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LITHUANIAN STATYTI AND RELATED FORMATIONS

1. Stang distinguishes between two types of g-present (1966, 323): (1) verbs
with an infinitive in -a-, e. g. Lith. bijo, bijdjo, bijoti ‘fear’, Latv. safga, sargdja,
safgdt ‘protect’; (2) verbs with an infinitive in -i-, e. g. Lith. sdko, sake, sakyti
‘say’, Latv. saka, sacija, sacit.

The first type comprises Latv. safgdt and Lith. Zindti ‘know’, ieskoti “seek’,
sdugoti ‘protect’, kardti “hang’, kabdti “hang’, bijéti, and “eine Rethe von Zu-
standsverba auf -o, -o0jo, -oti mit akutierter Wurzelsilbe und wo mdglich verlidnger-
ter Schwundstufe“, which are “Verba durativa, ein Verharren in derselben Lage
bezeichnend®, e. g., kyboti “hang’, kliipoti “kneel’, ky¥oti ‘protrude’, rimoti ‘lean’,
and “Verba #dhnlicher Bedeutung mit dem Suffix *-sg- und zirkumflektierter Beto-
nung® (Stang, 1966, 324), e. g., kumpsdti “stick (stoopingly)’, drybsdti ‘lie (sloth-
fully)’. These verbs must be shortly discussed before we can proceed to an exa-
mination of the second type.

Lith. Zino, Latv. zina represent the nasal present *Zing-, Skt. jandti ‘knows’,
Toch. A knanat “you know’. The Ist pl. forms OPr. -sinnimai, Latv. zinim beside
zindm show that the original apophonic alternation between sg. -#a- from *-neH,-
and pl. -n- from *-nH,- was preserved in Baltic. I have suggested that the same al-
ternation is reflected in the different flexion types of in-verbs, e. g. Latv. dedzina,
-indt, Lith. dégina, -inti ‘burn’ (1987b, in fine). I have also argued that Slavic imams
‘I have’ is based on *zename ‘I know’, SCr. zndm (1985).

Lith. fesko replaces OLith. jieSku (Stang, 1966, 324), OCS. isko ‘I seek’, Skt.
icchdti ‘seeks’. The origin of the suffix *-g- must be sought in the aorist, OCS.
iska-, which appears with an additional suffix in the preterit Lith. ieSkdjo, Latv.
iéskdja.

Lith. sdugo, -oti and Latv. safga, -dt correspond with Latv. safidzét and Lith.
sérgeti, respectively, and with OLith. saugti and sergti (Stang, L. c.). The d-present
must be relatively old in these verbs. I wonder if it was based on the athematic
root present of *pa-, Skt. pdii “protects’, which was lost in Baltic and appears with
a suffix -s- in Slavic pas- ‘tend’. The OLith. root present suggests that there may
have been an apophonic alternation between sg. and pl. forms here, too: sg. *sauga-,
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*sargd-, pl. *saug-, *sarg-. The e-grade of OLith. sergti was evidently taken from
sergéti, cf. gelbti, gélbéti “save’ beside OPr. galbimai “we help’, absergisnan ‘pro-
tection’.

It is possible that there were more verbs which had *-a- in the singular and zero
in the plural of the present tense. Two likely candidates are Lith. giedoti “sing’, rau-
doti “weep’, Latv. dziédat, raiiddt, which have an OLith. root present and Latv.
dial. Ist. pl. dziédim, raiidim beside the usual thematic forms (Stang, 1966, 323).
The alternation in the suffix may have replaced the original apophonic alternation
which is attested in Skt. rdditi “weeps’, 3rd pl. ruddnti, on the analogy of jandti,
Jjananti. If this is correct, the analogical development may be dated to a stage when
the root-final laryngeal was still a segmental phoneme.

Lith. bijoti, Latv. bijdt, OPr. biatwei belongs in a different category. The
vocalism of Slavic bojati s¢ points to an original perfect, to be compared with Skt.
bibhdya, with a second stem in *-é-. If the rise of the second stem can be dated to
a stage when the laryngeals were still segmental phonemes, the development o
Baltic *bija- from *bhiH,-eH,-is regular. The problem with this hypothesis is thatf
there is little evidence for such late coloring by a contiguous laryngeal in Balto-
Slavic. Moreover, there is no supporting evidence for a Baltic present from *-eH,-.
We may therefore once again look for an explanation in terms of an alternation
within the original paradigm. Such an explanation can be proposed if we derive
Skt. 3rd pl. bibhyur (with zero grade ending in a reduplicated formation) from
PIE. *bhiH,ér, which should yield Baltic *bija in the same way as *dhug H,tér yield-
ed Lith. dukté. This explanation accounts directly for the circumflex ending of
Lith. bijo. The acute tone of inf. bijoti and pret. bijdjo can easily be analogical.

Lith. kdrti and karéti must be compared with Gr. xpipvnue and xpéupepot
‘hang’. The radical nasal may have been lost before the suffixal nasal in the transi-
tive present, as it was in Findti. The subsequent evolution of the verbal paradigm
cannot be reconstructed in detail, but the root vowel of kdria and kdro suggests
that the surviving formations were built on a newly created perfect which replaced
the original stative. Here again, we are bound to prefer a derivation from 3rd pl.
*k (o )rH,ér rather than from a stem *k(o)rH,-eH,-. The verb kabdti beside kabéti
was evidently formed on the analogy of kardti, and the same must be assumed
for the verbs of “Verharren in der selben Lage* such as rymoti and drybsdti, which
can be translated as ‘hanging (around)’. 2. The second type of d-present comprises
causatives, €. g. Lith. statyti ‘put’, baidyti “frighten’, and original iteratives, e. g.
laikyti “hold’, maisyti ‘mix’, prasyti “ask’, sakyti ‘say’. This class corresponds with
the causative and iterative verbs with an o-grade root vowel which have an i-pre-
sent in Slavic and an aya-present in Sanskrit, e. g. Russ. budit, Skt. bodhdyati
‘wakes up’. The fundamental question which must be asked is: how did this class of
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verbs acquire an g-present in Baltic? The answer to this question is far from obvi-
ous because neither the motivation nor the model for an analogical development
can easily be detected.

Stang distinguishes between two classes of verbs in -yti on the basis of the Old
Lithuanian and dialectal evidence (1966, 328). On the one hand, there is a class
of largely causative verbs which have a je-present beside the a-present of the literary
language, e. g. rodfia ‘shows’, mokia ‘teaches’. On the other hand, there is a
class of largely iterative verbs which always have an d-present, e. g. ddro ‘does’,
valgo “eats’. The semantic distinction between the two classes is doubtful because
a number of clearly causative verbs such as baidyti and statyti belong to the second
class. Moreover, the verb taryti “say’, which is an original iterative with a present
taria, is evidently an ancient formation. 1 cannot therefore accept Stang’s “An-
nahme, dass das g-Prisens in den Verben auf -iti zuerst bei den Iterativen Eingang
gefunden und sich von hier aus zu den Kausativen verbreitet hat. Wahrscheinlich
verbreitete sich diese Flexion zunidchst von den o-stufigen Iterativen des Typus
sdko zu den alten Kausativen mit o-Stufe (afdo, baido, stdto).“ (1966, 329).

The je-present of verbs in -iti must be related to the Slavic i-present. The expan-
sion of the d-present remains to be explained. In the case of the iteratives, the obvi-
ous connection is with the gje-flexion of Slavic and with the a-flexion of Germanic
and Latin. This formation is not unknown in Baltic: “Als Intensiv- und Iterativ-
suffix wird -die/o- zur Erweiterung iterativer i-Stdmme verwendet, vgl. lit. brdi-
dzioti neben braidyti zu bristi; ganidti, gdinioti neben ganyti zu gifti usw. “(Stang,
I. ¢.). These verbs actually show that the g-present cannot be derived from *-gje
because they have a present in uncontracted -oja. The metatony in the root shows
that the stress was retracted from the stem-final -i- before the suffix *-gje- (cf. Kort-
landt, 1977, 324). Thus, the comparison of the Baltic 4-present with the Slavic
aje-flexion of iteratives does not clarify the origin of the former, but raises the qu-
estion of why and how the latter was largely replaced by the former in Baltic.

The origin of the g-flexion has been treated in the scholarly literature in a re-
markably unsatisfactory way. Vaillant’s theory that *-gje- was contracted in poly-
syllables (1950, 198; 1966, 366) is purely ad hoc and does not explain the lack of
contraction in such forms as ldndZioja “creeps’, brdidZioja “wades’. Schmid’s com-
parison of the Baltic g-present with OHG. greifon “grab’, danson ‘draw’, drangon
‘push’ (1963, 4) is inconclusive. Stang suggests that Baltic and Germanic had a
semi-thematic d-flexion which can be derived from an earlier thematic type in
*_e H,e- (1966, 330). There is no supporting evidence for this view, which ignores
Cowgill’s demonstration that there is nothing in the Germanic material which
cannot be explained from *-gje- (1959). According to the only recent theory which
has come to my attention, “la terminazione *-gje/o- di formazioni denominative,
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costruite su ‘nomina actionis’ in *-g- (con vocalismo radicale o), & stata secon-
dariamente interpretata come suffisso deverbativo. I deverbativi costruiti con tale
suffisso potevano, come i deverbativi sopra esaminati, acquisire il valore semanti-
co secondario di iterativi o causativi“ (Michelini, 1977, 253). Up to this point
I fully agree. The problem is the elimination of *-j-, which is in Michelini’s view
an analogical development (1977, 255): when *-jg- yielded *-é- in the preterit, the
*-j- was dropped in the present ending *-dja. Though this is a possible scenario,
the theory does not explain the loss of the stem-final *-4- in the preterit, its spread
in the present, and the distribution of the resulting flexion types.

Let me briefly sum up what I regard as the essence of the problem. We have
to start from a class of causatives and iteratives with a present in *-eie- and a class
of intensives and iteratives of denominative origin with a present in *-gie-, and we
end up with Lith. sdko, sdke as the reflex of both classes. A part of the verbs, mostly
causatives but also taryti (which has no g-present), are attested with a je-present,
which may be identified with the Slavic i-flexion. The other verbs, mostly iteratives
but also such causatives as statyti and baidyti, have an d-present everywhere.

Besides, there are classes of causatives, iteratives, and denominatives in Lith
-inti, Latv. -indt, which are closely related to the verbs in -y¢i, -if. Stang writes the
ollowing (1966, 371): “Wir kénnen also zwei urbalt. Typen aufstellen: a) einen
wurzelbetonten Typus mit dem halbthemat. Suffix -ind-; b) einen suffixbetonten
Typus mit dem themat. Suffix -ing-.

Der erste Typus umfasst Denominativa, und im Lit. auch Kausativa ohne o-
Stufe in der Wurzelsilbe. Der zweite Typus umfasst Kausativa, vielleicht auch
Iterativa, mit o-Stufe.

Es ist wahrscheinlich, dass das denominative Suffix *-ing- urspriinglich Ab-
leitungen aus nominalen n-Stimmen bildete. [...]

Grdssere Schwierigkeit macht das Suffix -ina-. Es scheint deverbativen Ur-
sprungs zu sein. Da es in den Kausativen mit o-Stufe sein Zentrum hat, liegt die
Annahme nahe, dass der alte Kausativtypus mit o-Stufe (lit. ardyti, sl. pojiti) beim
Zustandekommen des -ina- Typus eine Rolle gespielt hat®.

As I pointed out earlier, I think that -ing- and -ina- represent the sg. and pl
stem forms of the same paradigm and can be compared with Skt. jandti, jandnti.
The causatives with an o-grade root vowel and stress on the suffix, e. g. Lith. sodi-
nd, OPr. saddinna, resemble the type of Skt. saddyati “seats’ too much to be an in-
dependent formation. We may therefore wonder if the g-presents of verbs in -yfi,
-it and the partly thematic flexion of deverbatives in -inti, -indt actually represent
different forms from the same paradigm. This is indeed the solution I am going
to propose. 3. Looking for a model which is strong enough to generate a class
of causative verbs which have an g-present with i-forms and alternate with in-verbs,
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