reconstructed with certainty, but comparative evidence
pointing to a root athematic present is lacking:

7.4.1. Lith. kr(i)auti, kr(i)auja, kr(i)oveé, Latv. kraat (kratt), kraiju, kravu
(e) “pile up” beside krutiés, krijuds, kruvuds and kruitiés, krijuos, kruvuos

' The connection of TB kwatir with Ved. hdvate, OCS zvvati has been challenged
by Hackstein (2002, 192f.). See Garcia Ramén 2010, 95ff. for arguments in favor
of the traditional etymology.
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33

“intrude” (« kratiés, krujuds, kruvués); Sl. *kryti, *kryjo AP a “cover, hide
(OCS kryti, kryjo, SCr. kriti, krijem, Ru. kryt’, kréju, etc.).

PIE *kreuH- (LIV, 371): OE hreodan “cover” (uninformative).

7.4.2. Latv. klaiit “drink eagerly” beside kluit’, kluju “swallow, devour” («
*klut, kluju); S1. *klvovdti, *kljljp AP a “peck” (SCr. kljtwati, kljujem, OCz.
klvati, kljuju, ORu. klvvati, kljuju, etc.).

The inner-Balto-Slavic etymology proposed here seems to me preferable
to the traditional (and semantically problematic) connection of Sl. *kl'vovdti
with Lith. kliauti(s) “stick to; rely on” and / or OCS kljuce “key”, Lat. clauis
“key, bar”, Gk. xAnig “bar, bolt”, etc. (e.g. ESS] 10, 82f.).

7.4.3. Lith. br(i)autis, br(i)dujasi, br(i)ovési “push on, force one’s way”,
rare tr. br(i)auti “push”

PIE *b'reuH- “break” (LIV, 96): ON brjéta, OE bréotan “break” (uni-
formative). Nominal derivatives: Latv. braiina “scab, scurf”, Ved. bhrund- n.
“embryo”, Cz. brnka “afterbirth, placenta” (cf. Mayrhofer EWAia 2, 283).

If Smoczynski (2003, 54) is right in taking Latv. bratnat “scrape,
scratch” as an iterative to *braat (: Lith. br(i)duti), its Dehnton and the pres-
ence of forms with and without palatalized anlaut point to *briau- : *brii-.

7.4.4. Sl. *po-I'vvati, *-ljujo “defecate” (ORu. polevati; cf. Reinhart
2003, 145ff.).

? PIE *leu(H)- “make dirty” (LIV, 414): Lat. pol-luo, -ere “make dirty”
(uninformative). Nominal derivatives: Lat. lutum “mud, dirt”, lustrum “pud-
dle, marsh”, OlIr. loth “dirt” (< *luta), Gk. MBgov “clotted blood”, AMpa
“dirt”, etc."”

If Lith. dial. liiitinas “dirty” (beside lilttinas), lititynas “id.” belong here,
they support the antiquity of the Slavic paradigm (the initial palatalization
can only have been taken from full grade *liau- < *leuH-C-), but an inner-
Lithuanian connection with liiitis “heavy shower” (itself etymologically prob-
lematic) cannot be excluded.

" Reinhart (2003, 150ff.) dismisses this etymology because the paradigm pres.
°juje-, aor.-inf. ®vva- is otherwise only attested with set-roots, preferring instead a con-
nection with *leuH- “untie” (Gk. Mw, Lat. [uo, etc.; LIV, 417). In my view the facts do
not allow for such a strong determinism as assumed by Reinhart (anit-roots in °eu- are
poorly represented in Balto-Slavic). It is far from certain, in any case, that Lat. pol-luo,
Gk. M0gov, etc. must necessarily derive from an anif-root, as most of the evidence is
actually ambiguous. Gk. M60gov, Lat. lustrum, for instance, may go back to *luH-(s)d"/
tro- via “Wetter’ s rule”; Lat. [utum, Olr. loth may go back to *luH-t6/d- via Dybo’s law.
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8. Aoristic roots.

8.1. Within our proposal the most salient feature of aoristic roots in Balto-
Slavic would be an aorist-infinitive stem with full grade of the root. This is
confirmed in the following cases:

8.1.1. Lith. aiiti, aiina, Gvé, Latv. aut, aunu / auju, avu (€) / avu (a) “put
on / take off (shoes)”; Sl. *-iiti, *-ijjo AP a “id.” (OCS ob-/iz-uti, -ujo, SCr.
obuti, obujem, izuti, izujem, Cz. obouti, zuoti, etc.).

PIE aor. *hseu-t, ?pres. *hs(e)u-ie/o- (LIV, 275):"® Arm. aganim, agaw “put
on (clothes)”); Lat. ind-/ex-uo, -ere “put on / take off (clothes)”; Um. pass.
fut. imper. 2/3 sg. anouihimu “put on”; Hitt. unu-"" “adorn, decorate”.

Arm. aor. agaw guarantees a PIE root aorist (the middle inflection is prob-
ably secondary, cf. meraw “died” ~ Hitt. merzi “disappears”, etc.). As for the
PIE present stem, a jie/o-present is supported by Um. anouihimu (< °Vu-ie/o-,
cf. Garcia Castillero 2000, 262f.), Sl. -uje- and, perhaps, Lith. pret. avé
(< *auy-iia-?). Pace LIV (following Klingenschmitt 1982, 175ff.), a PIE
nasal present *h,/su-n(é)-H- is very doubtful. Arm. aganim may easily be in-
novated (cf. pres. meranim “die” ~ PIE *mr-ié-tor, etc.). In the case of Lith.
aiina, Latv. aunu, it is true that the na-present is better established than it is
normally the case for the type bliduti, bliauja / bliduna (cf. Endzelin 1923,
578), but this does not automatically allow its projection into the parent lan-
guage. The na-present can equally well be an early Baltic replacement of an
inherited ie/o-present motivated by the inherently inchoative value of aati.

For Balto-Slavic we can thus start from a paradigm pres. *au-ie/o-, inf.
*au-tei-, aor. *au-(s-)t, directly continued in Slavic. Baltic (Lith. aati, Latv.
aut) and Slavic (*-iiti) curiously contradict each other as far as the root into-
nation is concerned. The Slavic acute may have been extended from the je-
present *-fje-, itself maybe analogical to that of other presents in °ije- (*Ciijo,
*bljiijo, *pljtjo, etc.).

8.1.2. Lith. liauti, liduja, liové “stop”, Latv. lait, ladju, lavu (e) “allow”;
OPr. au-laut “die”.

PIE *leuH- “loosen, untie” (LIV, 417):" Ved. lundti, lunoti “cut” (Br.+);
Gk. Mo “loosen”, aor. mid. AVto; Lat. luo, -ere “repent, pay”, so-luo, -ere

' The reconstruction of this root as *hseu- rather than *hseu- (e.g. LIV) depends on
Hitt. u-nu-", see Kloekhorst 2008, 919f., with references.

' See Smoczynski 2003, 72ff.; 2005, 36 for this etymology, in my view clearly
superior to LIV’s reconstruction of a u-present *leh;-u- from the root *leh;- “leave” (LIV,

399).
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“loosen”; Toch. lu’- “send” (TB pres. I1I lyewetir, subj. V lawdm, pret. I lyuwa;
TA pres. VI lunfamds], subj. V 1 sg. lawam, pret. I lyu).

OPr. inf. aulaut (for *aul aut) suggests that the full-grade infinitive of Lith.
liauti, Latv. [atit is old (contrast Latv. maiit : OPr. *mut, Sl. *myti). From Bl.-
Sl. inf. *leuH-téi- one would expect Latv. *[aiit. The Dehnton of [atit, latiju can
be explained in two ways: a) Balto-Slavic created a ie/o-present *leuH-ie/o- at
an early date; b) Balto-Slavic inherited a Narten present *leuH- / *IéuH- (cf.
TB lyewetdr). The second option (or, rather, a combination of both: B1.-SI.
*leuH-ie/o0-) has the advantage of also accounting for “northern Indo-Euro-
pean” material like Gmc. *lewjan “betray” (Go. lewjan, OE [zwan) or Sl. caus.
*leéviti (Ukr. dial. livyty “slacken”, Cz. leviti “facilitate; release”).

8.2. The following verbs are good candidates for continuing a Balto-Slavic
paradigm with full grade aorist-infinitive stem, but derivation from a PIE
aoristic root is for one or another reason uncertain:

8.2.1. Lith. Sduti, Sduja, $évé (dial. Savo / Savé), Latv. Saut (saiit), Saiju,
Savu (e) “shoot; shove”; Sl. *sovdti, *sovdjo “shove” (OCS sovati, sovajo,
Slvn. suvdti / sovdti, stwem / sujem, OCz. suvati, suju, Ru. sovdt’, sujii).

Lith. dial. pret. savo requires a thematic present *sau-e/o- in the prehis-
tory of Baltic. The Dehnton and initial palatalization of Latv. Saut (beside
saiit) must thus stem from an inf. *Sidu-tei-. This implies a root *kehu- (inf.
*kéhu-tei- < *kehu-téi-), not *keuH-, as traditionally assumed (e.g. LIV,
330). According to Vaillant 1966, 207, the Slavic present *sovdjo (OCS
sovajo) has replaced an older thematic present *sovg. If this is correct, the
pre-Slavic paradigm *sovati, *sove- must have been rebuilt on the present
stem of BL-SI. pres. *Sau-e-, inf. *Siau-tei-, aor. *siau(-s)-t. This Balto-Slavic
family does not have a clear etymology.

8.2.2. Lith. griauti, griauja, griové, Latv. gratt, gratju, gravu (€) “demol-
ish”.

PIE *g"rehju- or *g"reuh,~ (LIV, 202):** Gk. aor. §xoa(F)e “attacked”;
yoovw “graze, scratch”; Lat. in-gruo, -ere “attack”, con-gruere “unite”.

% The precise reconstruction of this root is problematic. *g"reh;u- or *g"rehu-, sup-
ported by Gk. {a-yontg “furious”, is difficult to reconcile with the aorist yoar- (*g"re-
hou- is in any case incompatible with the Baltic palatalized anlaut). Gk. €xoa(F)e may be
derived from *g'ruH-, with analogical vocalization (e.g. Beekes 2010, 1645), or via an
analogical super-zero-grade (e.g. LIV, with references).
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The PIE present stem can not be reconstructed on the available evidence.
Since this was an aoristic root, our hypothesis predicts Bl.-Sl. aor.-inf. *griau-
(< PIE aor. *g"reuh;-t or *g'rehu-t). Without comparative support from
Slavic this can of course not be proved.

8.2.3. Lith. gduti, gduna (gduja), gavo (gévé) “get”, Latv. gaut, gauju/-nu,
gavu (gavu) “seize; get”; OPr. inf. -gaut “get, obtain” (pres. -gaunai, 1 pl.
-gaunimat).

The na-present is clearly old within Baltic (note, in addition to OPr. -gau-
nimai, the widespread a-preterit in Lithuanian and Latvian), though, pace LIV,
189, it need not be Indo-European in date. OPr. inf. -gaif points to an inherit-
ed full grade aorist-infinitive stem. Latv. giit, giinu / giistu / guju, guou “obtain,
get; seize” is probably a secondary inchoative to gaut, thus suggesting Dehnton
*gatit (the intonation of gaut is not recorded). The etymology of this Baltic
family is unknown. We could mechanically posit the root as *g(w)(h)ehg/g( -u-.

8.2.4. S1. *ciiti, *ciijp AP a “feel, notice” (OCS cuti, cujo, SCr. cuti, cujem,
etc.).

PIE *(s)keuh;- “perceive” (LIV, 561): Ved. a-kuvdte “intends” KS; Gk.
roéw “perceive, understand”, Lat. caueo, -ere “take care, beware” (< *(s)kouh;-
éie/0-).

The isolated tudati-present Ved. a-kuvdte does not suffice to establish
whether *(s)keuh;- was a present or an aoristic root. The full grade of OCS
aor. cu, inf. cuti points to an inherited root aorist, but this is not absolute-
ly certain. Vaillant (1966, 288f., 291), for instance, posits a zero grade
past passive participle *Covens on the evidence of the verbal substantive CS
u-cvvenije, OSerb. cvenije (for *kvvenw, with secondary palatalization after
the present). I am not certain, however, that *¢bvens necessarily demands an
original paradigm pres. *cCuje-, inf.-aor. *ky- (— *¢y-). Cases of an (older?)
zero-grade participle beside a full grade aorist are otherwise also attested, e.g.
OCS ptep. -zZrotw, Lith. adj. girtas “drank” to zréti, Zere-, aor. zré(tv) “swallow,
devour”, Lith. gérti, géria, géré “drink”.

8.2.5. Sl. *truti, *trovg “feed” (OCS na-truti, -trovg “feed”, ORu. truti,
frovu “consume”).

PIE *trehu- or *treuH- (LIV, 647): GAv. aor. Oraosta, YAv. perf. tuOruiie
“feed”; OHG trouuen “grow” (see Reinhart 2003, 155" for this etymol-
ogy).

GAw. aor. Oraosta mildly supports the reconstruction of an aoristic root (in
oldest Indo-Iranian sigmatics aorists are rare beside root athematic presents,
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cf. Narten 1964, 81). For (Balto-)Slavic we can postulate aor.-inf. treh;u- or
*treuH- > *triau- — *trau-, secondarily depalatalized after the present stem
*trau-e/o-.

8.2.6. S1. *r(j)iiti, *rovp AP ¢ “roar” (OCS r(j)uti, rovp / reve, Slvn. rjiti,
rjovem, OCz. Futi, revu, etc.).

PIE *hsreuH- “roar” (LIV, 306): Ved. pres. ruvdti, intens. roraviti, aor.
aravit, Av. athem. ptcp. uruuant- / uruuat- “roaring” (cf. Hill 2007, 214ff.);
Gk. dovouat, aor. ®euoduny “howl”

The Indo-Iranian evidence is in principle compatible with both a present
and an aoristic root. The Slavic paradigm is probably best derived from pres.
*reu-e/o-, inf./aor. *riau- (< *hsreuH-). Considering its meaning, however,
the possibility cannot be discarded that Slavic has replaced a Balto-Slavic
paradigm pres. *reu-e/o-, inf.-aor. *reu-é- vel sim. (see above footnote 7).

9. Finally, I give a list of verbs whose adscription to one of the two major
groups is in my view impossible to determine:*'

9.1. Lith. niduti, niduja, niévé “steal”. Probably related to In.-Ir. *nav-
“move” (Ved. pres. -nauti Su., caus. (-)navdyati TB+; see Cheung 2007, 284
for Middle Iranian material), note the meaning of compounds like j-si-niduti
“break into”, uz-niduti “put on” (LKZ 8, 768).* Lith. niduti is uninformative.
The late attestation of the Indo-Iranian forms does not permit establishing
the Indo-European averbo.

9.2. SI. *diiti, *dijo AP a “blow” (Slvn. duti, dujem, Cz. douti, duji), *dyiti,
*dyjjo AP a “id.” (Slvn. diti, dijem), cf. Koch 1990, 663ff. If from *d"uehs-
“produce smoke” (Gk. 80w “sacrifice (by burning)”, Lat. suf-fio, -ire “fumi-
gate”, TAB twas@- “shine”; Ved. dhumd-, Lat. fumus, etc.; LIV, 158), the
State I of *duti must be secondary to zero grade *d"uh,-. It is unclear whether

*! Here naturally belong onomatopoeias like Lith. niduti, niduja, niévé, Latv. nait’,
nauju, navu (&) “mew”; Latv. maiit (maut, mait®), matju, maou (&) “bellow”; Latv. Skait
(Skaiit), Skatiju, Skavu “sneeze”; Sl. *$¢vudti, *$¢ijo “course (with dogs)” (OCz. $ctvatt,
Stije-, Pol. szczwac / szczué, szczuje-, Slvn. $¢uti, $¢ije-); or Sl. *vyti, *vyjo “low, roar”
(ORu. vyti, vyjo, Slvn. viti, Cz. vyti, vyji, etc.).

> The derivatives of PIE *neu(H)- “eine momentane Bewegung machen” have been
carefully studied by Garcia Ramén (1993). Pace Garcia Ramodn, on semantic grounds
I prefer separating Lith. niduti and In.-Ir. *nav- “move” from the family of Gk. vedw
“nod, beckon”, Lat. -nuo, -ere “nod”, Mlr. asnoi “swear”, adnoi “entrust”, Lith. niafisti,
niaiisia “bend (the head)”.
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we are dealing with a present or an aoristic root and Sl. *diiti, *dyti may be
leveled both from pre-Slavic *dyti, *duje- and from *duti, *dyje- (vel sim.).

9.3. Latv. skat, skuvu (skuju), skuvu “shave”. Obviously related to Lith
skusti, skuta, Latv. skut, skutu “shave” A connection with Gk. &0w “shave,
smooth, scratch”, Evpdv, Ved. ksurd- “razor” seems also hard to deny (with
metathesis *kseu- > *skeu- in Baltic?). If old, the prehistory of Latv. skt (ap-
parently demanding *skeuH-) remains obscure.

9.4. Lith. kliduti(s), kliduja(si), kliévé(si) “stick to; rely on”, Latv. klaiit,
klatiju, klavu (é) “lean (tr.)”, klaiitiés “lean on”. The traditional connection
with Gk. Hom. »Antg, Dor. xAaig “bar, bolt”, Lat. clauis “key, bar” (PIE *kle-
hou-) is compromised by the initial palatalization of kliduti(s). If it is accept-
ed (note Slavic material like OCS kljuce “key”, SCr. kljuka “hook”, RuCS
kljuciti “lock”, also with initial palatalization and semantically much closer
to xAnig / clauis), the few verbal derivatives of *klehu- (Lat. claudo, -ere
“close, lock”, perhaps Gme. *sleutan “close”: OHG sliozan etc.) do not help
establishing the Indo-European averbo. The same holds true if one prefers a
connection of Baltic (and eventually Slavic) with Gmc. *hleutan “cast lots”
(OE hléotan, OHG (h)liozan; ON hljéta “get as one’s lot”; cf. Stang 1972,
29). Within Baltic the Dehnton of the anticausative Latv. klit “reach; become”
(beside kliit) suggests that the Brechton of klaiit(iés) is secondary.

9.5. Latv. skaiit, skatiju, skavu (€) / skavu (a) “embrace”. Etymologically
unclear. The preterit skavu points to a thematic present *skava.

9.6. Latv. spraiitiés, spratijuds, spravuds “rise”. Probably related to Lith.
sprdusti, spraudzia “squeeze, thrust”, Latv. spraiist, spraiizu “push in”, Gmec.
spreutan / sprutan “sprout” (OE spréotan, OFr. spruta, etc.), cf. Fraenkel
LEW, 879, Vine (1981, 110ff.). The prehistory of Latv. spraiitiés remains
unclear.

10. The preceding discussion has followed two main methodological
guidelines. First, the conviction that historical study of Baltic and Slavic
must necessarily pass through a common Balto-Slavic stage. Second, that the
development from Proto-Indo-European to Proto-Balto-Slavic displayed a
greater degree of regularity than it is usually supposed.

The hypothesis developed in this article is, I believe, generally confirmed
by the data. A large group of verbs certainly showed root ablaut °au-(i)e/o-
(< ®euH-, °eHu-) : °u-/°uu- (< °uH-), in most cases clearly associated to a
Balto-Slavic opposition between present stem and aorist-infinitive stem and
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often derived from PIE “present roots” (§ 7.1, 7.3). Verbs with a full-grade
aorist-infinitive stem demonstrably derived from PIE “aoristic roots”, on the
other hand, are surprisingly few (§ 8.1). This fact alone could seriously com-
promise the whole approach, but as a matter of fact present roots largely out-
number aoristic roots in the type of verbs we are studying. Why this is so is
unclear. One can speculate that many roots in ®euH- or °eHu- go back, in the
last instance, to fossilized (pre-)PIE u-presents, but this is just a possibility.
It remains only to briefly discuss the development of the Proto-Balto-Slavic
system in Baltic and Slavic.”

The development in Baltic has already been sketched above (§ 4). Follow-
ing the general restructuring of the Baltic preterit system, the a-preterit must
have adopted the vocalism of the present at an early date: aor. *kuu-a- —
*kay-a- (Lith. dial. kdvo) after pres. *kau-e/o- (OCS kove-). In the case of
inherited ie/o-presents this gave rise to a new length-grade é-preterit: aor.
*bluy-a- — *blau-a- — *bl'au-iia- > *bl'au-e- (Lith. blidvé) after pres.
*bliau-ie/o- (Lith. bliduja, OCS bljuje-). The infinitive stem, on the other
hand, seems to have retained its original ablaut grade (usually zero) for a
longer time, cf. OPr. aumausnan (: Latv. madt) vs. aulaut (: Lith. liduti). At
some point (perhaps only in East Baltic) it was adapted to the root vocalism
of the present stem as well. This fact, together with the spread of the preterit
type *bl'au-e-, was probably related to the generalization of ia-presents in
auja- as the only present stem of this class (as a rule, je/o-presents do not
tolerate e : @ ablaut in Baltic). Unfortunately, the scarcity of Prussian data
does not permit determining whether this was a Common Baltic tendency or
an exclusively East Baltic development.

* Our proposal immediately raises a number of questions in an Indo-European per-
spective. Since I cannot devote the necessary space to discuss any of them in this article
(mainly concerned with ablaut patterns), I just give a list of some particularly urgent
problems that will need to be addressed in the future: i) the origin of the Balto-Slavic
“a-aorist”, which at present bears the appearance of a deus ex machina, is still obscure;
ii) was the “a-aorist” the only type of aorist to “present roots” or were other types also
possible (e.g. sigmatic aorists)? If so, what was their distribution?; iii) similarly, can any
rationale be found for the development of PIE root athematic presents into either simple
thematic presents or full-grade je/o-presents (an uncommon type in Indo-European)?;
iv) finally, the whole rebuilding of the present stem of “aoristic roots” also remains to be
worked out in detail.
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While the patterns of evolution in Baltic are reasonably clear, the develop-
ment in Slavic seems to have been less linear and faces us with problems that
cannot be properly discussed here. In general terms Slavic has certainly pre-
served the Balto-Slavic ablaut alternations better than Baltic, but a number of
important innovations also took place. Unlike in Baltic, in Slavic the vocalism
of the present has often been adapted to that of the aorist-infinitive stem, as
clearly seen in the type OCS kryti, kryjo (for pres. tkrjiljo < *kriau-ie/o-, cf.
Lith. kriduja, Latv. kraiiju). Probably the most important problem concerns
the evolution of the aorist-infinitive stem of present roots. Although zero
grade is usually preserved (with few exceptions like kovati, kovg, § 7.3.2), the
putative Balto-Slavic system inf. *krii-tei-, *blii-tei- : aor. *kruy-a-, *bluy-a-
seems to have developed in two different ways: it either gave rise to a second
stem in *-a- (e.g. OCS bl'vvati, bljujo; zvvati, zovg), or to an innovated “root”
aorist (e.g. OCS kryxw, 2/3 sg. kry to inf. kryti). While the first development
is, I believe, essentially uncontroversial, the idea that aorists like OCS 2/3
sg. kry, -my, -ny, -ry are entirely new coinages may strike as surprising. This
possibility, however, is in my view implied by the fact that the Slavic aorist
is synchronically dependent on the root structure and accentual class of the
verb (cf. Dybo 1981, 213, 217f.). Thus, just as a perfectly well-formed sig-
matic aorist like OCS téxw, tece (testi, tekgp “run, flow”) cannot be old (no
sigmatic aorists from the fairly widespread root *tek”- are otherwise attested),
I see no particular reason why kry, -my etc. cannot be recent as well. Need-
less to say, the general restructuring of the Slavic aorist (which remains one
of the major tasks of Slavic historical grammar) stands beyond the scope of
this article.

LIE. bliduti, bliduja, LA. blait, blailjju VEIKSMAZODZIU TIPO
KILME IS BALTU-SLAVU PROKALBES PERSPEKTYVOS

Santrauka

Ankstesniame straipsnyje autorius yra kéles darbing hipoteze, kad ide. (tranzityviniai-)
aktyviniai prezensai ir aoristai vystési balty-slavy prokalbéje tokiu budu: i) ide. prezensai
i§ ,,prezenso Sakny* jgijo nauja nulinio laipsnio bendraties ir aoristo (ko gero, a-aoristas)
kamiena, ii) ide. Sakniniai aoristai i$ ,,aoristo Sakny ™ buvo tesiami kaip pamatinio laipsnio
bendraties ir aoristo kamienai (zr. Villanueva Svensson 2011, 317tt.).
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Siame straipsnyje tikrinama, ar § hipotezé tinka balty ir slavy kalby pirminiams
veiksmazodziams i8 ide. Sakny, kurios baigiasi *°eu-, *°eHu-, *°euH-. Ryty balty kalbose
isitvirtino reguliarus tipas lie. bliduti, bliauja / bliduna, bliové, la. blaiit, blatiju / blaiinu,
blavu, taciau lietuviy ir latviy kalbose pasitaiko nemazai fakty, liudijanciy ganétinai su-
détingesne prieSistore (pvz., lie. bridutis Salia brdutis, la. raiit Salia plaiit, lie. trm. bat. 1.
Savo ir kt.). Slavy prokalbéje $iy Sakny veiksmazodziai vystési jvairiau negu (ryty) balty
kalbose, su kuriomis daznai nesutampa (pvz., lie. bliduti, bliduja ~ sl. *bl'vodti, *bljiijo, la.
maiit, matju ~ sl. *myti, *myjo, plg. pr. aumusnan). Straipsnyje analizuojami visi balty
ir slavy paveldéti pirminiai veiksmazodziai, siekiant nustatyti tikslia jy rekonstrukcija
balty-slavy prokalbéje. Rezultatai i esmés patvirtina keliama hipoteze.
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