vienintelis paveldétas ‘maisto’ pavadinimas. Salia
maita ir seno priesagos -t- vedinio maistas (misti,
maitinti, maitintis) buvo dar ir pénas (penéti, pe-
nétis, penduti, penédinti), plg. Jisai duost penq vi-
sokiam kunui. Penéjo ji pieneliu. Savim (kriitimi)
nepenéjau [vaiko] (LKZ IX 779-780,782-783; i%
LKZ pavyzdziy netgi atrodyty, kad bent jau se-
nuosiuose rastuose pénas, penéti reikéme ‘mais-
tas, maitinti’ buvo jprastesni negu maistas, mai-
tinti ar specifing reikSme gaunanti maita).

Be vykusiai patikslinty etimologijy ir tokiy, ku-
riose dar nemazZa fonologines garsy adaptacijos ir
semantines ZodZiy raidos painiavos, be drasiy, ta-
Ciau platesnés profesionalios diskusijos reikalingy
hipoteziy, Liukkoneno knygoje ,,Suomiy kalbos
baltizmai“ jtikinamai, pakankamai paprastai, be su-
détingy reikSmes pasikeitimo postulavimy ar vien
teoriskai galimy nepaliudyty konstrukty jrodoma,
kad kai kurie iki $iol patikimo savo reik§més paais-
kinimo neturéje suomiy kalbos Zodziai yra niekie-
no nepastebéti (arba beveik nepastebéti) baltizmai.
Galima manyti, kad tokie yra: suom. haastaa ‘kal-
beti, kalbétis, pasakoti; ikviesti, mesti 188Gk’ (plg.
lie. tarm. #0sti, Zostu ‘sakyti’; isZasti, i¥andi i$-
tarti’), haitta ‘trikumas; trukdis; gedimas; Zala,
nuostolis’ (plg. lie Zaizda), keinu ‘siipynés’ (plg.
lie. geings, geiné), kuohu ‘goZa, bangy misa’ (plg.
lie.goZa), lampi ‘tvenkinys’ (plg. lie. klampa, Klari-
pé), tarm. lojo ‘kelioninés roges, Slajos’ (plg. lie.
§lajos), lumme ‘vandens lelija, Nymphaea; ligné,
Nuphar’ (plg. lie. lugmiai ), sarana ‘dury ar lango
vyris; sanara;fech. lankstas’ (plg. lie. sgnara ), sam-
pi ‘Baltijos er§ketas, Acipenser sturio’ (plg. lie.
stambl), tuore ‘SvieZias, naujas’(plg. lie. dora), vai-
vero ‘virZiniy klasés (Ericaceae) augalas, Chama-
edaphne calyculata’ (plg. lie. vaivdras ‘Vaccinium
uliginosum’)". Su nedidelém iSlygom labai tikéti-
na, kad ir rdntd ‘dargana, dranga, $lapdriba’ (plg.

13 Apie §j Zodj kitose finy kalbose 1. L. Vab a,
Gibt es ein baltisches Fragment im estnischen
Wortschatz der Waldimkerei? - Linguistica Ura-
lica, XXVI 3, Tallinn, 1990, 173-179; R. Eckert,
Baltisch-slawisch-finnougrische Entsprechungen
im Wortschatz der Waldimkerei, — Finnisch-ugri-
sche Forschungen, LIV 1-2, Helsinki, 160.

“Plg. U.-M.Kulonen pastaba: ,vaivero eti-
mology beveik nenagrinétas, nes kaip maZas kuk-
lus augalélis jis kartu su kitais mazais, pavyzdziui,
vaivaiskoivu ‘berzas keruZis’, savaime buvo jtrauk-
tas j ZzodZzio vaiva lizda“ (min. veik., 250).

lie. drefigta, drengti ), taaja ‘tankus, daZnas’(< bl.
*tankja, plg. lie. tdnki, gen. sg. tankids) yra bal-
tizmai. Kai kas gal pastebés ir daugiau.
Liukkoneno ,,Suomiy kalbos baltizmai® yra

i8 ty knygy, kurios kelia jvairiy klausimy ir provo-
kuoja diskusija. Joje pateiktas jspudingas visi¥kai
naujy ir gana netikéty etimologijy skaidius, ir gali-
me turéti vilties, kad dabar apie 110-120 svyruo-
jantj patikimy senyjy baltiSky suomiy kalbos sko-
liniy biirj papildys tie, kuriuos $ios knygos auto-
riui pavyko nepriestaringai ir jtikinamai jrodyti.

Etimologiniai tyrinéjimai netekty savo pa-
trauklumo ir intrigos, jeigu kiekviena nauja kny-
ga vienu mostu nubraukty beveik visus klaustu-
kus. Nejminty mjsliy visada buvo ir bus, tad lieka
palinkéti, kad $i knyga sulaukty jdomiy ir vaisin-
gy diskusijy ir kad diskutuojancios pusés viena kitg
iSgirsty ir suprasty®,

Regina Venckuteé

William R, Schmalstieg, The Historical
Morphology of the Baltic Verb, Washington
D.C. {2000}, 446 (Journal of Indo-European
Studies Monograph No. 37.)

Reading a book or article by Prof. Schmalstieg
is always a rewarding experience, and the present
Historical Morphology of the Baltic Verb is not an
exception to this rule. The title of the book sug-
gests that we are dealing with a synthesis of the
author’s investigations into the historical mor-
phology of the Baltic verb, part of which are un-
doubtedly well known to the readers of this jour-
nal. To a certain extent, this is actually the case,
but the term ‘synthesis’ suggests a more or less
systematic treatise, which would not be an accu-
rate description of Prof. Schmalstieg’s rather
loosely structured book. The author intermingles
echoes of his extensive reading with reflections
of his own, and often no conclusion is offered, or
it is not clear whether a conclusion is being of-
fered or not. The reviewer is therefore often at a

15J. Janhune n, Etymologian menetelmista
[Apie etimologijos metodus), - Tieteessa tapahtuu,
I1, Helsinki, 2001, 49-50; O. Nikkila, Fragwiir-
dige Lehnwortforchung, — Finnisch-ugrische For-
schungen, LVI 1-3, Helsinki, 2001, 394-403.
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loss, as it is not clear whether the author is en-
dorsing or just quoting the views of his predeces-
sors and colleagues. Of course, Schmalstieg’s com-
ments on the views he is citing are always incisive
and useful, even if no definitive answer is pro-
posed. Moreover, there can be no doubt that ev-
ery reader will profit from the author’s erudition.
Not only the views of contemporary scholars, but
also those of older generations of Indo-Europea-
nists are cited and commented upon. Moreover,
Lithuanian and Latvian scholars writing in their
native languages are also represented, and their
works are thereby made more accessible to West-
ern scholars. However, as the author’s notes from
his reading are selective and unsystematic, the
reader cannot rely on them for a complete his-
tory of every question touched upon in the book.
So, for instance, the identification of *vaid in
Latvian navaid < *nevaid ‘is not’ as an old per-
fect related to Skr. vinddti ‘finds’ (vidyate ‘is’) is
not a ‘suggestion’ of Fraenkel’s (p. 72), as we find
it alreadyin Endzelin’s Lettische Grammatik
(1922, 557). Moreover, the bibliography does not
seem to be accurate in all respects. It fails to list
many publications cited in the text, e.g., Peder-
sen 1906 and Smoczyfiski 1986 cited on
p- 359. Some works are referred to with different
abbreviations (e.g., the ‘Acad. Gram.’ cited on
p- 234 figures in the bibliography as ‘Lith. Acad.
Gram.’) or inaccurately identified (does ‘Ford
1970’ cited on p. 234 refer to Ford 1970a or
19700 listed in the bibliography?). Nevertheless,
the book would deserve recommendation as a
useful overview for any student of Baltic linguis-
tics even if it was not also an original work of
scholarship. Though its loose structure does not
exactly match the author’s intention of provid-
ing “a possible scenario for the history of Baltic
verbal morphology” announced in the Foreword,
it may well serve as an introduction to Baltic verb
morphology for those who have a basic knowl-
edge of Indo-European linguistics and want to
acquaint themselves with the main problems of
Baltic verb morphology, considered against an
Indo-European background.

The division of the book into sections is some-
what asymmetrical and its principles are not al-
ways clear. An opening chapter dealing with a
number of selected issues of Indo-European verb
morphology (here, a few basic assumptions are
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formulated which will be used in the sections
dealing with Baltic) is followed by two brief chap-
ters respectively discussing the personal verbal
endings and the rise and development of the cat-
egory of transitivity in Indo-European. Section
4, which occupies 308 out of the 368 pages con-
stituting the text part of the book, is entitled Verb
Classification, but it deals also with problems not
connected with individual conjugational types,
such as the tense and mood affixes and the deri-
vation and infiection of non-finite verb forms.
However, a detailed table of contents enables the
reader to find his way in the subject matter of
the book, and the indexes added at the end also
facilitate quick reference.

As far as the evaluation of Prof. Schmalstieg’s
own contribution (as opposed to the status
quaestionis to which the discussion of many issues
is confined) is concerned, it should be said at the
start that the author operates with a few assump-
tions with regard to internal IE developments
which are not elaborately argued in this book be-
cause they belong at least partly to the domain of
phonology, but are repeatedly invoked to explain
various processes in verb morphology. The most
important of these is the assumption of internal
IE monophthongisations. I will not enter on a dis-
cussion of this assumption here as it does not be-
long to the domain covered by the book (the
readeris referred to Prof. Schmalstieg’s 1980
book Indo-European Linguistics: A New Synthesis).
I would only like to point out that the use made of
it is sometimes puzzling. If the author operates,
for the root ‘give’, with sandhi variants *dd- (pre-
consonantal and word-final) and *dow- (prevoca-
lic) (the former underlying Skr. ddat and the ex-
panded Greek form £5wxe whereas the latter is
assumed to underly the originally thematic aorist
Lith. dave, cf. pp. 79-80, as well as pp. 191-193
on other difficult alternations of this type), then
the monophthongisation is invoked to explain a
feature observed in several branches of Indo-Eu-
ropean, which justifies the notion of an ‘internal
IE monophthongisation’. The viability of this type
of explanation as an alternative to the now widely
accepted explanation of this intervocalic -w- as a
trace of the specific colouring of h; (as far as I can
see, Schmalstieg’s reconstruction is not compatible
with the laryngealist reconstruction of this root)
is quite another question. On the other hand,



when the author (p. 135) assumes an ‘internal
IE monophthongisation’ in the infinitive suffix
of causative-iterative verbs Lith. -yti, Latv. -it, al-
legedly from -ey-tey (corresponding to a putative
present in -ey-/-i- which is not directly attested
but may be inferred from the thematicised vari-
ety -ve/o- evidently underlying such Eastern High
Lithuanian presents as gimdZia, guldZia,cf. Stang
1966, 328), then the question arises how one can
use the notion of an ‘internal IE process’ to de-
scribe a feature observed only in Baltic or, at best,
in Balto-Slavonic. In the case of the infinitive (and
originally also preterite) stem of the type mini
minéti, OChSlmonits monéti, where monophthon-
gisation *oy- > -¢- is assumed (p. 19), the notion
of an internal IE process is justified by the pro-
posed identification of *min-é- (the original pret-
erite stem, now Lith. minéjo with hypercharacte-
risation of the preterite stem) with Greek éudvn,
but is there a counterpart for Lith. (man)yfi out-
side Balto-Stavonic?

Apart from such phonological prerequisites
as the above-mentioned ‘internal IE monophthon-
gisations’, the reader acquainted with Prof.
Schmalstieg’s earlier work will recognise a num-
ber of hypotheses concerning the morphosyntax
of the protolanguage, presented and elaborately
argued in earlier publications. I have in mind, first
of all, the author’s view of the IE verb as being
associated with a partly ergative syntax. Schmal-
stieg’s reconstruction of the syntactic properties
of IE verb forms are reminiscent of the Georgian
system, with nominative case marking in the (ac-
tive intransitive) present and ergative case mark-
ing in the (middle) preterite characterised by the
marker *-to. This reconstruction should be con-
sidered in connection with Prof. Schmalstieg’s
view of the accusative as an original dative (re-
cently argued in Schmalstieg 2000). The old-
est tense/aspect/voice opposition would thus have
been that between *madter pek”et ovi-m ‘mother
cooks away at the sheep’ (an intransitive pattern
which could be optionally expanded with a dative
expressing the ‘affectedness’ of the object) vs. *ovi
pek”-té matré/és ‘(the/a) sheep (was) cooked by
mother’ (p. 67). Prof. Schmalstieg’s reconstruc-
tion is quite impressive as a coherent theoretical
concept, especially with regard to the ingenious
way in which it establishes a common source for a
number of verbal categories as well as for certain

features of nominal inflection which Indo-
Europeanists have long suspected to be mutually
related. I think this model is quite convincing in
itself, though elsewhere I have expressed my scep-
ticism with regard to the possibility of discovering
direct traces of the IE ergative construction in
Lithuanian passive constructions with the agentive
genitive (p. 66). Traces of an ancient ‘pre-nomina-
tive’ case marking pattern can probably be found
only in morphology.

In the book we find a series of useful over-
views of the discussions concerning several intri-
cate questions of Baltic historical morphology.
The author does not always offer an explanation
of his own. I will briefly mention a few traditional
problems of Baltic comparative grammar on which
no consensus has been reached among scholars:
the 3rd person present of the substantive verb,
the coincidence of singular and plural 3rd person
verb forms, and the 1st person singular ending of
the Lithuanian-Latvian condittonal.

No definitive view is offered on the origin of
Lith. yra, Latv. ir ‘is’; an account of the question
is given partly on the basis of an article by Ju.
Stepanov. If one compares the different explana-
tions offered until now, it seems that the oldest
of them, the one assuming an original noun mean-
ing ‘existence’, is the least probable. The Arme-
nian counterpart ir ‘thing, reality’, proposed by
Gauthiot, is apparently doubtful (cf. Stang
1966, 414), but I also think Schmalstieg correctly
criticises the notion of a noun turning into a
copula in view of the lack of parallels (p. 73). As
the author points out, the parallel of reikia (from
a noun meaning ‘necessity’), Greek yo1 and simi-
lar expressions is not convincing: the original noun
is not retained alongside the predicative form. I
would like to add that such words as reikia, xon1
or Latvian vajag were originally combined with a
zero form of the verb ‘be’ before being reanalysed
as verbal forms. The transition from noun to verb
was formally accomplished when the zero copula
was reanalysed as a zero ending for the present
indicative and explicit inflectional endings were
added for other tenses and moods, cf. Greek
yefivay, Lith. reikéjo and Latv.vajadzéja. The com-
plete isolation of the form yra, ir, however, and
more specifically its restriction to the present
tense, seem to support Stang’s notion that it was
originally a deictic particle with the meaning of
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French voici (or, one might add, Polish ot0).
Stang’s explanation of yra as a particle based on
the demonstrative stem *i- and comparable to
aure ‘siche da’ 1s still the most plausible one of-
fered until now. However, the hypothesis of a
purely verbal origin of yr@ should not be discarded:
structurally it is preferable to any explanation of
yra as a nominal form, and the phonetic difficul-
ties (stress) are negligible in view of the special
treatment we are entitled to expect in such an iso-
lated form. It is therefore puzzling that the au-
thor does not even mention Smoczynski’s
explanation (e.g., Smoczynski 1988, reprinted
2001, 26) of yra as an infixed present *i-n-ra
‘arises, comes into being’ from a Common Baltic
*irtey ‘move’, The assumption that a form of a verb
that otherwise completely disappeared in Baltic
was introduced into the paradigm of the verb ‘be’,
thereby escaping the fate of the other forms,
would explain its isolation.

With regard to the original structure of the
Lithuanian-Latvian conditional (also referred to
as subjunctive or optative), the discussion has not
advanced beyond Stang’s brilliant reconstruc-
tion proposed in 1957 and repeated in Stang
(1966). A recent article by Smoczyidiski (1999)
deals only with the form underlying the original
auxiliary -biau/-bei/-bi- (preterite or optative). The
deviant Ist person singular, on the contrary, has
been the object of a considerable number of pub-
lications. Several scholars have rejected the ex-
planation of *-¢iau as a phonetic reduction of
-tumbiau (still the most probable explanation in
spite of the difficulties), and proposed a nominal
origin for this suffix, e.g., a verbal abstract in *-tya
(jeigu Zinociau, sakydiau would thus go back to a
construction meaning ‘if there was a knowing,
there would be a saying’). Schmalstieg characte-
rises Mathiassen’s (1994) explanation of -¢ia
as “... the infinitive ending *-#/ plus the element
*-ja which would perhaps be some case form of
the pronoun stem *yo/e ... and which might also
be present in the Latvian debitive in jd- and fur-
ther in the Latvian conjunction jd ‘if’” (which
should be corrected toja — A. H.) as the best yet
offered. I think, however, that only the first part
of Mathiassen’s explanation, i.e., the interpreta-
tion of -tyd as the infinitive followed by some aux-
iliary element, deserves serious consideration.
The comparison with the Latvian debitive is evi-
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dently false and that with the Latvian conjunc-
tion ja does not inspire confidence.

It seems that the traditional view according
to which the 3rd person plural forms coinciding
with the singular must have replaced earlier forms
with the ending *-ont is not fashionable any more.
The author seems to set most store by Kazlaus-
kas’ arguments. Kazlauskas (1968, 301-302)
criticised the traditional view of the loss of the
old 3 person plural forms through generalisation
of the model t& (o Teéyer as being Graeco- or
Sanskritocentric, which is no doubt true. Kaz-
lauskas, whom the author quotes (approvingly,
as it seems) on p. 53, draws attention (1968, 302-
304) to the unmarked status of the 3rd person
(emphasised by Benveniste, who characterised the
3rd person as ‘non-person’). I am not sure that
unmarked with regard to person must mean un-
marked with regard to number. Third person
forms rely for their reference on a subject, and
subject-verb agreement with regard to number is
otherwise quite common. Even English, which has
few agreement features and (with the exception
of archaic and dialectal varieties) no opposition
of number in the 1st and 2nd person, has one in
the 3rd person (goes : go). Kazlauskas’ notion that
the 3rd person could have “denoted action with-
out reference to person” is rather vague, and his
observation that in East Lithuanian the 3rd per-
son is sometimes used where other dialects would
use the infinitive, is not correct. Far from being
relics, such constructions as néra kada vaZiuoja,
nebuvo kada daro etc. must be innovations, in which
the 3rd person took the place of a participle or (as
shown by constructions with dative subjects such
as néra kam vaZiuoja) an infinitive, as argued in
Holvoet (1999). The question is left open in
the section on verbal endings {pp. 51-53), but
taken up again in the section on participles (pp.
326nn). The Lithuanian nominative plural mas-
culine participial forms of the type sitkg cannot
any longer be explained as ancient neuter forms,
because Schmidt’s explanation is connected with
other assumptions of his concerning the origin of
plural endings (specifically -ai) from original neu-
ter endings, which are no longer accepted now. The
difficulties in explaining the forms in -¢ as para-
digmatic forms of the participle lend a certain
probabitity to Endzelin’s one-time assumption,
later taken up by Cowgill, according to which the



nominative plural masculine (and occasionally
also common-gender) form of the participle is the
original 3rd person plural form. The parallel of
Baltic Fennic, with its 3rd person ending -vat co-
inciding with the nominative plural ending of the
participle cannot be a pure coincidence, as pointed
out by Cowgill. The exact nature of the connec-
tion remains a mystery, but it may apparently be
taken as evidence that the 3rd plural ending -ont¢
was inherited by Baltic and subsequently aban-
doned for some reason. Endzelin’s original expla-
nation invoking the influence of the oblique mood
is, of course, improbable.

Prof. Schmalstieg’s book furthermore con-
tains a number of interesting ideas concerning
morphonologic processes determined by phonetic
changes.

An example of this is the treatment of reflex-
ive forms. The shortening of word-final -uo in the
1st person singular as opposed to its retention
before the reflexive marker (suku : sukuosi), and
the similar alternation in the 2nd sg., led to a re-
modelling of the underlying shape of the reflex-
ive marker -si as it is reflected on the juncture of
ending and reflexive marker. For this underlying
shape the author introduces the notation -Asi,
where A represents an indeterminate non-high
vowel. The 1 pl. form sukameés thus assumes an
underlying formsuka-me-As(i} > sukamés (p. 47).
Thus there is no need to derive the 1 and 2 pl.
endings -me and -te from -mé and -té (p. 49-50).
This rule did not operate in the 3rd person be-
cause the regular form suka-Asi > *sukdsi would
have coalesced with the preterite. This morpho-
nological analysis seems to be basically correct,
and the explanation for the special treatment of
the 3rd person seems plausible enough. In stan-
dard Latvian and part of the Latvian dialects, the
rule works even in the 3rd person and we have
duod : duodas butrada : radds. Forms with -a- such
as gadas seem to reflect the factor mentioned by
Schmalstieg, viz. the opposition of present and
preterite. What is harder to account for is the
generalisation of the long vowel of nakds, which
is much more frequent that the generalised short
vowel (Endzelin 1951, 905-906). Endzelin
suggests that the long vocalic segment as such
was generalised. Of course, Schmalstieg’s rule
should be formulated somewhat differently for
Latvian in view of such forms asmetam : metamies.

Here Schmalstieg assumes influence of the 2nd
sg., where sit from an older siti is opposed to sities
(p. 50), but perhaps the infinitive (sisz : sisties)
would have provide a better model for the treat-
ment of affixes ending in a consonant, cf. also
other nominal forms such as the indeclinable par-
ticiple celam : celamies. At any rate it is impor-
tant to note the author’s main point, viz. that the
evidence of the reflexive forms should be used
cautiously because they do not always retain the
original ending but may result from secondary
generalisations.

In earlier publications Prof. Schmalstieg pro-
posed that the generalisation of the -o- grade of
the thematic vowel in the Baltic verb must have
something to do with the Common Baltic loss of
y beforee. A form like */eid-y-e would have yielded
*leide, and the restitution of the basic stem shape
*leid-y- required the introduction of -a- instead
of the original -e-, with subsequent generalisation
of -a- in pure thematic stems (ved-a). This view
is once more expounded here (p. 46). There can
be no doubt that Schmalstieg is right in estab-
lishing a connection between the generalisation
of the -0- grade and the loss of y. However, in
the literature one also finds expressed the view that
the generalisation of the thematic vowel -0-, Baltic
-a-, was a result of the rise of the correlation of
palatalisation (e.g., Smoczynski 2001, 26).
One wonders whether these two formulations
amount to the same or not. In Kurylowicz’s
formulation {e.g., 1956, 235-237), the Common
Baltic correlation of palatalisation consisted in a
functional identification of Cy and C’, leading to
the rise of an opposition C . C’ before back vow-
els whereas before front vowels only the un-
marked member, viz. C, could occur. Such a state
of affairs is observed, e.g., in Bulgarian, where an
opposition between hard and soft consonants oc-
curs before back vowels whereas the hard variety
occurs before front vowels and y is automatically
deleted before e (even in recent loanwords, cf.
obekr ‘object’). Now the loss of y before e sug-
gests that the sequence Ce, though not charac-
terised by phonetic palatalisation, is interpreted
as a realisation of an underlying sequence C’e. In
that case *leid-e would still be susceptible, pho-
nologically, of an interpretation */’eid’-e, and this
form would not diverge from, say, the 1st person
plural form *leid’ame. Therefore it would perhaps
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be more accurate to say that *vede was replaced
with *veda because *vede would be interpreted as
*v'ed’e and would therefore not be opposed struc-
turally to the -ye/o-stem form *I'eid’e. This -a- could
then have been transferred to the -ye/o-stems:
*leid’a instead of *leide under the influence of veda.

In connection with the Common Baltic treat-
ment of *ye and its morphological consequences
the question arises what the treatment of *yé- could
have been, and whether part of the yi sequences
could not represent an original yé. Consider, for
instance, stative forms containing the suffix -¢. If
we assume that the sequence -yé-was prohibited
in Common Baitic, then we could regard *biy-d-
as as substitute for *biy-é-, which would provide
an exact counterpart to Slav. bojati se (the differ-
ence consisting in the generalisation of different
grades of vocalisation, o and zero, originally co-
existing within an old perfect formation). The
comparison with Slavonic is interesting but not
conclusive, a formation *biy-d-tey being equally
plausible. We would certainly go too far if we as-
sumed (as the author tentatively suggests on
p- 116) a substitution of -w- for -y- in a putative
*sta-y-é-tey (with subsequent substitution of -4-
for -a- under the influence of std-tey). As the ex-
planation of st6vi stovéti as an original perfect
(OlInd. tasthau) is perfectly satisfactory, there is
no reason to abandon it for an explanation that
establishes a correspondence with Slav. stojati but
is otherwise highly speculative. Of course, the
matter deserves further consideration because, as
the author points out, formations like klojéti,
Zigjeti are undoubtedly recent. The loss of y be-
fore front vowels is historically attested for
postconsonantal position (where it can be estab-
lished on the basis of such pairs as katé : kadiy),
but the treatment in word-initial and intervocalic
position is not clear. As pointed out by Kurylo-
wicz, the opposition between hard consonants and
soft consonants arising from Cy clusters was
neutralised before front vowels, where only the
unmarked member, viz. the nonpalatalised con-
sonant, could occur; this is reflected in a form like
katé (with assimilatory palatalisation of later date)
as against kaciy (with palatalisation of Common
Baltic date). But how was y treated if it was not
part of a Cy cluster? The parallel of Bulgarian
(as mentioned obove, the pattern of palatalisation
observed in this language corresponds to that re-
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constructed by Kurytowicz for Common Baltic)
would lead us to expect generalised loss of y be-
fore e (cf. Bulg. ezik < *jezyks) but this seems to
be contradicted by such forms like Lith. jéga, Latv.
jéga (in the pronoun jis, ji the initial y was, of
course, restored by analogy), and indeed there is
a priori no reason to assume that word-initial or
intervocalicy should have been treated in the same
way as in Cy clusters.

A phonetical rather than morphological ex-
planation is invoked to explain the lengthened
vowel in such Lithuanian formations as rykteléti
‘shout out strongly’ alongside rikteléti ‘shout a little
bit’". According to Schmalstieg, an ‘iconic length-
ening’ could be involved here (p. 124nn). Judging
from the examples cited on p. 124, most instances
involve the long vowels y and i, so that in dealing
with this type one should, first of all, take into
account the peculiar role played by the length-
ened zero grade in the apophonic system of
Lithuanian, particularly as manifested in the ver-
bal system. As Kurytowicz (1956, 294nn.) has
shown, lengthening (especially of i, u) has taken
the place of ancient apophonic alternations in Bal-
tic, and before assuming iconic or expressive
lengthening one should carefully examine whether
the possibilities of a morphological explanation
have really been exhausted. Of course, in quite
recent formations such as those in -teféti the avail-
ability of a lengthened zero grade alongside the
normal zero grade could have been exploited for
purposes of expressiveness, but this seems hardly
believable for such formations as brydoti (p. 126).

Some of Prof. Schmalstieg’s most important
contributions to Baltic scholarship, and, from the
methodological point of view, probably the most
important ones, belong to the domain of Old Prus-
sian. In Prussian scholarship, prof. Schmalstieg’s
views are characterised by a sound measure of
scepticism' and common sense. They provide a
useful contrast to the tendency, unfortunately too
widespread in Prussian and Indo-European stud-
ies, to treat the clumsy Old Prussian translations
on an equal footing with Homer and the Vedas
and to search this language for archaisms of Indo-
European date that find no confirmation in the
evidence of Lithuanian and Latvian. As the author
pointedly observes on p. 259 (in connection which
a preceding quotation from Bezzenberger), “Will
may have been the best teacher [sc. of Prussian],



but that still doesn’t mean that he was very good”.
The views we find criticised in the book may be
irreproachable from the point of view of compara-
tive grammar: the point is that they often bear no
relation to the Old Prussian facts. When the au-
thor criticises the notion that the orthographical
variation between turi and furei could reflect an
IE ablaut and suggests that this difference is
“purely orthographic whimsy reflecting no pho-
nological difference” (p. 113), I think this is sim-
ply the voice of common sense.

When reconstructing the morphology of the
Old Prussian verb, it is probably safer to operate
with forms that have counterparts in Lithuanian
and Latvian even if the solution thus arrived at is
less sophisticated and elegant than those assum-
ing the retention of archaic IE categories in Old
Prussian. Therefore I welcome prof. Schmal-
stieg’s view that the Old Prussian optatives in
-sei, -sai are simply future indicatives rather than
optatives derived from a future or aorist stem
(p. 262). As to the forms in -lai, he suggests (p. 257)
that they are connected with Latvian/ai, Lith. dial.
lai, a view that had already been advanced by
Biclenstein. Stang rejected this connection on
the grounds that lai goes back to the imperative
of the verb laist, Lith. leisti (1966, 442), but, as
Schmalstieg points out, why shouldn’t Prussian
have had a verb corresponding to Latv. laist? In
this connection it is interesting to note the expan-
sion of combinations with /ai at the cost of origi-
nal conditional (optative) in Latvian. This lan-
guage has considerably restricted the use of the
conditional in -tu when compared to Lithuanian.
In volitional complement clauses and in final ad-
verbial clauses, for example, Latvian has intro-
duced a construction that is basically used to form
hortative main clauses. The hortative construction
lai vin§ atnak ‘let him come’ has spread to comple-
ment clauses (es gribu, lai vins atnak ‘I want him
to come’ = Lith. a§ noriu, kad jis ateity) and to
final adverbial clauses (es pasauksu sulaini, lai tevi
izvada laukd ‘T’ call the servant to show you out’,
a sentence which one might also translate as ‘Tl
call the servant, let him show you out’). In a simi-
lar way, the Old Prussian form, differing from the
Latvian ones by the affixation of lai, could have
partly or completely ousted an original conditional
(optative) corresponding to that of Lithuanian
and Latvian. One explanation for the non-attes-

tation of the optative in -fum- in Old Prussian
could have been the German authors’ failure to
elicit these forms from their Prussian informants.
Another explanation could be that either the new
optatives in -lai had spread from optative to con-
ditional (irrealis) uses, thereby completely oust-
ing the forms in -tum-, or the German authors
erroneously used optative forms instead of con-
ditional ones. The assumption that they used the
Old Prussian mood forms correctly (thus enabling
us even to distinguish an ‘optative’ from a ‘condi-
tional’, as Stang did) is not warranted: suffice it
to look at the often erratic way in which Gliick
used the Latvian mood forms in his Bible transla-
tion {(a result of his inability to decide whether it
was the conditiona! or the oblique mood that
should be identified with the German subjunctive).

The above notes give but a very incomplete
idea of the richness of Prof. Schmalstieg’s His-
torical Morphology of the Baltic Verb. Many aspects
of it are left untouched in this brief review be-
cause, on the one hand (as mentioned above),
there is not always a clear-cut line of division be-
tween the views cited and the views endorsed by
the author, and, on the other, the author’s own
views were in many cases published earlier. One
of the qualities of the book is that it conveniently
summarises the results reached in many of the
author’s earlier publications, scattered over vari-
ous periodicals. There is no need to emphasise
that The Historical Morphology of the Baltic Verb
is an indispensable book for every Baltic scholar.
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Aleksas Girdenis, Kalbotyros darbai,
I: 1962-1974, Vilnius, Mokslo ir enciklopedijy
leidybos institutas, 2000, 420; II: 1975-1987,
2000, 416; III: 1988~2000, 2001, 476.

Bene pirmas atvejis ne tik lietuviy, bet apskri-
tai balty kalbotyros istorijoje, kai mokslininkui dar
esant gyvam taip riipestingai iSleidziami jo atski-
romis knygomis neskelbti darbai. ,] §i trijy tomy
leidinj dedami beveik vist kalbotyros darbai, pa-
radyti mazdaug per keturiasdeSimt mokslinés veik-
los mety (ji prasidéjo 1959 m. pavasarj pranesi-
mu Vilniaus universiteto studenty mokslinéje kon-
ferencijoje). Nespausdinami tiktai radiniai, skirti
labai siauriems kalbos praktikos dalykams — atsa-
kymai | klausimus ir pan., tezés ar santraukos ty
moksliniy pranesimuy, i kuriy véliau iSaugo dides-
nés publikacijos, daugelis enciklopediniy straips-
niy“, — taip pats autorius aptaria savo ,Kalboty-
ros darby“ pobudj (I 11).

Pirmoji ,, Kalbotyros darbuose® skelbiama
publikacija ,,Balsiy asimiliacijos reiSkiniai Tirks-
liy tarméje” (I 16-28) yra tos 1959 m. prasidéju-
sios mokslinés veiklos pradzia, nes straipsnis ,,Kal-
botyros“ redakcijai buvo iteiktas 1959 m., kai jo
autorius buvo bene Il kurso Vilniaus universiteto
studentas ir straipsnj parengti ,,ypac¢ daug padéjo
akademikas (tada - docentas) Zigmas Zinke-
vi¢ius ~ uZ tai jam nors ir pavéluota, bet pati
nuosirdziausia padeka®“ (I 16).

Sis straipsnis, be abejonés, buvo 1967 m. Gir-
denio apgintos disertacijos ,MazZeikiy tarmés fo-
nologiné sistema“ (vad. Jonas Kazlauskas) tam tik-
ra uzuomazga. Su disertacija yra susijusi ir labai
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vertinga publikacija ,Mazeikiy tarmés priegaidZiy
fonetinés ypatybeés® (I 76-88). Jos santrauka buvo
paskelbta ir 1967 m. Prahoje jvykusio tarptautinio
fonetikos kongreso tezeése. Du kiek sutrumpinti di-
sertacijos skyriai ,MaZeikiy tarmes prozodija“
(1 89-119) ir ,,Mazeikiy tarmés vokalizmas® (1
120-160) ,Kalbotyros darbuose” skelbiami pirma
karta. Gimtajai autoriaus tarmei taip pat skirti
straipsniai: ,J-kamieniai Tirksliy tarmés daiktavar-
dziai ir jy raida“ (I 29-38), ,,Mazeikiy (Siaurés vi-
durio dounininky) tarmés pokirtiniy skiemeny
priegaidés” (I 56-75), ,Mazeikiy tarmes fonologi-
nés sistemos apzvalga“ (I 211-222). Labai svarbu,
kad Girdenis, leisdamas savo ,,Kalbotyros darbus®,
vienur kitur patikslina ar koreguoja savo ankstes-
nius teiginius. PavyzdZiui, pastarajame straipsnyje
jis atsisako ankstesnés priebalsiy interpretacijos .

I$ bendresnio pobildZio lietuviy dialektologi-
jai skirty pirmajame tome publikuojamy straips-
niy ypac norétysi iSskirti straipsnj ,,Kada gi Zemai-
¢iy tarme atsiskyré nuo aukstaiciy?“ (I 204-210),
kuriame suabejojama kadaise pareik$ta profeso-
riaus Antano Salio nuomone, kad §is atsiskyrimas
ivykes XV amZiaus viduryje (ne anks€iau). Girde-
nis §ig datg linkgs nukelti dar j prie§ XII amziy.

Istorinei akcentologijai labai svarbus straips-
nis ,, Lietuviy kalbos vardazodZio priesagy kir¢io
susiformavimas® (I 258-265). Autoriaus nuomo-
ne, pralietuviy, o galbit ir prabalty priesagy ve-
diniai i§laikydavo pamatiniy Zodziy kiréiavimo pa-
radigma. Véliau lietuviy kalboje 8i situacija paki-
to dél Sosiiiro-Fortunatovo désnio veikimo. Sio
désnio rezultatai buvo apibendrinti jvairaus tipo
$akny ir priesagy vediniams. Taciau tarmése isli-
ko ir tam tikry senojo kiréiavimo pedsaky.

Aktualias lietuviy kalbos problemas Girdenis
nagrinéja straipsniuose ,,Priegaidés S. Stanevi¢iaus
raStuose” (I 171-173), ,,Baltiskyjy *y, *dj reflek-
sai 1759 m. ,Zyvate“ (I 237-257).

Labai blaiviai | bendrinés kalbos normy ko-
difikacija paZvelgta drauge su Aldonu Pupkiu
paraSytame straipsnyje ,,Bendrinés kalbos normos
ir jy kodifikacija“ (I 183-189).

! ,2000 m. pastab a. Priebalsiy interpretaci-
ja, teikiama Siame straipsnyje, nekorektiska, Af-
rikatos, be abejo, yra savaranki$kos fonemos, o
mink3$tumas—kietumas — atskiry priebalsiniy fo-
nemy diferenciniai poZymiai (ne supersegmen-
tiniai elementai). Bet tuo jsitikinta tik gerokai
veliau” (I 211).



