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TWO BALTIC IRREGULAR PRETERITES:
LITH. divé “GAVE”, émé “TOOK”

Introduction

1. As is well-known, the Baltic preterite is formed with just two suffixes,
*-a- and *-e-. Both stand in complementary distribution with each other and
are, with few exceptions, entirely predictable from the present and/or infini-
tive stem (see especially Schmid 1966).

The strong regularity of the Baltic preterite system strongly suggests that
it is the result of a radical set of innovations in the prehistory of this branch.
According to a major theory, the e-preterite arose through contraction of an
earlier composite suffix *-iia-." It may be convenient at this point to briefly
survey the main arguments in favor of this view:

i) the e-preterite is clearly original among ia-presents (Lith. veikti, veikia,
veiké “do”) and causative-iteratives of the type sakyti, sako, saké “say”, the
verbal classes in which a composite suffix *-iia- (i.e., an a-preterite added to
a stem *-i- extracted from ia- and iia-presents) could have originated;

ii) the e-preterite is also proper to some types of thematic presents (Lith.
vesti, véda, védé “lead”; malti, mala, malé “grind”; ginti, gina, gyné “defend”;
dial. lipti, lipa, lipé “climb”), but in virtually all cases there is evidence in-
dicating that it has replaced an older a-preterite (Latv. dial. daga < *dega
“burned (intr.)”; Lith. dial. malo, Latv. malu; Lith. lipo, Latv. lipu). It thus
seems that the e-preterite underwent a certain expansion among typically
transitive verbal classes. In some cases this certainly goes back to Proto-Baltic
(Lith. veédeé, cf. Latv. dial. vedu, OPr. wedde-din), whereas in other it was a
fairly recent development of some East Baltic dialects (Lith. malé);

iii) the regular length of the e-preterite to TET- and TER-roots (Lith.
befti, béria, béré “strew, scatter”; kulti, kulia, kulé “thrash”; végti, vdgia,

"Treferto Villanueva Svensson 2005, with references, for a full argumentation
of this view.
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vogé “steal”) is best explained as due to retraction of the ictus from *-iia. A
parallel is furnished by the abstracts of the type géris “goodness” < *ger-lio-
(: géras “good”), cf. Larsson 2004; Villanueva Svensson 2011b, 14f.
As I will argue at length elsewhere, the pervasive tone variation of originally
acute ia-presents like grébia / grébia “rakes”, spréndzZia / sprefidzia “decides”
etc. most probably arose through the same sound law.

This scenario accounts for the vast majority of é-preterites that we actu-
ally have. Exceptions do occur, but they are remarkably few (cf. Villanueva
Svensson 2005, 248ff.). In this article I will be concerned with two utterly
problematic and yet unexplained cases: Lith. davé “gave” and émé “took”

Lith. davé “gave”

2. Apart from the preterite, the Baltic paradigm of the verb “to give” is
perfectly clear: inf. *'do-téi (Lith. dioti, Latv. duét/duét, OPr. dat, datwei),
athem. pres. *dod-'"mi (OLith. diomi, dtosi, diosti, OLatv. 1 sg. duému, 2 sg.
dués, OPr. 3" dast; thematized modern Lith. diloda, Latv. duédu), fully cor-
responding to OCS inf. dati, pres. damv, dasi, dastv. In the preterite there
is more variation. Beside Lith. davé we have a preterite *deve in Latvian
and dialectal Lithuanian (parts of Zemaitian and Eastern AukStaitian). In
spite of its distribution, *deve is generally regarded as secondary, due to a
fronting *av > *ev before palatalized v (cf. acc. sg. Latv. tevi ~ Lith. tave
“you”; Latv. revét ~ ravét, Lith. ravéti “weed”). As observed by Stang
(1966, 381), the antiquity of the stem *dav- is almost proved by the vocal-
ism of derivatives like Lith. dovana, Latv. ddvana “gift”, Lith. dévis “id.”,
OLatv. dawibes “generosity”. The Old Prussian preterite dai(ts), on the oth-
er hand, goes back to *do-ja. Since OPr. dai(ts) is predicted in the system
(Baltic preterites to stems ending in a long vowel are regularly formed with
*-ja), it seems clear that it represents a secondary regularization and that
the irregular Lith. davé continues the Proto-Baltic preterite of the verb “to
give”.

The main problem with davé, of course, is the stem *dav-. In principle
one would expect a preterite *do-ja (Lith. Tduojo). If the presentation of the
e-preterite outlined above is correct (§ 1), the tense formant of ddv-é must
be regarded as problematic as well. The odd alternation *do- : *dav-, to be
sure, is not entirely isolated. An exact parallel is furnished by Lith. sldoti,
sltoja, slavé “sweep” and, with the a-preterite, by the denominative type Lith.
mel-toti, -toja, -avo, Latv. mel-udt, -uéju, -udju, dial. -avu “lie” (: Lith. mélas,
Latv. meli “lie”). We will return to these formations below (§ 6).
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3. In an Indo-European perspective it is customary to derive ddvé from
a variant *dehsu- or *deu- of the root *dehs- “to give”.2 *dehsu- (with zero
grade *duhs>- < *dhsu- and eventually a new full grade *deuhs-) could be
interpreted as a u-enlargement of *dehs- perhaps going back, in the last in-
stance, to a u-stem nominal or a u-present, whereas the existence of *deu-
beside *dehs- could be weakly justified by potential parallels like *drem- ~
*dreh,- ~ *dreu- “run”’ There are several reasons to consider this a very
unlikely solution.

Leaving Baltic aside, the main evidence for a root *dehsu- (vel. sim.)
comes from some Italic modal forms: OLat. subj. duim, duam, Fal. douiad,
Um. purdouito, purtuvitu “let him offer” (< *por-douitod). Other alleged
verbal reflexes (Gk. Cypr. inf. dowenai, opt. duwanoi, OCS -davati “give”)
are probably false, or at least too insecure to seriously count as supportive
evidence.! One can add a few isolated nominals like Ved. diiwas- n. “reward”
(< *duhs-es-), Olr. dilas f. “reward given to poets” (< *dehsu-s-tah,-), or Lat.
dautia, -orum “hospitality gifts” (< *dohsu-et-io-, vel sim.). These, in any case,
could be explained as secondary derivatives from an obsolete u-stem *do/
éhs-u- “gift”, later replaced by the familiar *dohs-no-, *dohs-ro-.” In the end
the evidence for a “real” verbal root comes down to the Italic forms quoted
above, which constitute a traditional crux on their own. The issue cannot be
discussed at length here.® For present purposes it is enough to stress that the
existence of a root variant *dehsu- or *deu- can hardly be regarded as certain.

A second and more important objection concerns the alleged creation of
a “suppletive” paradigm in Baltic. Let as suppose, for a moment, that Balto-

*E.g. Endzelin 1923, 679; Stang 1966, 76, 381; IEW, 225f.; LIV, 107, among
others.

> Here I am tacitly disregarding other proposed accounts of the -u- of OLat. duim,
Lith. davé, like the idea that *-ou- was the regular reflex of *-e/ohs- before vowels (e.g.
Stang 1966, 76, with reference to Martinet), or Schmalstieg’s reconstruction of the root
“to give” as *dou-, later monophthongized into *do- (Schmalstieg 2000, 79f., 192).

* The Cyprian infinitive dowenai may be directly equated with Ved. inf. da-vdne
“to give” or derive from *do-enai with secondary glide. The optative duwanoi probably
does not exist, cf. Cowgill 1964, 352ff. SI. *davdti (OCS -davati, Ru. davdt etc.) is
almost certainly a recent replacement of OCS dajati on the model of imperfectives with
etymological -v- like byvati “be” (cf. Tedesco apud Cowgill 1964, 355; Vaillant
1966, 485).

> Cf. Wodtko, Irslinger, Schneider 2008, 61, 65£.217%°, with references.

®See Vine 2006, 239f., with references, for a brief discussion.
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Slavic inherited a PIE root aorist *déhsu-t “gave” (vel sim.) beside the “nor-
mal” paradigm pres. *de-dehs-ti, aor. *déhs-t (Ved. dadati : adat, Gk. 8{dwut :
£dwxra). Since the later is directly continued in OCS pres. damo (3 sg. dastv),
aor. daxv (3 sg. da(stv)), it follows that Baltic must have inherited a preterite
stem *do- beside pres. *dod-'mi and inf. *'do-tei. It is hard to see what could
be the motivation to replace a perfectly acceptable preterite *do-ja in the
prehistory of Baltic. I am not aware of any scenario explaining this, and it is
indeed an extremely difficult position to maintain.

A final problem is that this account of davé does not embrace the obvi-
ously related Lith. slavé, mel-avo (: sltoti, mel-iioti). These would have to be
explained either as analogical to davé or in some other way (see below § 6).
This is needless to say unattractive.

In brief, the relative popularity of the idea that Lith. ddvé continues a u-
variant of the root “to give” is quite undeserved. If one continues looking
for an Indo-European origin of the -v- of davé, the only option left seems to
be a direct equation with the Vedic perfect 1/3 sg. daddu “gave” (e.g. Stang
1942, 195ff.; Kortlandt 1995, 142).” The problems surrounding the per-
fect type jajiidu need not be discussed here. The fatal objection, of course,
is that the Baltic preterite otherwise never continues PIE perfects (preserved
PIE perfects regularly surface as independent verbs, e.g. Lith. stovéti, stévi
“stand” ~ Ved. tasthdu, Gk. é'ornn(x).g In addition, this solution would leave
us with the problem of finding a rationale for the presence of two different
preterite stems in Balto-Slavic, one predictably going back to the PIE root
aorist (OCS daxv), the other an isolated relic of the PIE perfect (Lith. davé).

4. In general terms, it is difficult to imagine that Baltic could have inherit-
ed anything else than a root aorist *do- or sigmatized *do-s- (: OCS da(stv)),
which in principle should have ended up as pret. *do-ja (Lith. Tduojo). This
implies that davé (as well as slavé, sapnavo) must reflect a specifically Baltic
development that is still to be discovered. I am aware of the following inner-
Baltic accounts of ddvé, none of them particularly satisfactory:

7 To be sure, the verb “to give” almost certainly did not make a perfect in the
parent language. It nevertheless remains possible that a perfect had been created in the
prehistory of Balto-Slavic.

® A curious variant of the “perfect approach” to ddvé was the idea that the variant
*deve goes back, in the last instance, to the reduplicated perfect participle *dedo- (: Ved.
dadvas-), e.g. Endzelin 1923, 679, with references; Stang 1942, 195ff. Criticism in
Stang 1966, 381.
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Vaillant (1966, 452) suggests that Lith. ddvé was secondarily built to the
infinitive stem *dilo- with the alternation uo : av of the type Lith. -toti, -iloja,
-dvo. Although the neo-ablaut uo : av is a fact in East Baltic (see below § 5.2),
I fail to see the motivation to replace the expected preterite *do-ja.

Bammesberger (1982, 246ff.) proposes that *dav- originated in the
preterite participle. The nom. sg. *da-uos or *do-uos was reanalyzed as
*dau-0s/*dou-0s on the model of roots ending in a labial (e.g. *lip-uos >
*lip-0s), later triggering a remodeling of the oblique stem *daus- (< *da-us-
or *do-us-) as *dau-us-, to which the new preterite *dau-e- would be a ret-
rograde formation. The preterite participle, however, is not otherwise known
to have exercised any influence on the Baltic preterite. Bammesberger’s sce-
nario, in any case, involves too much analogy to be credible.

Cowgill (1964, 355), building on Mahlow (1879, 83), starts from the
assumption that the diphthongization *0 > uo passed through an intermediate
stage *0" ([ou]). The preterite suffixes *-a-, *-é- were added precisely at this
stage: *do-t-, *sapn-o-t-> *dou-t-, *sapn-ou-t- — *dou-eé-, *sapn-ou-a- > da-
vé, sapnavo. In spite of its inherent attractiveness, this scenario creates severe
problems of relative chronology. The diphthongization of *0 is a relatively late
East Baltic phenomenon. The rebuilding of the preterite system, on the other
hand, seems to be an accomplished fact already in Proto-Baltic.

5. To conclude, at present there is no entirely satisfactory account of daveé.
Before proceeding further, it may be convenient to briefly remember the
main points that a proper explanation of davé should necessarily fulfill: i) Bal-
tic can hardly have inherited anything else than a preterite stem *do- (or sig-
matized *do-s-), ii) the creation of a preterite stem *dav- must be somehow
related to the general rebuilding of the preterite system, iii) slavé, sapnavo
should reflect the same process (put it otherwise, the pattern inf. *°6-téi- :
pret. *°av- is systematic, a fact indicating that the development leading to
*dav- must have targeted all verbal stems ending in *°0-).

Schematically, I propose the following development: *do(-s)- — *do-va- —
*dov-ja- > *dav-ja- — *dav-e-.

5.1. The first two steps (*do(-s)- — *do-va- — *dov-ja-) are best seen in
connection with the generalization of the a-preterite to (virtually) all verbs
in the prehistory of Baltic. This obviously created a problem in the case of
verbal stems ending in a vowel (*de-, *sta-, deverbatives and denominatives
in *-é-, *-a-, etc.), where the necessity to avoid an odd hiatus *de-a-, *sta-a-,
*bud-e-a-, *bij-a-a- must have been felt quite early. The solution adopted by
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Baltic, as is well known, was to generalize an allomorph *-ja- to all stems in
*°F-: *de-ja-, *sta-ja-, *bud-e-ja-, *bij-a-ja- (Lith. déjo, stéjo, budéjo, bijojo,
inf. Lith. déti “put”, stéti “stand up”, budéti “be awake”, bijéti “be afraid™).
The allomorph *-ja- was most probably extracted from roots ending in *°j-
(e.g. Lith. dial. lieti, léja, léjo “pour”, Iyti, [jja, ijo “rain”), but the ultimate
origin of this variant is not of prime importance in our present context. Roots
ending in *°u- and *°v-, on the other hand, predictably made a preterite
in *°v-a- (e.g. Lith. piti, pusta, piwo “rot”; siiiti, sitwa, sitwo “sew”; kduti,
-ja/-na, kévé, dial. kavo “beat; fight”; denom. uogduti, -duja, -avo), where,
descriptively, -v- takes the place of the more common Hiatustilger -j-.

My claim is that verbal stems ending in *°6- did not at first insert *-j-
between the stem vowel and the tense marker, but *-v-: *do-va-, *slo-va-,
*sapn-6-va-. Put it otherwise, the hiatus-breaking glide was at first de-
pendent on the quality of the stem vowel. This rule probably did not last
for long. At a later stage the rule was generalized that all stems ending in
a vowel presented the allomorph *-ja-. My second claim is that *do-va-,
*slo-va-, *sapn-o-va- were not regularized as *do-ja-, *slo-ja-, *sapn-o-ja-,
as one could perhaps expect, but added *-ja- to the already existing preterite
stems *do-va-, *slo-va-, *sapn-o-va-, thus giving rise to *dov-ja-, *slov-ja-,
*sapn-ov-ja-. The newly obtained preterites *dov-ja-, *slov-ja-, *sapn-ov-ja-
were subsequently shortened to *dav-ja-, *slav-ja-, *sapn-av-ja- according
to the Baltic version of Osthoff’s law.

5.2. The last statement (the only one in this scenario that operates with
regular sound law and not with analogy) requires a brief excursus in view
of the widespread idea that the lautgesetzlich result of *ou in Lithuanian and
Latvian was uo.” The main arguments for this view are i) the u-stem loc. sg.
Zem. -¢u, -ii, Latv. dial. -uo < EBL. *-¢ < *-ou, ii) the presence of uo in the
u-series of ablaut, e.g. duobé “pit, hole”, diobti/ducbti “hollow out” : dauba
“hollow” : dubuis “deep”, duburys “waterhole”; kiiopa “heap, pile”, kudpti
“pile up, cleanse” : katipas “heap, pile”, katipti “heap up, accumulate” : kupeta
“stack”, etc. There are well over forty such cases.

The probative value of the locative singular, however, is immediately
compromised by the contrast between thematic dat. sg. *-0i > *-uoi > Lith.

’ See specially Biga 1921[1959], 349-362, whose position is followed in most
handbooks, e.g. Endzelin 1923, 39; Stang 1966, 47, 75ff. It is immaterial in our
present connection whether *ou > Lith., Latv. uo would imply an early Baltic reduction
*o6u > *6 or was a specifically East Baltic process *ou > *uou > uo.
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-ui and inst. pl. *-ois > Lith. -ais, which indicate that long diphthongs were
preserved in absolute final position after they had been shortened in tau-
tosyllabic position. As for the second argument, what we have are doublets
with -uo- and -au- displaying basically the same meaning (spiiogas “pim-
ple” : spaugas “id.”, kiiogé “hay-stack” : kdaugé “id.”, laupyti “tear” : luopy-
ti “id.”, etc.), -uo- being usually of a narrower dialectal distribution than
~au-." Tt is clear that this type of material is fully irrelevant to determine the
original reflex of *ou in Baltic. The o-grade, in any case, was comparatively
rare in Indo-European and I am not aware of any attempt to trace back a
single instance of -uo- to a bona fide Indo-European, Balto-Slavic or even
Proto-Baltic source with *-ou-."" The few instances of inherited *-6u- one
can seriously discuss, as expected, actually surface as -du- (e.g. pldusti, -dzia
“wash” < *ploud-eie/o- < *ploud-éie/o- [Winter’s law]|, plauti, -ja/-na “wash”,
Latv. latiks “field”, if from Narten causative *plou-eie/o- and vrddhi deriva-
tive *louk-o-, respectively). The list of problems associated to the “*ou > uo
theory” could easily be extended (part of the material traditionally included
in the wo : (i)au : 4 series of ablaut, for instance, is etymologically dubious),
but what has been said suffices to view it with outmost skepticism.'*

5.3. There is thus, I believe, no particular obstacle to assume that *dov-ja-,
*slov-ja-, *sapn-ov-ja- regularly gave *dav-ja-, *$lav-ja-, *sapn-av-ja-. The
resulting preterites were still unsatisfactory, as they involved an allomorph
*-ja- that was otherwise exclusive of roots ending in a long vowel. The odd-
ity of *dav-ja-, *slav-ja-, *sapn-av-ja- must have become particularly ur-
gent when *-ija was contracted to *-¢, thus giving rise to the e-preterite
(*lek-iia > *lek-é > Lith. léké “flew, ran”, etc.). This left *dav-ja-, *slav-ja-,
*sapn-av-ja- without support in the system. The only solutions left were
either to rebuild them entirely as *do-ja-, *slo-ja-, *sapn-o-ja-, or to re-
place the *-ja- of *dav-ja-, *slav-ja-, *sapn-av-ja- with either the a- or the

%

""See Karaliiinas 1987, 206ff. for the dialectal distribution and relative chronology
of -uo- : -au- doublets.

" An exception is Karalitnas 1987, 189ff., 200ff., but his reconstruction of a PIE
paradigm 1 sg. *plou-0, 3 sg. *plou-e/o, 1 pl. *plou-mé cannot be upheld.

2 A different question is how -uo- (< *-¢-) came to be included in the u-series of
ablaut. The best option is probably Kurylowicz’s proposal that it was analogical to the
newly created i-series of ablaut *¢ : ei, ai : I after the monophthongization *ei, *ai > *¢
(> ie) in some contexts (Kuryltowicz 1956, 122ff.; followed by Maziulis 1970, 49

or Smoczynski 2007, 133 and passim).
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e-preterite. The first option is the one found in Old Prussian dai(ts), but it is
impossible to determine which Proto-Baltic form (*dav-ja- or *dav-e-) did
pre-Prussian *do-ja actually replace. As mentioned above (§ 1), once estab-
lished in the system the e-preterite began to spread to other transitive verb
types. Most of this process is fairly recent, but at least in the case of e-grade
thematic presents like Lith. vesti, véda, védé “lead” it seems to have taken
place already in Proto-Baltic. It is reasonable to suppose that the earliest ex-
pansion of the e-preterite targeted some irregular transitive verbs as well. The
preterite of the verb “to give” (*dav-ja- — *dav-e- > Lith. davé) was probably
one of those cases. It may well have been supported by its antonym *ém-é
“took” (Lith. émé), in all probability one of the first non-original é-preterites
as well (see below § 10).

6. In the preceding section I have tacitly assumed that the preterites Lith.
slavé, mel-avo arose in the same way as davé. Unfortunately, both items pre-
sent serious problems of their own.

6.1. Lith. $lioti “sweep” is traditionally derived from a root *kleu-, *kleuH-
or *kleHu- (e.g. IEW, 607; LIV, 335), otherwise only known from Lat. clo(u)
aca “sewer, underground drainage” (ultimately from *kleu[H J-o-?, cf. Vine
2006, 216f.) and, extended with *-d-, from Gmec. *hlutra- “pure, clean” <
*kluH-d-ro- (Go. hlatrs, OE hlat(t)or, OHG hlat(t)ar) and Gk. xA0lw “wash,
clean” < *klu-d-ie/o-, which actually diverge in vocalism. Other alleged ma-
terial is too problematic to be included in the discussion." In Baltic there is
evidence both for a diphthongal root in °u- and for an otherwise unknown
base *$l6-. The later is that of the primary verb inf. §lioti, pres. $lioja and
of derivatives like iter. sluostyti “wipe”, Lith. $liota, Latv. sluéta “broom”.
The former is found in the weakly attested Zemaitian present §ldva and in a
number of derivatives that could in principle be dependent on the preterite
Slavé: Lith. Slavinéti “sweep (iter.)”, abstract Slavimas “sweeping”, Latv. pl.
slaumi, slaumi “sweepings” (< *slavumi). The antiquity of the diphthongal
root is moderately supported by Lith. sliaitkti “brush off, sweep off; strike”,
Slaukyti “sweep (iter.)” (: Latv. slaukt, slaucit) which, interestingly, point to an
anit root *kleu(-k)-. EBL. *sI6- has been predictably derived from *klou-, but
we have already seen that the sound law *ou (> *0) > uo is almost certainly

" Lat. cluere (Plin. nat. 15, 119), cloare (Serv. auct. Verg. A. 1, 720) are attested only
once each and are strongly suspect of being grammarians constructs (cf. Ernout-
Meillet DELL 128). W. clir “clear, bright, pure” (usually derived from *kli-ro-) is
probably a loan word from English clear (cf. Zair 2012, 115).
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false (§ 5.2) and would anyway leave us with the problem of accounting for
an 6-grade in the infinitive(-aorist) stem. Reconstructions like *klehsu-tei- or
*EklouH-tei- will not help either, as these would have given Bl. *sldu-. Analo-
gy with the preterite sldvé on the model of diloti : davé, as sometimes assumed
(e.g. Stang 1966, 360; Smoczynski 2007, 647), is equally problematic.
Had Baltic only inherited a diphthongal root (be it set or anit), it is difficult
to imagine why a paradigm like *Slauti, *slava, *slava should have been
reshaped analogically instead of simply joining the dominant type bliduti,
bliduja/-na, bliévé. If the traditional etymology is accepted and the rare Zem.
$lava is really the original primary present and not a late neologism, one has
to accept that Baltic inherited an aorist-infinitive stem *$[6- (most naturally
derived from a PIE aorist *I%léhg—t) beside a variant *$lau- that could per-
haps inherit a u-present *kleH-u-."* The extra-Baltic evidence is probably
compatible with such an account, but its problematic nature automatically
undermines any attempt to reconstruct even the Indo-European root shape.

To return to pret. slavé, even if the observations presented above are in-
correct the identity of the infinitive and preterite stems is so systematic in
Baltic that it immediately favors a scenario accounting for sltoti : §lavé in the
same way as diofi : ddvé over one operating with suppletivism or analogy.
The selection of the e-preterite was probably due to the transitivity of sldoti,
eventually supported by the present sltio-ja (if old) and by davé itself. But it is
actually uncertain that the Proto-Baltic preterite was *slav-€ and not *slav-a.

6.2. We can distinguish two main positions concerning the origin of the
denominative suffix Lith. -toti, -tioja, -avo, Latv. -udt, -udju, -udju (dial. -avu):

i) EBL. *-0ti, *~oja, *-ava is genetically related to the denominative suffix
Lith. -duti, -duja, -d@vo, both stemming through paradigm split from a unitary
Balto-Slavic paradigm cognate with OPr. -aut, OCS -ovati, -ujg; e.g. Vail-
lant 1966, 352f.; Kortlandt 1995;

ii) EBL. *-oti, *-0ja, *-ava is (in)directly related to the Greek denomina-
tive type dovAdw “enslave”. The suffix “*-0-ie/o-" was independently back
formed in both languages from deinstrumental to-adjectives like Lith. ragiio-
tas “horned”, Gk. yohwtdg “angry”, Lat. aegrotus “sick” (< *-oh;-to-); e.g.
Endzelin 1923, 627f.; Stang 1966, 364.

The first option entails operating with some version of the *ou > uo theory
(as Vaillant 1950, 121 and Kortlandt, loc. cit., actually do), but we have

' Similarly (but with a different reconstruction of the morphology) Rasmussen
1989, 71.
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already seen that such a sound law hardly stands scrutiny. Leaving the pret-
erite *-ava aside, the main argument for assuming a common origin of Lith.
-toti and -duti is the absence of the former in Old Prussian and Slavic, but in
these languages a suffix *
of denominatives and deverbatives in *-a-ie/o- and it would now be virtually
impossible to identify it. As for the second option, it will be enough here to
note that the case for an Indo-European denominative suffix *-oh;-ie/o- has
been considerably strengthened in recent years due to the discovery of its
possible existence in Old Phrygian (3 sg. opt. kakoioi, kakuioi), Gaulish (1 sg.
fut. marcosior), eventually in other languages as well (see Peters 1999, 310*
for Anatolian, Indo-Iranian and Germanic; Malzahn 2010, 401ff. for Toch-
arian). I refer to Peters 1999 for a full treatment. Although the issue cannot
be regarded as definitively settled, I see no serious obstacle for assuming that
Lith. -tioja continues a formation of considerable antiquity.

As for the preterite mel-dvo, its relationship to pres. -uoja, inf. -uoti can

now be straightforwardly understood: B1.-Sl. aor. *-6-s- (vel. sim.) — Bl
k

-0-ie/o- would have merged with the larger group

pret. *-0-va- — *-ov-ja- > *-av-ja- — *-av-a-. There is thus no necessity
to discuss former accounts of pret. *-ava within the “*-o(ie/o)-theory” (for
which see Endzelin, Stang, loc. cit.). At any rate, it cannot anymore be used
to back a connection between -uoti and -auti. The selection of the a-preterite
was probably due to the fact that *-a- was the only preterite suffix among
denominatives, and it was eventually supported by the preterite of the type
-duti, -duja, -avo.

Lith. émé “took”

7. The reconstruction of “to take” is more involved than that of “to give”
Beside the standard (and fully irregular) Lithuanian paradigm iriti, ima, émé a
present (j)éma is well established in Zemaitian. Other dialectal variants (pret.
émé, imé) are rare and clearly secondary. The Latvian facts are particularly
complicated because of the contamination between jemt (*h;em-) and nemt
(*nem(h;)-). ME (s.v.) gives the following paradigms for dial. jemt, nemt and
standard nemt: a) jerit/jerit/jiit, jemu/jemju, jému/jému/jemu’(€), b) nert,
nemu, nému, c) nemt/nemt/nimt, nemu, nému/nému/nemu(€). In contrast with
Lithuanian and Latvian, Old Prussian only presents zero grade of the root:
inf. imt, pres. 1 sg. imma, 1 pl. immimai, 2 pl. immati (Ench.), pret. ymmits,
jmmitz (1% Catechism), ymmeits, ymmeyts (2" Catechism), imma(ts) (Ench.).

The evidence raises several issues, especially concerning the present and the
preterite (only the reconstruction of inf. *im-tei- seems fairly certain). Several
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scholars have taken the present Lith. dial. (j)éma (: Latv. jemu) to be older than
Lith. ima (: OPr. imma),"” but I fail to see how this can be correct. Had the Baltic
paradigm been pres. *em-a, inf. *irfi-tei-, pret. *em-e, it is difficult to imagine
why Prussian generalized the vocalism of the infinitive stem instead of simply
replacing it with *erfi-tei-. The creation of Lith. ima would be equally prob-
lematic. In principle one would expect the paradigm to be regularized either as
teriti, éma, émé/émé or as Timti, éma, imé/imo (the infinitive regularly patterns
with the preterite). To be sure, starting from *im-a the creation of Zem. (j)éma
is not absolutely clear either (but decidedly less strange than *ema — *ima in
Prussian and Aukstaitian). Parallels for pres. e : pret. é are of course not lacking
(vémia : vémé, lémia : lémé, etc.; inf. vémti “vomit”, lermiti “predetermine”), but
they regularly involve ia-presents, not a-presents. They may anyway have pro-
vided a model to regularize, at least in part, a fully aberrant paradigm. The case
of Latvian is different. The acute intonation of jerit/jerit/jimt was most prob-
ably taken from its synonym nernit/nermt/nimt, whose thematic present nemu
is certainly old (: Gk. véuw “deal out, distribute”, Go. niman “take”).'" The
creation of pres. jemu must thus have been strongly supported (if not directly
determined) by the previous existence of negmu. One could speculate that a lost
*néma was responsible for Zem. (j)éma as well.

The reconstruction of the present as *ima is important for determining
the original preterite. The paradigm Lith. iriti, ima, émé is so unique that
it almost proves the antiquity of pret. *ém-e. The generalization of the zero
grade in Old Prussian is an easily understood innovation. Curiously, the En-
chiridion presents an a-preterite imma(ts) in contrast with the e-preterite of
the 1" and 2™ Catechisms. It must represent a secondary regularization, per-
haps imputable to Abel Will alone. As for the acute intonation of Latv. jému/
jému, we have already seen that it was most probably taken from nému/nému.
The replacement of inf. *(j)imti by *(j)émti on the model of *némti almost
automatically entailed a parallel rebuilding of the preterite. Note, finally, the
circumflex variant nému (jemu?), presumably to be equated with Lith. émé."”

15 E.g. Kazlauskas 1968, 360; Petit 2004, 338f.; LIV, 236; Smoczynski 2007,
220, among others.

' The prehistory of nemt/nemt/nimt is discussed in Villanueva Svensson
2011a, 321.

' Pace Tremblay (2005, 657%) <émjau> in Klein’s Compendium does not imply
acute émiau, as Klein also uses <é> in unstressed position, cf. Sinkinas 2010, 75ff.,

92ff.
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[ thus conclude that Lith. immti, ima, émé faithfully continues the Pro-
to-Baltic paradigm of the verb “to take”, as already clearly seen by Stang
(1942, 117; 1966, 381). The problem is not the preterite *ém-e itself (cf. Lith.
lémé, rémé, etc.), but the whole paradigm to which it belongs.

8. Before returning to *ém-é it will be convenient to discuss the Indo-
European averbo of *h;em- “to take” (LIV, 236), attested with certainty only
in Italo-Celtic and Balto-Slavic.'® Italic and Celtic agree in having a thematic
present *h;ém-e/o- (Lat. emo, Olr. -eim), but otherwise disagree. The Old
Irish t-preterite -ét has been derived from a sigmatic aorist *h;em-s-t (e.g.
Schumacher 2004, 65f., 292), but can also derive from a root aorist (or
imperfect?) *hem-t (e.g. Jasanoff 2012, 133). Lat. émi is traditionally de-
rived from a perfect *h;e-hy(0)m-, but its interpretation will naturally depend
on one’s views concerning the Latin long-vowel preterite. Meiser (2003,
199) considers Lat. impv. em “take!” a relic of the original root aorist, but em
can simply be an irregularly shortened imperative of the type fac, dic, duc.
Finally, Os. perf. fut. 3 sg. pert-emust, perf. 3 pl. emmens probably stem
from *em- (< *hem-t), but *ém- (: Lat. emi) is not categorically excluded, cf.
Meiser 2003, 73, 199, with references.

In Slavic we find an unusual aspectual contrast between OCS perfective
img (< *jomo), jeti, aor. jesv, jetv “take” and imperfective jemljo, imati, imaxw
(< *jvma-), both seemingly primary verbs."” Unfortunately, whereas the pre-
sent img fully agrees with Bl. *ima, inf. jeti and aor. jetv are ambiguous be-
tween *im- (: Lith. imti) and *em- (: Lith. émé). If, as seems likely (see below),
*hiem- was an aoristic root, one would favor *em- (cf. e.g. OCS Zoro, zZréti,
Zrétv “swallow” [to the aoristic root *g“erhs-, LIV, 211f.] vs. tor(j)o, troti,
tro “rub” [to the present root *terh;-, LIV, 632f.]), but this criterion is not
conclusive. As for jemljo, imati, Vaillant (1966, 310; followed by LIV, 236)
considers it a fairly old type of derived imperfective (iterative), later replaced
by the familiar type with lengthened grade. I am not aware of any independ-
ent evidence supporting such a derivational analysis of jemljo. This seems to
leave us with two alternatives: i) Slavic inherited two primary presents, *im-e-
and *em-je-, that somehow came to be opposed as perfective : imperfective
when the Slavic aspectual system was formed (e.g. Tedesco 1948, 366);

' 1 omit Hitt. wemiya-™ “find” (whose analysis as preverb *u + *hem- is quite
uncertain, cf. Kloekhorst 2008, 999) and Toch. A yom-, B ydnm- “achieve, reach”
(which may belong to *iem- [LIV, 312], cf. Malzahn 2010, 796).

' I leave out of consideration the utterly problematic imamo, iméti “have”, which has
no direct impact on Baltic.
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ii) Slavic inherited a Baltic-like paradigm pres. *em-(j)e- or *im-(j)e-, inf.
*im-ti, aor. *em-t (vel sim.) that split into two independent verbs (e.g. Petit
2004, 339f.). Both possibilities entail complicated scenarios and are liable
to various objections. Here I would only like to stress the following points:
i) internal reconstruction clearly points to a Baltic zero-grade present *ima,
which practically proves the Balto-Slavic antiquity of OCS img; ii) the Baltic
preterite *ém-¢ favors deriving OCS aor. jetv from full-grade *em- or length-
ened-grade *em-; iii) even if the Baltic infinitive *im-tei- is inherited from
Balto-Slavic, the null hypothesis for Slavic is that OCS inf. jeti continues
*em-ti, with the same vocalism as the aorist. Put it otherwise, a strict Balto-
Slavic perspective only strengthens the equation Lith. ima, iriti, émé = OCS
imo, jeti, jetv (as correctly appreciated by Stang 1966, 381). OCS jemljo,
imati is admittedly not accounted for under this reconstruction. It may indeed
continue an old present (: Lat. emo, Olr. -eim?) that simply went out of use in
Baltic. As a final possibility (but one that is bound to remain controversial),
I would suggest a contamination of *h;em- and *nem(h;)- parallel to that of
Latvian and, perhaps, Zemaitian. A present root like *nem(h;)- (PIE pres.
*ném(hy)-e/o-) would most probably have given BL.-Sl. pres. *nemH-e-ti, inf.
*nmH-tei-, aor. *nmH-a- and subsequently (pre-)Sl. *nem-(jle-, *nim-a-ti,
*nim-a-s-.*" If this verb was kept long enough in the prehistory of Slavic, it
seems perfectly possible to me that it was analogically reshaped as *jem-je-,
*jbm-a-, with secondary adoption of the anlaut of *jem-e-, *je-. The aspectual
contrast between them can perhaps be explained in this way.

The aspectual profile of the root *h;em- is not absolutely certain. The pre-
sent stems Italo-Celtic *em-e/0- and Balto-Slavic *im-e/o- could be routine-
ly joined under a PIE athematic present *h;ém-ti/*h;m-énti (e.g. Ernout-
Meillet DELL 196), but the preterites Olr. -ét, Os. pert-emust, OCS jetv,
Lith. émé are most naturally derived from a root aorist *hm-t (e.g. LIV,
236). If the later option is correct, BL.-SI. *im-e/o- would be an innovat-
ed present according to an established pattern in this family (see below
§ 10), whereas It.-Celt. *em-e/o- would be best taken as a displaced root
aorist subjunctive (as stated above, the evidence for a Balto-Slavic present
*em-(i)e/o- is extremely fragile). Put it otherwise, the root *h;em- either did
not make a present in the parent language or, if it did, it cannot be recon-
structed on the available evidence.

"1 cannot here devote the necessary space to argue for this reconstruction, cf.
Villanueva Svensson 2011a, 318ff.
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9. We can now return to Bl. *ém-¢ (Lith. émé). In an Indo-European per-
spective it has been customary to equate Lith. émé with Lat. emi. On the
ultimate source there is more controversy. Beside the more or less traditional
derivation from a perfect *hje-h,6m-/*hie-hym-"(e.g. Meiser 2003, 152°%),
proposed sources include a root aorist with monosyllabic lengthening in the
2" and 3" sg. (Kortlandt 2007, 154), a Narten aorist (Tremblay 2005,
657), and a Narten imperfect (Jasanoff 2012, 128), all of them starting from
PIE 3 sg. *h,em-t.2!

The “perfect approach”is the most easily dismissed, as Baltic preterites and
Slavic aorists otherwise never go back to PIE perfects. In addition, the pres-
ence of a root aorist (OCS jetv) beside a perfect (Lith. émé) in the last stages
of Balto-Slavic would be hard to motivate. All other proposals operate with
non-standard PIE reconstructions that cannot be properly discussed within
the limits of this article. While generally sympathetic with the view that some
long-vowel preterites in Latin and some other languages continue displaced
Narten imperfects (cf. Jasanoff 2012, with references), in this particular
case the only evidence pointing to a “Narten profile” of *h;em- is the puta-
tive equation émé ~ emi itself, the probative force of which is undermined by
the fact that Lat. emi is too trivially derived from a perfect *h;e-h;m-. The last
handicap applies to Kortlandt’s and Tremblay’s proposals as well.

But the whole issue of Lith. émé is in my view incorrectly formulated if it
is framed in terms of Indo-European inheritance. The Baltic preterite system
is an exclusive creation of this branch. In spite of numerous attempts to derive
preterites like béré, véme, léme, kiile, vogeé, etc. from a PIE source (sigmatic
aorists, perfects, Narten aorists or imperfects), it cannot be stressed enough
that the long-vowel e-preterite is completely regular to ia-presents from °ER-,
°EU- and °ET-roots. Such systematicity strongly speaks in favor of a relatively
recent origin. Lith. ima, iriiti, émé, to be sure, is an irregular verb, but irregu-
larities in the Baltic preterite are usually explainable within Baltic and reflect
the individual prehistory of a given verb or class. With the possible exception
of OPr. béi, OLith. bif(i), Latv. bija “was”, I am not aware of a single example
demanding an Indo-European or even Balto-Slavic explanation.”

*I' T will not here discuss the intonation of émeé, as in my view this is an exclusively
Baltic coinage (see below). If PIE *h,ém-t is believed to give Bl. *ém-, the intonation of
émé must have been taken from inf. iriti.

> To give just an example, the irregular preterite of mifti, mirsta, miré “die” depends
on an inherited present *miria < *mp-ié-tor. It certainly does not require something like
PIE aor. *mr-éh;-t or *mr-é-t.
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In brief, we’ll do well in looking for an inner-Baltic account of *ém-é. The
assumption of an analogy *em-é¢ — *ém-é on the model of the type rémia :
rémé (e.g. Smoczynski 2007, 220) is unlikely because it depends on the
alleged antiquity of a present *em-a, which as we have seen is most prob-
ably false. Note, in addition, that it operates with a non-exact proportion.
If one continues looking for an analogical explanation, it would be better
to follow Stang (1942, 117; 1966, 381) and assume that the analogy with
the preterite type rémé, [émé etc. targeted the preterite *em-e alone, without
there being any pivotal form at hand, simply because é-preterites with short
e before resonants do not otherwise occur. In a different vein, Petit (2004,
338f.) suggests that the long vowel was extracted from the negative form:
*ne-émé > *némé — émé. This account has the disadvantage of operating with
a fully incontrollable process. The well-known parallel of éo “went” (beside
widespread dial. éo), is not as good as it may seem at first sight. Lith. éjo/
¢jo looks like a fairly recent coinage (note the Latvian suppletive pret. gaju),
whereas the antiquity of émé is directly supported by Latv. jemu/jému (Lith.
dial. émé is very rare).

10. A major problem with all the proposals mentioned above is that the
e-preterite is simply taken for granted. But if the *-ija- > *-e- theory is cor-
rect, *eém-e is unexpected beside an old a-present *im-a. It would be desir-
able if an account of the length of *ém-é could at the same time account for
the e-preterite itself. We can now present our scenario. The pattern zero-
grade pres. *im- : full-grade pret. *em- is fully isolated in Baltic, but not in
Slavic: OCS ¢&to : ¢isv “count” (: Latv. Skist, Skiet “seem”), Zvro : Zréxv “swal-
low” (: Lith. gérti, géria “drink™), -norg : -nréxv “submerge” (: Lith. nérti, néria,
Latv. nirt, niru “dive”), -pvng : -pesv> “stretch” (: Lith. pinti, pina “weave,
twine”), etc. In my view the full-grade infinitive-aorist stem continues PIE
active root aorists (*k“éit’-t, *g“érhs-t, *nérH-t, *(s)pénh-t, see LIV, s.v.) that
acquired a secondary zero-grade thematic present in Balto-Slavic. This type
was eliminated in Baltic, usually by generalizing one of the vocalisms (gérti,
pinti). Variants like Lith. nérti ~ Latv. nirt suggest that some verbs kept the old
ablaut until fairly recently, but cases like Latv. Skist, Skiet, where the original
ablaut has been fully inverted, point to a more complex prehistory (B1.-SL
pres. *nir-e/o- :aor.-inf. *ner- — Bl. *ner-a : *ner- — *ner-a : *nir-?). Need-
less to say, on occasion the innovation may have been on the Slavic side (e.g.

* The accentuation of Sl. inf. *peti “expand” points to full-grade *penH-téi-, cf.
Villanueva Svensson 2011a, 304, with references.
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RuCS milésti, mlozu “milk” vs. Lith. dial. milzti, mélZa, where the Baltic ablaut
is the one expected from a PIE athematic present *h,mélg-ti/*h,mlg-énti).
The origin and dialectal development of this type cannot be discussed within
the limits of this article. For present purposes it is enough to observe that it
was well-established in Balto-Slavic and that Lith. irfiti, ima, émé, however
transformed, is the only relic to survive into historical times in Baltic.

The high-frequency of the verb “to take” probably suffices to explain
the archaism of its morphology. At some point, however, the inherited pret.
*em-t (or sigmatized *em-s-t) had to be affected by the general restructuring
of the Baltic preterite system. It is in this context, I believe, where the ex-
planation of *ém-¢é should be sought. The generalization of *-a- as the only
Baltic preterite suffix must have been a long process, one that targeted some
particularly common verbs at a relatively late stage. It is perfectly reasonable
to suppose that *em(-s)-t was one of those cases. It is further conceivable that
*em(-s)-t was not regularized as *em-a, as one may have expected, but as
*em-iia, with *-iia- taken from the ia-presents. The motivation for such an
unusual choice is unclear. It may have been favored by the fact that “to take”
was already an irregular verb. In any case, *em-iia would have given *ém-¢é by
regular sound change. As an alternative, it is possible that the regularization
of *em(-s)-t took place after the é-preterite had been created. “To take” may
well have been one of the first verbs to adopt the recent e-preterite instead
of the expected a-preterite: *em(-s)-t — *ém-é. The length of *ém-e would
then be due, as per Stang (1966, 381), to the fact that preterites in *°eR-e
were unknown in the language. Put it otherwise, it was a side effect of the
adoption of the e-preterite.

In spite of the uncertainties surrounding the derivation of Bl. *em-¢ from
B1.-Sl. *em(-s)-t, in my view the most serious problem in the paradigm iriti,
ima, émé is not the preterite *ém-é itself, but its relationship to the infinitive
*im-ti. The infinitive and preterite (aorist) stems regularly pattern together
in Baltic and Balto-Slavic (with the exception of the Slavic type s-aor. vésw
[: vedg, vesti “lead”], which is irrelevant here). The pattern inf. *im-ti : pret.
*eém-¢ is as isolated in Baltic as that of pres. *im-a : pret. *em-e, with the
difference that *im-ti : *ém-e has no clear parallels in Slavic. I see two pos-
sibilities:

i) Baltic inherited an infinitive stem *em-tei- (: OCS jeti) that analogically
acquired the vocalism of pres. *im-a. Such a unique innovation could be
motivated by the irregular character of the verb “to take” Thematic presents
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otherwise display e : zero ablaut (Lith. kefpa, kifpti “cut”, géna, gifiti “drive”,
etc.) or do not have any ablaut at all (nésa, nesti “carry”, duga, dugti “grow”,
lipa, lipti “climb”, etc.). At an early stage they all selected the a-preterite. It
is conceivable that, once the preterite *ém-é was formed, the infinitive stem
became free, so to speak, to be influenced by the present. If this took place
before the types (Lith.) [ékti, [¢kia, [éké “fly, run” and gérti, géria, géré “drink”
had acquired their actual form, but still had inf. *lek-ti, pret. *ger-¢, they
could have provided additional support for a short-lived rule according to
which long-vowel e-preterites were opposed to a present and infinitive with
short vowel.

ii) The infinitive iriti is a strong archaism of Balto-Slavic date. There is
some evidence suggestive (but not probative) of an early independence of
the infinitive and preterite stems, mostly in the form of fossilized past pas-
sive participles: Lith. girtas “drunk” (: Lith. geérti, géria “drink”, OCS Zréti,
zvrg “swallow™), status “steep” (: Lith. stoti, stoja, OCS stati, stang “stand
up”), stirta “stack” (: OCS stréti, storjo “spread out”), tiltas “bridge”, etc.,
all of them to well-known aoristic roots (*g“erhs-, *steh,-, *sterhs-, *telh,-,
see LIV, s.v.) that, when preserved, predictably present a full-grade aorist in
Balto-Slavic. Lith. iriti could then be a relic dating back to a time when the
infinitive stem had not yet adopted the vocalism of the aorist.

It is unclear to me, however, whether girtas, status, etc. actually demand
revisiting the close association between the aorist and infinitive stems in Bal-
to-Slavic. In principle they could simply be PIE relics (*g“rhs-to-, *stha-to-,
etc.). I thus favor the first, inner-Baltic account of the infinitive irti.

DU NETAISYKLINGI BALTY PRETERITAL: LIE. ddvé, émé

Santrauka

Straipsnyje aiSkinami du netaisyklingi balty kalby e-preteritai (lie. dave, émeé) *-iia >
*-e teorijos kontekste. Lie. davé (taip pat lie. $ldvé ir denominatyvinj tipa mel-dvo) galima
aiskinti tokiu budu: *do(-s)- — *do-va- (siekiant iSvengti hiato *do-a- jterpiamas *-v- po
uzpakalinés eilés ilgyjy balsiy) — *dov-ja- (pridedamas preterito formantas *-ja- kaip prie
visy ilgyjy balsiy kamieny) > *dav-ja- (Osthoffo désnis) — *dav-é- (*-ja- eliminuojamas
po *°v-, perémus preterito priesaga *-é- arba *-a-). Lie. émé ilgasis Saknies balsis veikiau-
siai atsirado kartu su paciu e-preteritu: *em(-s)-t — *em-iia > *ém-é (perémus ia-prezensy
preterita *-1ia) arba tiesiai *em(-s)-t — *ém-é (nes *°eR-¢ strukturos preterity nebuvo).
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