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OLD LITHUANIAN ischtirra ‘FOUND OUT’ AND SOME NOTES
ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF BALTIC PRETERITE'

Abstract. The starting point for our considerations on the development of the
Baltic preterite is the Old Lithuanian preterite <ischtirra> /istira:/ ‘found out’,
etymologically connected to tyré ‘examined’. In form, /istira:/ and tyré match the
Old Church Slavonic otere (thematic aorist) and tre (sigmatic aorist). This, in turn,
is an argument for the hypothesis proposed by Daniel Petit (2004) on the origin of
the lengthening in the Baltic preterite. The second part of this paper discusses the
traces of a coexistence of inflected aspect (based on the contrast of the past tenses
of aorist : imperfect) and derivational aspect (based on the opposition of perfective :
imperfective) in Lithuanian.
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1. Introduction

In the writings of Jonas Bretkiinas / Johann Bretke (the end of the 16"
century), there is, overlooked in “Lietuviy kalbos zodynas”, preterite istira
<ischtirra> ‘found out’, which relates etymologically to tirti, tiria, tyré ‘to
investigate’. Below, I provide instances from Bretke’s Bible (1)—(5) and his

Postil (6)—(7):

(1) Bei tatai ischtirra Pharaonas [Pharao], ir (ghis) tikoia Moseschaus, ieib ghi
nuszawintu. (Exodus 2, 15)

‘Und es kam vor Pharao, der trachtete nach Mose, dal} er ihn erwiirgete.’ (Luther
1545; www.biblegateway.com/versions/Luther-Bibel-1545-LUTH1545)

' T owe special gratitude to an anonymous reviewer, whose comments on an earlier
version of this article made me aware of some unfortunate formulations. Needless to say,
the sole responsibility for any remaining misinterpretations or mistakes is mine.
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(2) Jr mana schirdis daugia ischmoka ir ischtira. (Ecclesiastes 1, 16)

‘und mein Herz hat viel gelernt und erfahren.” (Luther 1545)

(3) Neprietelei ischtirra, mane Mura pakurusi ir skiliu nebesant (Nehemiah 6, 1)

‘Feinde erfuhren, daf} ich die Mauer gebauet hatte, und keine Liicke mehr dran
wire...” (Luther 1545)

(4) Kaip tada Hoitmanai, kurie ant Lauku flapes (laikes) fu fawa Szmonims ifchtirra,
iog karalius Babilonios Gedalia Sunu Ahikam Wiriaufiu Szemes iftatens buwa...
(Jeremiah 40, 7)

‘Da nun die Hauptleute, so auf dem Felde sich hielten, samt ihren Leuten
erfuhren, daf} der Konig zu Babel hatte Gedalja, den Sohn Ahikams, {iber das
Land gesetzt...” (Luther 1545)

(5) O kaip Iohanan funus Kareah ifchtirra, ir wifsi Hoitmanai kario, kurie pas ghi buwa,
wifsa piktenibe, kure Ifmael funus Nethania padarens darens buwa (Jeremiah 41, 11)

‘Da aber Johanan, der Sohn Kareahs, erfuhr und alle Hauptleute des Heeres, die
bei ihm waren, all das Ubel, das Ismael, der Sohn Nethanjas, begangen hatte’
(Luther 1545)

(6) T1 cziesu ischtirra daug szmoniu Szidischku / Jesu Bethoniai santi. (BP 12, 15)

‘At that time many Jews have learned, that Jesus is in Bethany.’

(7) Tatai kaip ischtirra Jonas koschnodieia / apbara karaliu... (BP 29, 5)
‘And when John the Preacher found out about this, he reproved the king...’

Old Lithuanian <ischtirra> /istira:/* ‘found out’ is evidently different
from the preterite tyré /ti:re:/ ‘investigated’. Starting from the opposition of
/istira:/ ‘found out’ : tyré ‘investigated’, I shall defend the following thesis:

1) The opposition /istira:/ : tyré comes from the older opposition of

thematic aorist : sigmatic aorist (Keolln 1969). This in turn has its
own consequences for the lengthening in the Baltic -é-preterite (Petit
2004); see section 2.

* In line with German orthography, doubled letter <rr> marks the shortness of
the previous letter. Similarly, in other instances in Exodus: <turreia> (2, 16) ‘he had’,
<Kamme> (2, 20) ‘where’, <palikkote> (2, 20) ‘you left’, <passilikti> (2, 21) ‘to stay’,
<wadinna> (2, 22) ‘he called’.
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2) The exclusive use of the prefixed form <ischtirra> (lack of *<tirra>) is
an archaism and it finds good parallels in other Old Lithuanian and Old
Church Slavonic/Old Russian verbs. These facts suggest that prefixed
aorists were the first stage in the development of derivational aspect.
Lithuanian data provide traces of the coexistence of the inherited
inflected aspect (based on the opposition of aorist : imperfect) and the
innovative derivational aspect (based on the opposition of perfective :
imperfective); see section 3.
2. Thematic aorist vs. sigmatic aorist in the Proto-Baltic language
Endzelins (1910, 18-19) noticed that there is the following repartition
of preterital suffixes: intransitive verbs have -a-preterite and intransitive ones
-e-preterite, e.g. Latvian dial. intr. dega ‘was on fire’ : tr. dege. This view has
been accepted by others, including Stang (1942, 189), Kolln (1969), and
Barton (1980). Endzelins’s observation is undoubtedly correct, and it is
supported by the opposition between -sta-inchoatives and -ja-causatives, e.g.
intr. pret. liiZo ‘cracked’ (pres. liizta) : tr. pret. lduzé (pres. lduZia). The same
repartition we also find in the opposition of intransitive pret. skilo ‘split’ (inf.
skilti, pres. skyla) : transitive pret. skylé ‘lit the fire’ (inf. skilti, pres. skilia);
IDE *skelh;-. The inherited character of the pres. skilia ‘lights the fire’ is
clear from Old Icelandic skilja ‘to divide, separate’. The meaning ‘to light
fire’ developed in the prefixed form iSskilti ‘to strike a fire’, whence, due to
de-prefixation, the meaning became generalized into the simplex form skilti;
for details see Ostrowski (2014). An analogy is provided by Russian ceus
‘to cut, split, chop’ vs. svi-ceuv uckpy ‘to strike a spark’.

The described repartition does not cover, however, all data that was already
indicated by Christian Stang (1942, 189; 1966, 385):

transitives with -d-preterite: Lith. skusti, skuta, skuto ‘to shave’ : Latv.

skust, skutu, skutu ‘to shave’; Lith. pisti, pisa, piso ‘futuere’ : Latv. pist,
pisu, pisu ‘futuere’; Lith. risti, rita, rito ‘to roll’ : Latv. rist, ritu, ritu ‘to
roll’; Lith. pifkti, perka, pirko ‘to buy’ : Latv. pirkt, perku, pirku.

- intransitives with -e-preterite: Lith. mifti, -$ta, miré ‘to die’; Lith. gimti,

-sta, -é ‘to be born’, Lith. virti, vérda, viré ‘to boil’; Lith. gul~ti, gula, gulé

‘to lie down’.

The listed examples are in clear contradiction to Endzelins’s observations,
and for all intents and purposes, this inconsistency has not yet been explained.
The elucidation of these facts I am leaving for another time. Christian Stang
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(1942, 63) was also the one who pointed out that thematic aorists in Old
Church Slavonic are usually intransitive, e.g. jadw, idv, sédv, padv. This idea
was developed by Hermann Kolln (1969), who hypothesized that the use of
thematic and sigmatic aorists in the Balto-Slavonic protolanguage overlaps
roughly with the opposition of medium : activum; in Baltic languages,
thematic aorist has been supplanted by -a-preterite and sigmatic aorist by
-e-preterite. In this way, Kolln explained the intransitive -a-preterite of Baltic
infixed verbs, because, as is shown in Slavonic data, the infixed verbs formed
the thematic aorist, e.g. OCS sédv ‘sat down’ (pres. sedp) : Lith. sédo ‘sat
down’ (OPr. sindats ‘sitting’; see Stang loc. cit.); OCS aor. prilvpe ‘got stuck’
(pres. prilonetv) : Lith. lipo ‘stuck’ (pres. liipa). I shall return later to Kolln’s
hypothesis.

As both ischtirra and tyré are transitive, the difference between them must
be more subtle than the opposition of intransitive pret. skilo ‘split’ : transitive
pret. skylé ‘lit the fire’. Thanks to the paper by Hopper and Thompson
(1980), we know that transitivity comprises a few parameters and only one of
them points to the presence of an object. Therefore, Hopper and Thompson
talk about high and low transitivity. These parameters are as follows:

HIGH LOW
A) PARTICIPANTS 2 or more participants, A and O. 1 participant
B) KINESIS action non-action
C) ASPECT telic atelic
D) PUNCTUALITY punctual non-punctual
E) VOLITIONALITY volitional non-volitional
F) AFFIRMATION affirmative negative
G) MODE realis realis
H) AGENCY A high in potency A low in potency
I) AFFECTEDNESS OF O O totally affected O not affected
J) INDIVIDUATION OF O O highly individuated O not-individuated

The parameters I) and J) concern the object. An object highly individuated
has the following properties: proper, human/animate, concrete, singular,
count, and referential/definite. On the other hand, an object non-individuated
comprises the following properties: common, inanimate, abstract, plural,
mass, non-referential. E.g., the possessive verb turéti ‘to have’ requires an
object, so it is transitive in the usual sense, but it does not have at least three
other properties: kinesis (action), aspect (telic), and punctuality (punctual).
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Morphosyntactically, the low transitivity of turéti ‘to have’ manifests itself in
its inability to make the passive voice, e.g. Lith. Jis turi masing — *Masina
yra jo turéta / He has a car — *The car is had by him (see Benveniste
1960 [1966]). Hopper and Thompson (1980, 253) illustrated variation
in the degree of transitivity by means of the sentences Jerry likes beer and
Jerry knocked Sam down. The verb in Jerry knocked Sam down represents high
transitivity as it displays the following properties: kinesis (action), aspect
(telic), punctuality (punctual), affectedness of object (total), and individuation
of object: high, referential, animate, and proper. Lithuanian tyré ‘investigated’
has at least two properties that are missing in ischtirra: volitionality and
individuation of object. In the case of the volitionality parameter, the agent
acts purposefully — cf. the difference between I wrote your name (volitional)
and I forgot your name (non-volitional); see Hopper, Thompson (1980,
252). Lith. ischtirra ‘found out’ is non-volitional, e.g. He found out about it
accidentally. The difference between ischtirra and tyré is well visible if we
compare ex. (1) with ex. (8) [Bretke’s Bible; Ecclesiastes 12, 9]:

(8) O tas Kofnadieia ne tiktai buwa prafchmintingas, bet ir fmones mokie giera
pamokfla, ir daboios, tires ir futaife daugia kalbefiu (Ecclesiastes 12, 9)

‘Derselbe Prediger war nicht allein weise, sondern lehrte auch das Volk gute Lehre

und merkte und forschte und stellte viel Spriiche.” (Luther 1545)

‘And moreover, because the preacher was wise, he still taught the people
knowledge; yea, he gave good heed, and sought out, and set in order many
proverbs’. (King James Bible, www.kingjamesbibleonline.org)

In ex. (1), Pharaoh found out (audivitque in Vulgate) about Moses’s crime,
but it is less possible that Pharaoh himself was involved in the investigation.
A completely different situation is observed in (8), where the agent was
engaged personally in seeking out proverbs. Also, the object in (1)—(7) is
non-individuated: inanimate, common, and sometimes abstract (5). Hermann
Kolln, when trying to describe the Old Greek opposition of thematic aorist :
sigmatic aorist used the terms effective : ineffective verbs instead of transitive
: intransitive. Ineffective verbs denote that there is no effect upon the object,
e.g. to see, to hear. In other words, ineffective verbs correspond semantically
to middle voice. The opposition of tyré ‘investigated’ : ischtirra ‘found
out’ matches Kolln’s differentiation of effective : ineffective verbs, and the
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verb ischtirra is a complex mental event. These kinds of events are related
semantically to middle voice, too (Kemmer 1993, 137-142).

If we accept Kolln’s hypothesis, we may assume that the difference of
istira <ischtirra> ‘found out’ : tyré ‘investigated’ is a continuation of the
older opposition of thematic aorist : sigmatic aorist, and interestingly, both
aorists are testified in Slavonic languages. Christoph Koch (1990, 435-439)
noticed that Old Church Slavonic otre (recorded in Codex Assemanius) and
Serbo-Croatian trh, t7, tt come from the older sigmatic aorist *frh;-s- ‘rub’
> Proto-Slav. *tir-s-s, *tir-s-t > Serbo-Croation th, 7, tF. On the other
hand, thematic aorist is testified in OCS otvre (Codex Marianus and Codex
Suprasliensis), and therefore, we may establish a formal adequacy between
Slavonic and Baltic data in the area of sigmatic aorist:

*trh;-s- > Proto-Slav. *tir-s-s, *tir-s-t > S-Cr. tth, tr, tt / OCS tro
*trh;-s- > Proto-Balt. *tir-s-t => *tir-e- (Lith. tyré)
and thematic aorist:

*trhi-e- > Proto-Slav. *tire- > OCS otvre
*trhi-e- > Proto-Balt. *tire- / *tira- => OLith. istira

Now we may use Lith. tyré ‘examined’ as an argument for Petit’s
(2004, 353-358) hypothesis, according to which, the lengthening in Baltic
-e-preterites is the result of phonetic development in a group of sigmatic
aorists with the root structure -VRH-s-. Due to the substitution of sigmatic
aorist by -é-preterite (in short: sigm. aor. => -é-pret.), the syllable boundary
moved, preventing the shortening of the long vowel; e.g.:

Baltic aor. *gerH-s-t ‘drunk’ > *ger-s-0) (cf. OCS sigm. aor. po-zréxv) =>
ger-é-Q.

According to Kurylowicz’s model (1968, 321-322), after the shortening
of long diphthongs in the anteconsonantic position, i.e. *gerti > gérti ‘to
drink’, the only difference between laryngeal and non-laryngeal verbs was
the intonation, i.e. gérti ‘to drink’ (IDE *g“erhs-) vs. berti ‘to strew’ (IDE
*bler-). After the géré type pattern, new preterites of the béré type came
into existence. The lengthening of verbs with root structure CVC, e.g. pres.
plécia : pret. plété (inf. plésti ‘to broaden’) appeared only at the last stage. This
stage is the latest, as the process has been conducted only partially in the
Latvian preterite, where alongside the younger preterite pletu, the older pletu
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has been maintained (cf. also the lack of lengthening in inf. plest alongside

plest); similarly Latvian pret. lécu occurred alongside the older lecu ‘leaped’

(in Lithuanian only léké and plété). This explanation also has the advantage

that it allows for elucidating the lack of lengthening in the preterite of -ifi-

verbs, e.g. Lith. valyti ‘to clean up’, pret. valé (not *volé), the derivative from

Lith. vélti ‘to press’ (IDE *welhs-). The sigmatic aorist *walH-1-s- excluded

the lengthening and prevented its analogical spread among non-laryngeal

verbs, e.g. manyti ‘to think’ : pret. mané (not *moné), sakyti ‘to talk’ : pret.
sdaké (not *soké) etc.

A completely different hypothesis was put forward by Miguel Villanueva
Svensson (2014, 241), who proposed the change *sver-ija- > svéré to explain
the lengthening in the preterite. His assumption was based on Larsson’s
(2004, 306) hypothesis, that if the accent in the sequence *-i(y)- was
retracted to the preceding syllable with a short vowel, this vowel was regularly
lengthened and there appeared circumflex. Villanueva Svensson’s proposal
demands an extensive comment, which would relate to the hypothetical
development *-ija > -¢, the origin of the transitive preterite suffix -é-, and the
genesis of the opposition -sta-inchoatives : -ja-causatives (see Ostrowski
2001; 2006, 17—19 on the latter). On the origin of the transitive suffix -é-,
see Stang (1942, 151), Kurytowicz (1966), and Ostrowski (2006, 47).
All these problems go beyond the scope of the present paper, however, I
would like to use this occasion to share a few of my doubts concerning the
development *sver-ija- > svéré:

1) If T understand correctly, Miguel Villanueva Svensson seems to consider
the change *-ija > -é as a phonetically regular process. In this case,
however, a question arises: how can we explain the lack of the change
*~ija > -e in eldija ‘boat’ (Slav. *oldvji), vilkija ‘pack of wolves’, etc.?

2) Among nouns with the so-called “Zugehorigkeitssuffix” *-ija-, we find

two with “métatonie douce”, which is traditionally explained as a result of

accent retraction, e.g. kidusas (1, 3) ‘shell, skull’ : kiadsis (2) ‘egg’, taukai

(3) [acc.pl. tdukus] ‘fat’ : tadkis, -é (2) ‘Symphytum officinale’ (Stang

1966, 146; Derksen 1996, 46). Both of these nouns belong to AP2,

and Stang (1966, 146) compared this type with Skt. (Vedic) udaniya-

‘watery’ and Greek youpiog ‘molar’. Aside from these two instances, we

find a whole series of nouns (old adjectives) with “Zugehorigkeitssuffix”

*-ija- that mostly fall into AP2 and do not show lengthening in the root
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(Otrebski 1965, 64; Derksen 1996, 146), e.g.: kdras (4) ‘war’ : karis (2)
‘army, cantoment’ / karys (4) ‘soldier’, vakarai (3°) ‘the west’ / vdkaras
(3%) ‘evening’ : vakdris (2) ‘westerly wind’, vdsara (1) ‘summer’ : vasdris
(2) ‘February, summery’, vandué (3") ‘water’ : vandénis (2) ‘supernatural
being’, drapana (1) ‘clothing, dress’ — drapdné (2) ‘wardrobe’, pakulos
(1, 3" ‘tow, oakum’ — adj. pakilis, -¢ (2) ‘made of tow’, pelenai (3")
‘ash’ — peléné (2) ‘ash pan’, samanos (1) ‘moss’ — samané (2) ‘wild bee’.
Some of them are still used as adjectives, e.g. samdné bité ‘wild bee’. In
my opinion, Lith. kélis (2) ‘knee’ also belongs here; its adjective function
is still visible in the sentence Kas tai keliai broliai (...) “‘Who are real
brothers (lit. brothers of knee) (...)" (Katkus 1931, 125; Ostrowski [in
prep.]). Does it mean that all these examples, except kiaiisis (2) and taiikis,
-é (2), were rootstressed? How can such an overwhelming advantage of
rootstressed adjectives over suffixstressed ones be explained?
3. Prefixed aorists in Baltic and Slavonic
As Rudolph Aitzetmiiller (1962) pointed out, in Old Church Slavonic
and Old Russian, the verbs that were nondurative in Proto-Indo-European,
and formed aorists preserved their nondurative meaning in prefixed forms.
On the other hand, simplex forms appeared only if they had a durative
meaning, e.g. durative mréti ‘to die’ and nondurative u-mréti; the starting
point here was the IDE aorist; see Vedic mrta. Moreover, in Old Church
Slavonic and Old Russian texts, sometimes only prefixed forms occur, whilst
there is no evidence of simplex forms, e.g. pozréti ‘to swallow’ (not *zréti),
provréti ‘to stick through’, zavréti ‘to close’ (not *vréti), razdréti ‘to tear
apart’ (not *dréti), prostréti ‘to spread’ (not *stréti), opréti s¢ ‘to lean on’
(not preti s¢), naceti ‘to start’ (not *Ceti), pripeti, ‘to enclose’ (not *peti). The
whole set of prefixed verbs together with their attestations is provided by
Aitzetmiiller (1962) and Koch (1990, 441-453). It is also a common
phenomenon in Old Church Slavonic and Old Russian texts that some aorists
are recorded exclusively with prefixes, e.g. OCS umrétv ‘died’ (not *mrétv),
pozrétv ‘swallowed’ (not *Zrétv), zavrétv ‘closed’ (not *vrétv), nacetv ‘started’
(not *¢etv), propetv (not *petv), oprétv s¢ ‘leaned on’ (not *prétv s¢). Many
of them go back to IDE aorists, e.g. Ved. (dpa) avar ‘hat gedffnet’ (LIV 203;
IDE *Hwer-), Ved. conjunctive aorist garan ‘sollen verschlingen’ (LIV 189;
IDE *g“erhs-), Ved. astarts ‘hast hingebreitet’ (LIV 545; IDE *sterhs-), Arm.
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hani ‘webte, ndhte zusammen’ (Klingenschmitt 1982, 235; IDE *spenh;-),
Ved. ma dpa spharis ‘stoBe nicht weg’ (LIV 532; IDE *sp"erH-). A brilliant
Slavic—Lithuanian parallel is delivered by OCS otvre, recorded only with a
prefix, and Old Lithuanian istira (it lacks *tira).

In Lithuanian, a large group of prefixed preterites are ingressive verbs with
the prefixes i$- and pra-, e.g., iSvysti ‘to see, to catch sight of, to glimpse’,
iSgifsti ‘to hear’, and pravyzdéti ‘to get to see, to start seeing’, praregéti ‘to start
seeing’, prazibti ‘to light up (intr.)’, prazysti ‘to start to flower’. Their origin
was elaborated by Ostrowski (2004) and especially by Ostrowski (2006,
55—64). Ingressive verbs of the presented type come from atelic stative verbs,
i.e., regéti ‘to see’ — praregéti ‘to get to see’, Zydéti ‘to blossom’ — prazysti
‘to start to flower’, and they appeared because of a need to express a state as
an event. As the perfective aspect in Baltic (and Slavonic) languages focuses
on indicating the boundary of the action, a.k.a. the feature of perfective :
imperfective aspect is [+/- limitation] (Serzants, Wiemer 2017, 245),
then in the case of derivatives from atelic stative verbs, only the initial
boundary of the state is possible. This in turn explains the ingressive meaning
of verbs with prefixes is- and pra-, derived from very stative verbs. Such an
interpretation is supported by the Old Greek ingressive aorist, e.g. factleto
‘T rule’ : efaciievoa ‘I started ruling’, French passé simple, e.g. savoir ‘to
know’ : (il) sut ‘he got to know’, se taire ‘to be silent’ : se tut ‘he fell silent’, and
Spanish conocer ‘to know’ : conoci (simple past) a Pedro hace muchos afios ‘1
got to know Pedro many years ago’ (Comrie 1995, 19). A brilliant analogy in
Lithuanian is delivered by the prefixed verb patikti, patifika, patiko ‘to appeal,
to like’, where the preterite points to the initial boundary of the state, e.g.
Jonui patiko Onuté ‘John got to like Ann’, but the present expresses the result
of the past action, i.e. Jonui patinka Onuté ‘John likes Ann’. Lithuanian verb
pazinti, pazjsta, pazino ‘to get to know; to know sb’ (it lacks simplex *Zinti)
is another case in point; more on that in section 3.1. These parallels suggest
that the preterite was the first stage in the development of the presented
ingressives, so Zydéti ‘to blossom’ — prazydo ‘it started to flower’, girdéti ‘to
hear’ — isgifdo ‘got to hear’, and the present forms were only created later.
This assumption is in turn supported by the ratio of preterite and present
forms in Dauksa’s Postil (1599), where we observe an evident prevalence of
preterite forms (see Kudzinowski 1977):
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iSgifsti — preterite 25x : present 3x
iSvysti — preterite 27x : present 1x
prazibti — preterite 6x : present 1x

The analysis of data included in LKZ yields similar results:

i$gifsti — preterite 5x : present Ox (LKZ 3, 348)
iSoysti — preterite 15x : present 1x (LKZ 19, 742)
prazibti — preterite 10x : present 1x (LKZ 20, 469).

Unprefixed verbs, e.g. gifsti, if they appear, are seldom and recorded very
late. In Old Lithuanian texts, only iSgifsti, iSvysti and prazibti are testified.
Disregarding these facts does not allow the derivational system of Old
Lithuanian verbs to be precisely grasped.

Ingressive verbs with is- point to the percipient; the source of the impetus
perceived by the subject is outside of the subject, so the second actant is
obligatory and the verb is transitive, e.g. iSvysti kg ‘to see sb / sth’. On the
other hand, among the ingressives with pra-, the action comes from the subject
itself and is directed from inside the subject, e.g. pragysti ‘to start singing’
(: giedéti “to sing’), prabilti “to start talking’ (: byl6ti ‘to talk’), prakalbti ‘to start
talking’ (: kalbéti ‘to talk, to speak’). The difference between the ingressives
with i§- and pra- is best visible in the opposition between transitive iSvysti kg
‘to see sb / sth’ (subject is a percipient and already has the ability to see) and
intransitive pravyzdéti ‘to start seeing (about a blind man)’ (the subject has
only just acquired the ability to see). Striking is also the functional similarity of
Lithuanian pra- and Latin pro. Benveniste (1949 [1966], 133) describes the
latter as meaning rather ‘outside of’ than ‘in front of’, more precisely as a result
of leaving a place assumed to be inside or hidden, e.g. prodeo ‘to come forth, to
appear’, progeniés ‘progeny’’, cf. also Lat. pro-for, pro-fart ‘to speak’ and Lith.
prabilti, prakalbti ‘to start talking’; Old Greek mooAéyw ‘foretell; proclaim’.

? “12 Pro ne signifie pas tant «devant» que «au-dehors, a Iextérieur»; c’est un «en

avant» réalisé par un mouvement de sortie ou d’expulsion hors d’un lieu supposé intéri-
eur ou couvert (cf. prodeo, progenies); 2° Ce mouvement crée séparation entre la position
initiale et la position pro; c’est pourquoi pro, indiquant ce qui vient se mettre «devant» le
point de départ, peut marquer, selon le cas, couverture, protection, défense, ou équiva-
lence, permutation, substitution; 3° le sens méme de ce mouvement crée entre le point
de départ et le point pro une relation objective, qui n’est pas exposée a s’'inverser si la
position de I'observateur change.” (Benveniste loc. cit.).
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To sum up this part, in the past of the Lithuanian language, there was
a group of preterites that always functioned with prefixes and functionally
corresponded to the old aorists. On this ground, I maintain that the old
aorists were reinforced in Baltic and Slavonic languages by adding prefixes.
Reasons for this process are unclear, but we are here witnesses of the change
from the older inflectional aspect to the innovative, derivational aspect.
The coexistence of both aspect systems can be observed in Old Church
Slavonic, Old Russian, and Bulgarian; the development of Old Russian has
been thoroughly described by Serzants (2009). The description of the Old
Lithuanian tense—aspect system presented here is preliminary, and future
considerations need to include Old Lithuanian compound tenses of perfect
(buti + part. praet. act.) and imperfect (buti + part. praes. act.) as well. At this
moment, I want to highlight that traces of coexistence of the inherited aspect
(“Grammatischer Aspekt” in Serzant’s terms), based on the distinction of
perfective : imperfective tenses, and innovative aspect expressed by word
formation (“Lexikalischer Aspekt” in Serzant’s terms) can also be found in
Old Lithuanian. Section 3.1 is devoted to this topic.

3.1. Lithuanian paZinti and Baltic -ja-imperfect

There is one more reason to consider Old Lithuanian prefixed preterites
presented in the previous section as archaic and to link them with the tense—
aspect model similar to the one in Old Church Slavonic and Old Russian.
As is well known, perfective verbs in Baltic and Slavonic languages do not
occur in sentences expressing extension in time, thus we cannot say in Polish
*Przeczytatem ksigzke pie¢ godzin or in Lithuanian *Perskaiciau knygq penkias
valandas. An exception is made for perdurative (e.g. Pol. Przezytem tam trzy
lata “1 lived there for three years’ and Lith. Pragyvenau ten tris metus) and
delimitative verbs (e.g. Pol. Posiedziatem godzing ‘I sat for one hour’ and
Lith. Pasédéjau valandg); see Holvoet (1995, 177-178). On the other hand,
Old Greek was a language that did not know this kind of restriction, and the
aorist could also occur in sentences that expressed extension in time, e.g.
Wapuntuyog 0¢ ¢faciievoe Alydmtov tecoéga nat evrnrovta £t (Herodot
2.157.1) ‘Psammetichus reigned in Egypt for 45 years’; see Holvoet (1995,
179). Old Russian aorist functioned in a similar way; cf. an instance from
Chronicles..: u coszda cmonnv mo 3a 40 arvm. u Hecéepuienv bvic(mv) ‘and it
took him forty years to build (sozda) that pillar, and it was not finished’
(Bermel 1997, 230). In Lithuanian, we can only find isolated traces of such
a system; see instance (9) from Bretke’s Bible:
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(9) ir regedama berneli santi graszu, paslepe ana per tris menesius. (Exodus 2, 1)

‘Und da sie sah, daf} es ein fein Kind war, verbarg sie ihn drei Monden.’
(Luther’s Bible, 1545)

‘and when she saw him that he was a goodly child, she hid him three months.’
(King James Bible, www.kingjamesbibleonline.org)

In modern Lithuanian, it is accepted in such a context only an unprefixed
form, i.e. slépé jj tris ménesius. Similarly, in the next example with the verb
pasizino:

(10) Sabalius pasizino su juo daugiau kaip penkeri metai (LKZ 20, 661)

‘Sabalius has been an ally of his for more than 5 years’.

Such a use of a prefixed verb is also unusual today, and we should treat
it as an archaism comparable to the abovementioned instances of Old Greek
and Old Russian aorist.

The verb pazinti, pazjsta, pazino ‘to get to know; to know sb’ is a
continuation of IDE *g’enhs- / ¢'nhs-. The root was nondurative and from it
was formed root-aorist *(e-)g’'néhs-t; cf. Old Greek €yvov, Lat. (g)noui, and
OCS znachv. The meaning of pazino points to the old aorist. Its emergence
in Lithuanian relates to the thematization of old root-aorist, i.e.:

(3 sg.) *(e)-znéhs-t : (3 pl.) *(e)-Zinhs-énti — *(e)-Zinhsé-nti — (3 sg.) *Zinhsé-t,

and after removing the apophony e : a, a new thematic aorist *zina => pret.
pazina — pres. pazin-sta- appeared. A comparable process may be observed in
Greek (Attic) aorist €tepe ‘cut’, which continues an allomorph with a normal
grade, and Doric €taue based on the form of the 3 pl. *tmh;-ént — *tm(h,)-
ont > *tam-on > g€topov; see Hardarson (1993, 157-158, 160-161). The
resultative meaning of the pres. paZjsta ‘knows’ alongside ingressive pret.
pazino ‘got to know’ finds a good analogy in the abovementioned opposition
patiko ‘got to like’ : patifika ‘likes’. From ingressive preterite pazino ‘got to
know’, a durative derivative pazinéti, pazinéjo ‘know sb’ was formed. The
derivation pazinti ‘to get to know’ — pazindti ‘to know sb’ points to the
character of arguments. In pazinti and pazindti, the second argument is always
a person, never a thing, e.g. pazinti: Visi Sunys ¢ia mani pazino ‘All dogs got
to know me here’ (LKZ 20, 660) and paZinéti: Jie mani nuo anksciau pazinéjo
‘They knew me for a really long time’ (LKZ 20, 660), Tévuko a$ nepaZinéjau,
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[miré] mes mazuciai dar buvom ‘I did not know daddy, [he died] when we
were still small’ (LKZ 20, 660). On the other hand, in Zindti ‘to know’, the
second argument is non-personal, e.g. AS tai jau ir uzmirsus, o ana viskq zZino
‘T have forgotten all this, she knows this better’ (LKZ 20, 642), Noriu, kad
vaikai ir vaiky vaikai zinoty, koks jy protéviy gyvenimas buvo ‘I want the kids
and the kids of the kids to know the life of their ancestors’ (LKZ 20, 643).
This fact provides a few conclusions:

1) As the prefix pa- does not change the character of the arguments, then
pazindti cannot be a derivative from zindti ‘to know sth’, but from
pazinti ‘to get to know; to know sb’.

2) Lith. pazindti is a defective verb; among finite forms it does not have
any present form, but only preterite pazindjo. Since pret. pazino ‘got to
know’ corresponds functionally to the aorist, therefore, it could also
be used in sentences expressing an extension in time, and this is really
supported by instance (10). However, along with the development of
the derivational aspect, the prefixed forms were limited to the contexts
in which they could only indicate the boundary of the process. In the
case of pret. pazino ‘got to know’, this was the initial boundary. On the
other hand, there was the need to express the durative action in the
past, therefore alongside the preterite (aorist) pazino ‘got to know’ arose
the new imperfective pazindjo ‘knew’. Therefore, we have to assume the
following derivation:

perfective pret. pazino ‘got to know’ — imperfective pret. pazino-jo-

The same kind of derivation can be observed in Old Lithuanian iterative
tyréti, -¢ja, -éjo ‘to investigate’, which is etymologically connected to pret.
tyré ‘investigated’ (Ostrowski 2006, 20). In this regard, the following
subsequent conclusions can be drawn:

a) Since imperfective preterite paziné-jo has been formed from perfective
pazino ‘got to know’, then we have to assume that the preterite suffix -ja-
served as an imperfectivizing suffix added to the perfective (aoristic)
forms; see Serzants, Wiemer (2017, 277-278) on the origin of the
suffix -ja-. This in turn brings to mind the derivational model known
from the Slavonic languages:

aor. bora-xv ‘took’ — imperf. bora-ax-v
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b) The derivation of perfective pazino-@ — imperfective paziné-jo-@ finds
its exact counterpart in the derivation of Lith. pret. miné ‘remembered’

— miné-jo-@ ‘mentioned’. This process explains the almost total

%

disappearance of IDE ingressive aorist with the suffix *-eh;- in Baltic,

which has been preserved only in a few Lithuanian preterites: miré
‘died’, miné ‘remembered’, viré ‘cooked’, and gulé ‘lay down’.

c) Imperfective preterites paZiné-jo-@ and miné-jo-() suggest that paZino
and miné had to be accented on the suffix, which is in line with the
IDE model.

S. LIE. ischtirra ‘SUZINO]O’ IR KELETAS PASTABU
APIE PRETERITO RAIDA BALTUYU KALBOSE

Santrauka

Bretklino rastuose randama preterito forma <ischtirra> /istira:/ ‘suzinojo’ iki Siol
buvo nezinoma tyréjams. Etimologijos pozitriu, <ischtirra> yra susijusi su tranzityviniu
preteritu tyré, o formos pozitriu — abu atitinka ssl. ofere (tematinis aoristas) ir tre (si-
gmatinis aoristas). Sie faktai pagrindia Danielio Petit (2004) hipoteze apie pailgintojo
laipsnio geneze balty kalby preterite. Antrojoje Sio straipsnio dalyje aptariami kaitybinio
(aoristas : imperfektas) ir darybinio (perfektyvas : imperfektyvas) veikslo koegzistencijos
pédsakai lietuviy kalboje.

SOURCE TEXTS

BB — BIBLIA tatai esti Wissas Schwentas Raschtas, Lietuwischkai pergulditas per
Jana Bretkuna [...] 1590, in Jonas Palionis, Julija Zukauskaité (eds.), Jonas Bretkinas.
Rinktiniai rastai, Vilnius: Mokslas, 1983.

BP — Ona Aleknaviciené (ed.), Jono Bretkiuno ,,Postilé”: Studija, faksimilé ir kompaktiné
plokstelé, Vilnius: Lietuviy kalbos instituto leidykla, 2005.

Kudzinowski, Czestaw 1977, Indeks-stownik do ‘Dauksos Postilé’ 1-2 (= Seria Filologia
Baltycka 2), Poznan: Wydawnictwo Naukowe Uniwersytetu im. Adama Mickiewicza w
Poznaniu.

LKZ — Lietuviy kalbos 2odynas 1-20, Vilnius, 1968—2002.

60



REFERENCES

Aitzetmiiller, Rudolph 1962, Uber Prifixe bei nicht-durativen Verben vom Typus
mréti, Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie 30(2), 310—336.

Barton, Charles R. 1980, Notes on the Baltic Preterite, Indogermanische Forchungen
85, 246-278.

Benveniste, Emile 1949 [1966], Le systéme sublogique des prépositions en latin,
in Louis Hjelmslev, Paul Diderichsen et al. (eds.), Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de
Copenhague 5: Recherches structurales, Copenhagen: Nordisk Sprog- og Kulturforlag,
177-184 (= Idem, Problemes de linguistique générale 1, Paris: Editions Gallimard, 132—
139).

Benveniste Emile, 1960 [1966], ‘Etre’ et ‘avoir’ dans leurs fonctions linguistiques,
Bulletin de la Société de Linguistique de Paris 55, 113—134 (= Idem, Problemes de linguistique
générale 1, Paris: Editions Gallimard, 187-207).

Bermel, Neil 1997, Context and the lexicon in the development of Russian aspect,
Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press.

Comrie, Bernard 1995, Aspect, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Derksen, Rick 1996, Metatony in Baltic, Amsterdam, Atlanta: Rodopi.

Endzelin, Jan 1910, Zum lettischen Priteritum, Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende
Sprachwissenschaft 43, 1-41.

Hardarson, Jén Axel 1993, Studien zum urindogermanischen Wurzelaorist und
dessen Vertretung im Indoiranischen und Griechischen (= Innsbrucker Beitrige zur
Sprachwissenschaft 74), Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitit
Innsbruck.

Holvoet, Axel 1995, Glagol’nyj vid i vremennyj deiksis, in Stanistaw Karolak (ed.),
Semantika i struktura slavjanskogo vida 1, Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Naukowe WSP, 175—
181.

Hopper, Paul J., Sandra A. Thompson 1980, Transitivity in grammar and discourse,
Language 56, 251-299.

Katkus, Mikalojus 1931, Balanos gadyné. Vaizdai i$ netolimos praeities, in Vincas
Kréve Mickevicius (ed.), Musy tautosaka 4, Kaunas: Humanitariniy moksly fakulteto
Tautosakos komisija, 13—186.

Kemmer, Susanne 1993, The middle voice, Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Company.

Koch, Christoph 1990, Das morphologische System des altkirchenslavischen Verbums 1:
Text, 2: Anmerkungen, Miinchen: Wilhelm Fink Verlag.

Kolln, Herman 1969, Oppositions of wvoice in Greek, Slavic, and Baltic (= Historisk-
filosofiske Meddelelser 43(4)), Copenhagen: Munksgaard, Det Kongelige Danske
Videnskabernes Selskab.

Kurylowicz, Jerzy 1966 [1975], Baltycka deklinacja na -e-, Acta Baltico-Slavica 3,
83-88 (= Les thémes en -é- du Baltique, in Idem, Esquisses linguistiques 2, Miinchen:
Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1975, 418-425).

Larsson, Jenny Helena 2004, Metatony and length in Baltic, in Adam Hyllested,
Anders Richardt Jorgensen, Jenny Helena Larsson, Thomas Olander (eds.), Per Aspera
ad Asteriscos. Studia Indogermanica in honorem Jens Elmegdard Rasmussen sexagenarii

61



Idibus Martiis anno MMIV, Innsbruck: Universitit Innsbruck, Institut fiir Sprachen und
Literaturen, 305-322.

Ostrowski, Norbert 2001, Angeblich primére Jotprisentien im Litauischen, Historische
Sprachforschung 114(1), 177-190.

Ostrowski, Norbert 2004, Dél iSgirsti, prabilti tipo ingresyvy DaukSos ,,Postiléje®,
Baltistica 39(1), 55-59.

Ostrowski, Norbert 2006, Studia z historii czasownika litewskiego. Iteratiwa.
Denominatiwa (= Seria Jezykoznawstwo 25), Poznan: Wydawnictwo Naukowe UAM.

Ostrowski, Norbert 2014, Deprefiksacja czasownikowa w jezyku litewskim, Acta
Baltico-Slavica 38, 172—181.

Ostrowski, Norbert (in preparation), Dlaczego Baltowie i Slowianie liczyli
pokrewienistwo w kolanach, czyli o etymologii stow. koléno ‘kolano; réd’ i lit. kélis
‘kolano; réd’, LingVaria 29.

Otrebski, Jan 1965, Gramatyka jezyka litewskiego 2: Nauka o budowie wyrazéw,
Warszawa: Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe.

Petit, Daniel 2004, Apophonie et catégories grammaticales dans les langues baltiques
(= Collection linguistique publiée par la Société de Linguistique de Paris 86), Leuven, Paris:
Peeters.

Serzants, Ilja A. 2009, Tempus und Aspekt im &ltesten Russisch-Kirchenslavischen,
untersucht an den Texten des Gottesdienstmendums fiir Dezember, in Dagmar Christians,
Dieter Stern, Vittorio S. Tomelleri (Hgg.), Bibel, Liturgie und Frommigkeit in der Slavia
Byzantina. Festgabe fiir Hans Rothe zum 80. Geburtstag (= Studies on language and culture
in Central and Easter Europe 3), Miinchen, Berlin: Verlag Otto Sagner, 309-328.

Serzants, Ilja A., Bjorn Wiemer 2017, Diachrony and typology of Slavic aspect: What
does morphology tell us?, in Walter Bisang, Andrej Malchukov (eds.), Unity and diversity
in grammaticalization scenarios (= Studies in diversity linguistics 16), Berlin: Language
Science Press, 239-307.

Stang, Christian 1942, Das slavische und baltische Verbum, Oslo: Jacob Dybwad.

Stang, Christian 1966, Vergleichende Grammatik der baltischen Sprachen, Oslo:
Universitetsvorlaget.

Villanueva, Svensson Miguel 2014, Tone variation in the Baltic ia-presents,
Indogermanische Forschungen 119, 227-249.

Norbert OSTROWSKI

Katedra Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego i Indoeuropejskiego
Instytut Jezykoznawstwa

Uniwersytet Jagielloriski w Krakowie

al. Mickiewicza 3

PL-31-120 Krakéw

Poland

[norbert.ostrowski@uyj.edu.pl]

62


http://langsci-press.org/catalog/book/152
http://langsci-press.org/catalog/book/152

