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The focus of this article is on the Slavic verbs in some of the earliest writings in the
Lithuanian language in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, that is, in the Catechism of Mika-
lojus Dauksa, published in 1595, and the Anonymous Catechism of 1605. The loanwords
were first analysed morphologically, i.e. hybrids were eliminated, and then the origin of
the Slavisms was determined on the basis of various criteria, and a brief presentation was
made of how, in the light of the historical processes of the Slavic languages, it is possi-
ble to determine the origin of the loanwords with certainty or at least to hypothesise it.

Keywords: Dauksa’s Catechism, Anonymous Catechism, verbs, hybrids, Slavisms,
origin of loanwords.

doxyc 0BOr paja je Ha CJIOBEHCKHMM IVIarojnMa y HEeKUM OJ HajCTapHjuX PyKoIHca
Ha JINTBAHCKOM j€3HUKy y Benkoj TnTBaHCKO] KHEXEBUHH, a To ¢y Kamuxuszuc Muxanojyca
Haykwe, o6jaBiber 1595, 1 Anonunmu kamuxuzuc 3z 1605. romuae. TTo3ajMipeHHIIE ce TIPBO
aHAIIN3UPA]y MOPQOJIOIIKH, Tj. XUOPUAH Cy U30CTaBJLCHH U3 JJaJhe aHAIM3E, a 3aTHM Ce
MIpUCTYNHIIO oApel)ermy Mmopekia caaBu3aMa Ha OCHOBY PAa3IHINTHX KpuTeprjyma. Kparko
ce yKa3yje KaKko ce Ha OCHOBY MCTOPH]jCKHX IMPOIleca y CIIOBEHCKUM je3UIIIMa MOXKE ca
cUrypHoIIhy OapeanTH MOPEKII0 M03ajMIbEHHUIIA WIIN OapeM MPETIOCTAaBUTH.

Kwyune peuu: JlayKuinH KaTUXU3UC, AHOHUMHU KaTHXU3UC, TIIAr0JH, XHOPHUIH,
CJIaBU3MHU, MTOPEKJIIO T1033jMJBCHHUIIA.

The first official Roman catechism was compiled in 1566, and in the 16th
century catechisms in general were the main means of disseminating Catholi-
cism, with the Jesuit catechisms by Peter Canisius, Robert Bellarmine, and Jacob
Ledesma being particularly recommended for the promotion of religious knowl-
edge (Korzo 2004: 149). The latter published two catechisms in Italian: «Dottri-
na Christiana Breve» and the expanded catechism «Dottrina Christiana, a modo di
dialogo del Maestro, et Discepolo, per insegnare alli Fanciulli» (Michelini 2001:
227-228). The expanded catechism by J. Ledesma was first translated into Pol-
ish, and then into Lithuanian. The first to do so was Mikalojus Dauksa and his
translation «Catechism, or the Teaching Obligatory for Every Christian» [Kath-
echismas arba mokstas kiekwienam krikszczionii priwalvs] was published in 1595
(hereinafter - DC). Being the first printed book in Lithuanian in the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania, it has been extensively studied: its relationship with the texts of J.
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Ledesma (Michelini 1999, 2001); the translation has been studied in various as-
pects by E. Sittig (Sittig 1929), V. Birziska (Birziska 1953), J. Lebedys (Lebedys
1963), J. Palionis (Palionis 1967) and Z. Zinkevicius (Zinkevi¢ius 1988), the syn-
tax of this source has been studied (Judzentis et al. 2006). The second translation
of Ledesma’s Catechism into Lithuanian (hereafter - AC) was published in 1605
by an unknown translator. The author of the AC referred to an earlier translation
by M. Dauksa, but he did it in a creative way. The AC translation has fewer sim-
ilarities with the Catechism by J. Ledesma compared to the DC, the text itself is
rearranged and supplemented (Smetoniené 2016: 167), and the vocabulary of the
text is quite rich, with relatively few barbarisms. However, the AC has received
less attention from researchers. After J. Bystron, who published a transcription of
this catechism and described in detail its spelling, vowel and consonant marking,
phonetics, noun declension and verb conjugation (Bystron 1890), it was not until
the 1960s that it became more widely known when the phonetics and grammati-
cal forms of the source were studied by Z. Zinkevicius (Zinkevicius 1968). More
recent studies include a detailed examination of the cause and purpose clauses of
the Catechism of 1605 (Judzentis 2010). In his discussion of the hypothetical Cat-
echism of 1585, S. Temc¢inas also examines the possible circumstances of the ap-
pearance of the Anonymous Catechism (Temcinas 2013).

The DC and the AC are only ten years apart and have a close relationship.
For this reason, it is worthwhile to use both of them to study some aspects of the
language. Moreover, in addition to the similarities, there are also some important
differences: the DC belongs to the so-called middle variant of the Lithuanian writ-
ten language, while the AC is assigned to the eastern variant, and the language of
the two sources is vivid, attempts are made to search for synonyms, and so on,
which makes it particularly suitable for the study of the vocabulary. The aim of
this article is to determine the origin of the loan verbs found in the two sources.
To achieve this goal, all the main forms of the loan root verbs and their derivatives
have been extracted from both the AC and the DC. The non-repeating verbs have
been identified and generalised, i.e. the prefixed derivatives have been dissociated
from the prefixed derivatives, if the meaning of the prefixed verb is, compared to
the non-prefixed verb, only modified by the suffix. Thus, 18 loan root verbs were
found in the AC and the DC. The main verb forms, which are implied by the cur-
rent Lithuanian language and verb derivation system but are not witnessed by the
sources under consideration, are presented in square brackets. For verbs, only the
meanings used in the analysed sources are given, but all meanings in both Lith-
uanian and Slavic languages, as possible donor languages, have been considered
identifying the origin of the loanword. The term donor language refers to the lan-
guage from which the word is borrowed, the recipient language is the language
into which the word is borrowed, (Wohlgemuth 2009: 51). In this case, Lithuanian
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is the recipient language. The word source is also used to refer to the borrowing
language, but it should be stressed that when it comes to loanwords from Eastern
Slavic or Polish, the source is not the same as when analysing international words,
when the source means the language from which the word has spread to the var-
ious languages. The source of a Slavic loanword is the language from which the
borrowing directly entered the Lithuanian language.

There are three main groups of borrowings from neighbouring languages:
Germanisms, Slavisms, and Latvisms. In general, it is not difficult to distinguish
loanwords from indigenous words. Difficulties may arise if very old loanwords
are analysed. In his study of Latvian Slavisms, I. Koskin points out several prob-
lems with loanwords: their chronology and the difficulty in determining whether a
verb is an own word or a loanword (Komkun 2014: 2). Lithuanian linguistics does
not emphasise this problem, but when examining borrowed words of the Lithu-
anian language, especially in the texts of the GDL from the 16th to 17th centu-
ries, it is noted that etymological sources often give different origins of borrowed
Slavisms. When the equivalent of the loanword is found only in one Slavic lan-
guage or when there are some solid criteria for the origin (e.g., the representation
of the Polish nasal letters), there are no such variations, otherwise they occur due
to the chosen research methodology of Slavisms. Matching words are words that
could potentially be considered as sources of a loanword because of the overlap
in root, suffixes, and meanings. They are searched for in Slavic dictionaries of the
relevant period.

The reasons for borrowing usually include the need of the language for a new
word, attempts to express more precisely the nuances of an utterance; bilingual-
ism; the rarity of an indigenous word in a particular region; etc. (Grzega 2003: 23).
The oldest Slavisms of the Lithuanian language are believed to be 9th-11th century
loanwords from western dialects of Eastern Slavic, e.g. muilas, stiklas (LKE 2008:
503). Chronologically, closer contacts were established with the Eastern Slavs and
the Polish speakers later, from the 15th-17th c. (Jakaitiené 2009: 229; Zinkevicius
2002: 106). There are three phases of the Polish language: Old Polish (14th-15th
c.), Middle Polish (16th-18th c.) and Modern Polish (late 18th c. to present). The
loanwords of AC and DC could have reached Lithuanian only from the first two.
The periodisation of Eastern Slavic is more complex. Old Russian, sometimes
called Old Eastern Slavic, began to split into eastern and western variants in the
13th and 14th centuries. The present Russian language was formed on the basis of
eastern dialects (seruxopyccruil sizvix). The south-western part of the area was in-
cluded in the territory of the GDL, and there, around the 13th century, the written
Ruthenian language began to emerge. By the 15th century it had already been de-
finitively formed, and it had undergone influence of a range of languages, includ-
ing Polish, Lithuanian, Czech, Latin, and German. For this reason, it became in-
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creasingly different from the eastern variant of the Old Russian language (3ontan
2014: 43). It should be noted that educated people of higher social status in the
territory of the GDL used more than one language: Church Slavonic, Latin, Pol-
ish, Lithuanian, and Ruthenian. The latter was initially used only as an adminis-
trative language, but by the middle of the 15th century it had become widely used
(Temuunac 2012: 47) even in religious texts. Therefore, the term administrative
language is not accurate for this language. Various researchers refer to Ruthenian
(knuoicnas npocma mosa) as Western Russian (3anaonapycckuii sizeix), Old Bela-
rusian (cmapobenopyccxuii sizeix), Old Belarusian Literary (cmapobenopyccuii
aumepamypuwiti a3vik), Old Ukrainian (cmapoykpaunckuii sizeix), Old Ukrainian
Literary (cmapoykpaurckuii kHudcuwiii 361k) or even Polish-Belorussian (jezyk
polsko-biatoruski). Thus, the AC and DC Slavisms may come from the western
dialects of Eastern Slavic, Old Russian, Ruthenian, and Polish.

VERBS OF DC AND AC. A total of 18 Slavic root verbs were found in
these sources among all verb forms found in the DC and the AC. Although verbs
are more difficult to transfer from one language to another compared to nomi-
nals, loan verbs are also a comprehensive part of the verb system of the recip-
ient language, as shown by their derivatives, especially the participles (Bysbika
1980: 223). When examining verbs the root of which is obviously borrowed, it
is necessary to establish the formal suffixal morphological structure - the suffix-
es are distinguished by analogy with the derivationally decomposable Lithuani-
an verbs. The suffixes of almost all borrowed root verbs found in the AC and the
DC have analogues in the Slavic languages: usually Polish, Eastern Slavic suffix-
es -owac, -osamu (-osamow, -asams, -esamv) correspond to suffix -avoti in Lith-
uanian; Lithuanian verbs with -y#i, -ija, -ijo correspond to Slavic verbs with suf-
fixes -i¢ (-y¢), -umu (-vrmu), and verbs with -(i)oti, -(i)oja, -(i)ojo correspond to
Slavic verbs with the suffixes -a¢, -amu (-ayw, -ams, -amv). Thus, the following
loan verbs are found in the AC and DC:

* afieravoti (affierawétas AC 82,8), -avoja (affierawdiée DC 99,15), [-avojo]
‘to sacrifice’ in LKZe; dékavoti (dekawofime AC 63,5; dékawodami DC 77,12),
[-avoja], [-avojo] “to thank, say thank you’ in LK Ze; [kariinavoti], [-avoja), -avojo
(Karunowdéimas AC 94,1) ‘to coronate, to crown’ in LKZe; kryzavoti (nukryiawo-
tas AC 16,2), [-avoja], [-avojo] /| kryziavoti (Nukrizéwdtas DC 23,12; nukrizéwo-
tas DC 33,16), [-iavoja], [-iavojo] ‘to crucify; punish by nailing to the cross’ in
LKZe; [rokavoti], -avoja (rokawdiiis DC 68,1; rokawdies DC 68,7), -avojo ‘to
settle’ in LK Ze;

o [bliuznyti], -ija (bluzniia DC 77,19), [-ijo] ‘to speak badly, talk dirty’ in
LK Ze; krikstyti (krykftytas AC 7,20), [-ijal, -ijo (ap/ikrikftiis AC 7,14; apfikrikfitiics
DC 10,14; krikf3tiio DC 11,1) ‘to baptize, give a name’ in LKZe; [liecyti], [-ija],
-ijo (i3liecziiimo DC 87,1m) ‘to cure’ in LK Ze; pravyti (prawitumbime AC 71,13),
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[-ija], [-ijo] ‘to govern’; [rédyti], -o (rédo DC 31,11), -[é] ‘to lead, manage’ in
LK Ze; rodyti (parédjt AC 89,10), [-ija], [-ijo] ‘to advise” in LK Ze; [sviecyti], -[ija],
-ijo (fwiecziiimo DC 86,7m) ‘to witness’ in LK Ze; velyti (bewelit DC 28,3), [-ija],
[-ijo] “to prefer, be more willing, give preference’ in LKZe; Zycyti (3ic5idami DC
71,1m), [-ija], [-ijo] ¢ to wish’ in LK Ze;

* daboti (dabodamiés AC 74,7), [-oja], [-ojo] ‘to look at, regard, consider’
in LK Ze; [prisiegoti], -oja (prifsiegéia DC 77,21), [-ojo] ‘to wow’ in LKZe; [fe-
rioti], -ioja (patérioia DC 92,6; Né térioie DC 92,19; téréiem DC 93,11), [-iojo]
‘to lose, deprive of something, waste’ in LKZe.

The verb prierauti (Ne priierauk AC 60,15; priéraut AC 68,18; pryierduk
DC 74,1m; pryieraut DC 84,4m), [-auja], [-avo] ‘to adulterate, fornicate’ in LKZe
stands out of all the verbs found in the catechism because it contains the suffix
-auti, which is not characteristic of the Lithuanian loanwords. In rare cases, verbs
in old Lithuanian writings are integrated by modifying the suffix, even though both
Slavic and Lithuanian allow the verb to be taken over without any irregular chang-
es. The most common connections can be observed between the atypical suffix
for loanwords, the meaning of a borrowed word, and the derivational processes in
the Lithuanian language: when a common root nominal functions alongside such
a verb in the Lithuanian language, the derivational relationship is most likely es-
tablished in the Lithuanian language system and the verb is a hybrid, i.e. a Lithu-
anian derivative of a borrowed verb with indigenous suffixes. Hybrids are insep-
arable from word formation because it is through the latter that hybrids emerge
— the most important condition for hybrids is a clearly defined base word (Keinys
1984: 114). This is especially the case where a verb with an obviously non-native
root is given a suffix in the recipient language that does not formally correspond
to the suffix of Slavic verbs, a post-positional base word of the derivative exists
and the derivational category of the derivative can be determined. In this case,
prierauti is a typical derivative of the noun prieras ‘adulterer’, which is also wit-
nessed in the Dictionary by Sirvydas of 1620; the general meaning of this catego-
ry is ‘to behave in the same way as the person or other creature named by the ref-
erence word’ (DLKG 1997: 392).

Thus, loan verbs in Lithuanian can theoretically be considered to be deri-
vationally decomposable if they exist in the same language with a common root
noun, but it is first necessary to search for the full Slavic equivalents of the po-
tential loan verb. In addition to the above-mentioned prierauti, all the other verbs
found in AC and DC have exact equivalents in possible donor languages, so there
is no reason to assume that these verbs are derivatives of the Lithuanian language
rather than direct loanwords. Although the largest number of verbs are those that
cannot be traced back to their exact origin, the donor language of some of them
can be guessed more accurately, considering various criteria.
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Seven loanwords of AC and DC entered Lithuanian from Eastern Slavic. Al-
though the origin of Slavisms is often problematic — the morphological and pho-
netic expression of their Slavic equivalents is sometimes so similar that it is almost
impossible to determine the source of the borrowing - there are criteria that clearly
indicate the donor language. Phonological laws represent some of such criteria. A
very important stage in the development of Eastern Slavic was the denasalisation
of nasal vowels, which must have occurred by the 9th century (MUI'PS 1981: 53),
i.e. ¥ became u, *¢ became ‘a. Polish still has nasal vowels today, although their
quality and distribution are changed (Uekmon 1988: 144—146). Polish [en], [em],
and [on], [om] are represented by en/em and on/om in Lithuanian, and it is the re-
alisation of these vowels that makes it clear whether the loanwords come from Pol-
ish or from Eastern Slavic. There are some very old loanwords in Lithuanian, tak-
en over from the Eastern Slavs when they had not yet lost their nasal vowels, e.g.
lenkas, but they are rare. The words, which were adopted into Lithuanian after the
9th century, already have a clear vowel representation/non-representation of the
nasal vowels of Slavic languages, which demonstrates the indisputable origin of
the loanwords: dékavoti, [-avoja], [-avojo] < Old.Rus. dskosamu ‘Gnarogaputs’
(CPA T. 4: 402), Ruthenian dsikoeamu ‘n3sikaBans’ ('CBM T. 9, 136; CCM T.
1: 342) (cf. Pol. dzigkowa¢ (SPol T. 6: 459); [prisiegoti], -oja, [-ojo] < Old.Rus.
npucsieamu ‘nipucsrath, nasarb kiuaTBy (CPS T. 20: 48), Ruthenian npucseamu,
npucezamu, npvicecamu, npvicsicamu 1. ‘mpeicsraip’; 2. ‘aKIyIIbICs, 3a9YHIBaIlb
karo-H. y ubiM-H.” (TCBM T. 29: 20) (cf. Pol. przysiegac (SS T. 7: 349); [rédy-
ti], -o, -[€] < Old.Rus. psoumu 1. ‘ipaBuTH, yIpaBiIsITh’; 2. ‘HAYAILCTBOBATH ; 3.
‘pacniopskarbed’; 4. ‘3aBemiaTs’; 5. ‘pacnpenensTh, pa3aaBars ; 6. ‘CyauTs’; 7.
‘ycrpamBath’; 8. ‘mcumncnars’ (CAS T. 3: 230), Ruthenian paoumu ‘peixraBais,
Haja/kBarb, ynapaakoysais’ (I'CBM T. 31: 24) (cf. Pol. rzqdzié, rzedzi¢ (SS T.
8: 70)). The latter verb is interesting because usually loanwords with the suffix
-yti in the genitive case retain the suffixal element in both the present and the past
tense (e.g. bubnyti, -ija, -ijo, gvoltyti, -ija, -ijo), but rédyti is used in almost all old
writings as a verb of mixed type.

The phonetics of the verb krikstyti (krykftytas AC 7, 20), [-ija], -ijo is also
closer to its Eastern Slavic counterparts, and there is a long-standing consensus that
it is a borrowing from the Old Russian kpecmumu, kppcmumu ‘kpecTuTh, 00OpaIiaTh
B XpPHCTHAHCTBO, coBepInas (coBepruB) oopsix kpererus’ (CPS T. 8: 42).

Another significant process for the Lithuanian loanwords from Slavic lan-
guages has taken place in their system of consonantalization. Around the 14th c.
only naturally soft consonants began to harden — Z, 3, ¢, ¢, r. The softness of these
consonants is often reflected in Old Slavic writings — they were not followed by
4 or 70, as there was no need to mark softness twice. These consonants can be
used to determine the approximate chronology of the loanword, and through it,
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the source of the borrowed word. The verb in DC kryzZiavoti, [-iavoja], [-iavojo],
i.e. the form with a soft consonant, may indicate borrowing when z was still soft
in the Slavic languages (Z began to harden in the 14th c. (MI'PA 1981: 63, 77)),
which means an early borrowing from the Eastern Slavic language (cf. Rutheni-
an Kpwulocosamu, KpUuicasamu, Kpuicoeamu ‘KpbbKaBallb, PACIiHAIbL HA KPHDKbI’
('CBM T. 16: 192); Pol. krzyzowa¢ ‘przybijac¢ do krzyza, zawiesza¢ na krzyzu’
(SPol T. 11: 361)). The variant kryzavoti, [-avoja], [-avojo] used in the AC prob-
ably reflects a later period, especially since such a verb is evidenced not only in
the AC, but also in the Catechism of M. Mazvydas.

Sometimes the path of a borrowing into Lithuanian can be determined by the
fact that no formal equivalent is found in another possible donor language, or that
it is found in later sources and is extremely rare. This is the case with the verb [fe-
rioti], -ioja, [-iojo]: its equivalents exist in Old Russian and Ruthenian (Old. Rus.
mepamu ‘1epsath, Tyouts’ (CHS T. 3: 259); mepsamu 1. ‘puBOIUTH B HEYCTPOUCTO;
M030PSATh, MOPTUTD ; 2. ‘AHUIIATHCA ; 3. ‘HAMpPacHO TPaTHTh, pacTpadnBath’ (CHSA
XI-XIV T. 29: 319); Ruthenian mepsimu 1. ‘“Tpaniinp, cTpadais’; 2. ‘BbIIaTKOYBALL
('CBM T. 33: 273), while in Polish the possible equivalent is found only in dia-
lects (Pol. terac 1. ‘niszczy¢’; 2. ‘poniewierac’; 3. ‘marnotrawic, niszczy¢’ (SGP
T. 5: 396)). Furthermore, the suffix -ioti is phonetically closer to the Slavic -smu
than to the Polish -a¢ (which would be adopted as -oti).

Eastern Slavic loanwords include also velyti, [-ija], [-ijo], found in DC.
However, when analysing the possible Slavic equivalents of this verb, there is
a difference between the meaning witnessed in the DC and the Slavic mean-
ings of the verbs: Old.Rus. serremu ‘Benets’ (CPA T. 2: 60); senrsmu 1. ‘BeneTs,
mpuKka3eBarh:’; 2. ‘paspemars’ (CHAS XI-XIV T. 1: 391); Ruthenian seremu
‘3aragamns’ (TCBM T. 3: 81); genimu, écaremu. ‘(o) Bemita’ (CCM T. 1: 163);
Pol. wieli¢ 1. ‘rozkazywaé, nakazywac’, 2. ‘glosi¢ chwate, stawe, wielbi¢’ (SS T.
10: 161) (cf. Lith. ‘prefer, be more willing, give preference’). In other Lithuani-
an language sources, e.g. Wolfenbiittel’s Postilla, velyti is also used in the Slavic
sense of ‘to command, order’ (in LKZe). Formal equivalents exist in Polish, Ru-
thenian, and Old Russian, so it is difficult to determine the origin of the loanword
on the basis of the criterion of equivalence alone. However, examining all the
meanings in the Lithuanian language (1. ‘to want, to wish, to desire’; 2. ‘to wish
smb smth, to wish for something to happen to someone’; 3. ‘to allow, not to for-
bid’; 4. ‘to prefer, to be more willing, to give preference to’; 5. ‘to advise, to rec-
ommend’; 6. ‘to command, to order’), in addition to the meaning ‘to command,
order’ common to Lithuanian and Slavic languages, the meaning ‘to allow, not
to forbid’ is found in Old Russian. It is believed that the meaning ‘to prefer, to be
more willing, to give preference to’ is due to the influence of the verb velti, velia,
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vele 1. ‘to allow’, 2. ‘to prefer, to be more willing, to give preference to’, which
is now an archaism (Smoczynski 2020: 1958).

Only two loanwords may have originated in Lithuanian from Polish - [b/i-
uznyti), -ija, [-ijo] (Ruthenian oro3numu, 61031umu, 61y3numu ‘omo3uins” (ICbM
T. 2: 77); 6ar03HUMU ‘TIOHOCHUTH, KIIEBETATh; OOTOXYIBCTBOBATE ; ONIIO3HUMUCS
‘xymutbest” (MACYM T. 1: 59); Pol. bluznié, bluznic¢ 1. ‘zniewaza¢ stowami albo
postepowaniem Boga lub swigtych; ubliza¢ czemus, co jest zwigzane z wiarg i re-
ligia; btadzi¢ w rzeczach wiary, glosi¢ falszywa nauke religijng’; 2. “‘wystgpowac
przeciwko komus lub czemus, 1zy¢, obrazac, spotwarza¢ (poza sferg wiarz i re-
ligii)’ (SPol T. 2: 191). The spelling of this loanword varies to some extent in the
old writings, even in the same source — in another work by M. Dauksa «Postilla»
- it is sometimes spelled bluzniia, sometimes bluznija. Only the second variant is
used in the DC. This spelling may indicate an intuitive attempt to convey the very
soft Polish z in bluzni¢. This would suggest that the borrowing variant blizizny-
ti, -ija, -ijo originated from Polish, while the adjacent variant bliuznyti, -ija, -ijo
came from Eastern Slavic or Polish.

Another verb, which probably also came to Lithuanian from Polish, is Zycy-
ti, [-ija], [-ijo], witnessed only in DC. This source uses it only in the sense of ‘to
wish smb smth’ but considering all the meanings in Lithuanian 1. ‘to lend to’; 2.
‘to borrow’; 3. ‘to wish’ (in LKZe), there is a greater probability that it is a de-
rivative from the Polish language (cf. Pol. Zyczy¢ 1. ‘udzieli¢, daé, uzyczy¢’; 2.
‘wyrazac uczucia przyjazne, zyczliwe lub nieprzyjazne, niezyczliwe’ (SS T. 11:
604) and Old.Rus. 3biuumu ‘6naroBonuts, xxenarb goopa’ (CPA T. 6: 72); Ru-
thenian orcuvumu, scuuvimu, scoruumu, sncvruvimu “xanans’ (CCBM T. 10: 41);
seryumuy ‘(o komy) 3uanth, oakatn’ (CCM T. 1: 412), orcuuumu *xenarb, XOTETh
(MACYMT. 1: 253).

It has already been mentioned that when studying Slavisms in Lithuanian,
it is usually difficult to identify the exact donor language. Most of the verbs bor-
rowed from AC and DC are assigned to verbs of uncertain origin, because nei-
ther the meaning of the borrowed verb, nor its morphology, nor other criteria indi-
cate a clear donor language: afieravoti, -avoja, [-avojo] < Ruthenian ogpeposamu,
ogaposamu ‘PbIHOCIIE y axBspy Karo-, mro-H.” ('CBM T. 23: 326), Pol. ofiaro-
wacé, ofierowac ‘sktada¢ ofiare rytualng Bogu lub bostwu’ (SPol T. 21: 22); [karina-
voti], [-avoja], -avojo < Old.Rus. koporosamu, kopynosamu ‘KOpOHOBATH, BEHIATH
Ha mapctBo’ (CPA T. 7: 341), Ruthenian xoponosamu, kopyrosamu ‘kapaHnaBailb,
BSIHYAIIb Karo-H. Ha [apcTBa IIi BeIIDHIY0 nyxoyuyro ynaxy’ (CCBM T. 16: 29),
Pol. koronowaé, korunowaé ‘ktasé na glowe korong (wieniec) jako znak wtadzy,
uznania, chwaty, wienczy¢, zdobi¢’ (SS T. 3: 378); [liecyti], [-ija], -ijo < Old.Rus.
areuumu ‘neants’ (CPS T. 8: 223); Ruthenian zevumu, reuvimu ‘nsasiny’ (ICBM
T. 17: 21); Pol. leczy¢ ‘stosowaé w chorobie leki lub zabiegi lecznicze w celu przy-

159



Anzelika Smetoniené

wrocenia zdrowia cztowiekowi lub zwierzeciu’ (SPol T. 12: 85); prawyti, [-ija],
[-ijo] < Old.Rus. npasumu ‘nenarb, ICTIOMHATH, COBEPILIATH, OCYILECTBISATh YTO-J1.”
(CPAT. 18: 110); Ruthenian npasumu ‘BeikonBais mrto-H.” (TCBM T. 27: 449);
Pol. prawi¢ ‘wykonywac¢, czyni¢’ (SPol T. 30: 126); rodyti, [-ija], [-ijo] < Old.
Rus. paoumu ‘coseroBars’ (CPA T. 21: 123); Ruthenian padumu, paoums ‘ naBans
napany’ (CCBM T. 29: 436); Pol. radzi¢ ‘zaleca¢ okreslone postgpowanie’ (SS T.
7: 429); [rokavoti], -avoja, -avojo < Ruthenian paxosamu 1. ‘pabiis HaKIiAK],
J4bI4p’; 2. ‘ymiuBallb, IpbIKiaBaik, Opanb nax yeary’ ('CBM T. 30: 32); Pol. ra-
chowac 1. ‘liczy¢, obliczaé, zliczac’; 2. ‘wlicza¢, uwzglegniaé przy liczeniu’; 3.
‘bra¢ pod uwage, uwzgledniaé, rizwazac, rozpatrywac’ (SPol T. 35: 4); [sviecyti],
-[77a], -ijo < Ruthenian ceeduumu, ceeduvimu, ceemuumu, céemuums, cemusbimu,
ceemubimp, céewumu 1. ‘aBelaMIIAlLb, NAIBIPIKAIL IITO-H. Y SKaCIli CBeIKI 200
JTacBemyaHai acoObl’; 2. ‘3aKirodalth y cade sKis-H. 3BECTKI’ 3. ‘OBIIb CBeUaHHEM
yaro-H.” 4. ‘manBsp/pKaib mMTo-H. (y 3asBe I1i JaKyMeHIie)’ 5. ‘naBais maka3aHHi
(ma cynze)’ (CCBM T. 31: 83); cezouums ('CBM T. 31: 144); Pol. swiadczy¢,
Swiaczcezyé, swiaszezy¢, swiaczyé, Swiadszyé, Swiedczyé, swiedszyé 1. ‘sktadaé
zeznanie w sadzie, wystepowaé w charakterze swiadka’; 2. ‘wspiera¢ sprawe w
sadzie czyim$ zeznaniem lub jakims$ stwierdzonym faktem’; 3. ‘wypowiadac sie,
sktada¢ oswiadczenie, wydawaé urzgdowe orzeczenia, zaSwiadczenia’; 4. ‘pot-
wierdzac, glosi¢ cos, czego si¢ bylo §wiadkiem, o czym si¢ dobrze wie’; 5. ‘dow-
odzi¢, udowadnia¢’; 6. ‘nakazywac, pouczaé, napominac’; 7. ‘upominac, ostrze-
ga¢’ (SS T. 9: 40). Verbs with the elements d, ¢ are more frequently witnessed in
the Slavic languages: ceeduumu, ceeduvimu, ceemuumu, ceemuums, C6eMyUbIMU,
ceemubimy; Swiadszy¢, Swiedczy¢, Swiedszyc¢, swiadczyé. For the old Lithuanian
writings, the form without these elements is more common, but in general only
the second component of the consonant clusters kg, gk, td, dt, t¢, d¢ is pronounced
consistently (Pakerys 2003: 78). It should be noted that verbs without d, ¢ are also
witnessed in Slavic languages: Ruthenian ceeuumu, Polish swiaczyc.

A more interesting Slavism daboti, [-oja], [-ojo] is worth considering. In
old writings of the Lithuanian language, for example, in the Chylinski Bible, the
verb dboti, -oja, -ojo is witnessed. It is this verb that is the exact, original loan-
word from the Slavic languages (cf. Ruthenian 06amu, moamu 1. ‘npasynanb
KJI0maThl ad KiM-H., YbIM-H., TypOaBamua (mpa karo-., To-H. ), TyMalb ad KiM-H.,
ypIM-H.’; 2. ‘3BApTanp yBary, 3ayBaxans (I'CBM T. 7: 272); o6amu 1. ‘(podutn
110) 3aHen0yBaTH, 3aHen0arn’; 2. ‘(4oro u 0e3 moparka) He 3BakaTd (Ha 110)’
(CCMT. 1: 286); obamu 1. ‘3a00TUTHCS, UMETh MOTICYCHUE, PAJIETh. ; 2. ‘00paIiaTh
Baumanue’ (MJICYM T. 1: 201); Pol. dba¢ ‘troszczy¢, staraé si¢, mie¢ wzglad;
przestrzegac, przywiazywac do czego wage’ (SPol 4, 561); dbac 1. ‘troszczy¢ sie,
starac si¢ o co$, zwracac na co$ uwage, mie¢ w cenie’; 2. ‘domagac si¢’; 3. ‘ufac,
mie¢ nadziej¢’ (SS T. 2: 44)). There have been attempts to argue that daboti re-
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flects the earlier Eastern Slavic verb *dwbati before the disappearance of the re-
duced vowels, but this is unlikely since in Lithuanian there is no a instead of the
Slavic » that was once found in the Lithuanian language. The scientific literature
agrees that a is secondary in the verb daboti (Skardzius 1998: 118; Zinkevicius
1980: 110), but the argument that a was inserted because of the db, an unusual
consonant cluster for Lithuanian, is debatable. If the form dboti is witnessed in
Lithuanian, this pronunciation was probably not uncomfortable for Lithuanians
in the first place, as the discomfort would have been eliminated by the immedi-
ate integration of the loanword. Another argument, that a verb without embedded
vowels could only exist in writing, is also unsound since the writings in which it
1s witnessed were read aloud in churches. In the old Lithuanian loan verbs, the
Slavic reduced vowels » and » are represented by u and i (katilas < komwvaw, kur-
tas < xopmo, pulkas < nwvaxe (Biiga 1958: 340)), but not by a. However, it is pos-
sible that the a in daboti is not accidental. The Lithuanian noun falpa 1. ‘the ca-
pacity to hold a quantity, capacity, volume’; 2. ‘a spacious, free space, cavity’ in
LKZe is related to the Slavic *tvlpa (Biiga 1959: 634), and although it is not a
loanword from Slavic languages, it shows a parallel between Lith. a and Slav. ».
All this suggests that the @ in the verb daboti was not accidental.

CONCLUSION. Eighteen borrowed root verbs were found in the AC and
DC and seventeen of them correspond to the integration system of Slavisms, i.e.
the suffixal correspondence is preserved when borrowing a Slavic verb and inte-
grating it into Lithuanian: Polish verbs with the suffix -owa¢, Eastern Slavic verbs
with the suffix -osamu have the suffix -avoti when integrated into Lithuanian; Lith-
uanian verbs with -yti correspond to Slavic verbs with the suffixes -i¢ (-y¢), -umu
(-ormu, -emu, -ums, -vims), while verbs with -(i)oti, -(i)oja, -(i)ojo correspond to
Slavic verbs with -aé, -amu (-smu). Only one verb has a clearly borrowed root,
but its suffix is not typical of loan verbs — prierauti (AC 60,15; 68,18; DC 74,1m;
84,4m). In such cases, verbs, especially when there is a co-occurring noun are con-
sidered to be hybrids — derivatives of the loanword, in this case, — prieras.

Five Lithuanian loanwords are undoubtedly derived from Eastern Slavic
languages, as evidenced by the phonetics of the loanwords: dékavoti, prisiegoti,
rédyti, krikstyti and kryziavoti. The path of the syllables to the recipient language
is illustrated by important historical processes in Slavic languages — the denasal-
isation of nasal vowels and the hardening of naturally only soft consonants — zZ,
s, ¢, ¢, r. The verb kryzavoti, the variant of the verb kryziavoti, probably reflects
a later borrowing. The two borrowings probably come from Eastern Slavic lan-
guages. Sometimes, the equivalents of the Lithuanian loanwords are found in only
one possible language, similarly with the verb terioti, but the possible equivalent
of this verb is also found in Polish dialects. Therefore, there is a possibility, albeit
a slight one, that the relevant verb simply did not find its way into the writings of
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the respective period. The loan verb velyti is classified as an Eastern Slavic loan-
word because of its meaning closer to its equivalent.

The donor language of only two verbs, both witnessed only in DC, is most
likely Polish. Bliuznyti, according to its spelling, is closer to the Polish verb, i.e.
perhaps an intuitive attempt to reproduce the Polish very soft z in bluznic is ob-
served. Zycyti is assigned to Polonisms because of its meanings closer to the Pol-
ish verb Zyczy¢ than to Eastern Slavic verbs.

The number of Slavic verbs (afieravoti, karinavoti, liecyti, pravyti, rody-
ti, rokavoti, sviecyti, daboti) for which the donor language is unknown is slightly
higher than the number of loanwords from the Eastern Slavic languages as there
are no objective criteria to determine the specific origin of these loanwords.
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Amxennka CMeTOHH]eHE

I[TOPEKJIO CJIOBEHCKUX IJIATOJIA Y JAVKIIIHHOM
KATUXU3UCY (1595) U AHOHUMHOM KATUXH3HUCY (1605)

Pesume

VY 16. BeKy KaTUXHU3UCH Cy YOIIIITE UMAJH IJIABHY YIOTY Y IMINPEHhY KaTOIMYaHCTBA,
IIPU YeMy cy TIoceOHy MPErnopyKy 3a pa3BHjambe PEJIUTH]CKUX 3HAba HMaIH je3yUTCKH Ka-
tuxusucu [lerepa Kanucujyca, Pooepra banapmuna u Jakoda Jlenecme. Jlenecmun karu-
xusuc Dottrina Christiana, a modo di dialogo del Maestro, et Discepolo, per insegnare
alli Fanciulli npeBeneH je Ha MOJCKHU, @ KACHHU]€ U Ha JIMBAHCKU. [IpBU MpeBo, KOju je
ypaauno Mukasojyc [Jaykia (y Tekcety paga DC), o0jaBibe je 1595. rogune. Ipyru npe-
BOJI 00jaBJbEH j€ IECET TOiMHA KaCHHje, Kajia je aHOHMMHH IpeBoaMIall mpeseo JlenecMuu
KaTUXM3UC Ha oCcHOBY [laykimmuor katuxusuca (y Tekcty paga AC). Y 0oBOM YIaHKy HUCITH-
TH]Jy C€ IIIAroJICKH CJIaBU3MH, a FIbHXOBO TIOPEKIIo ofpel)yje ce Ha OCHOBY pa3iMuUTHX KPHU-
Tepujyma. Kako Ou ce Taj 1usb MOCTHTA0, U3 00a KATUXU3KCA CKCIIECPITUPAHU Cy OCHOBHHU
OOJIHMIIN 1032jMJbEHUX MH(PUHUTABA U HUXOBHU JICPUBATH, [IIATOJIM KOjU C€ HE TIOHABIbA]y
cy ne(pMHHMCAHM U YOIIITEeHH, a Npe(UKCcaTHe U3BE/ICHUIIE Cy UCKIbYUYCHE U3 JJaJbe aHa-
JI3€ YKOJIMKO Ce 3HaueHe Npe(hUKCAIHOT [JIaroyia pa3jinKyje y OJIHOCY Ha MOTUBHH IJia-
TOJI ¥ YKOJIMKO je MorduKoBaH camo cypukcom. OBH KpaTKH KaTUXU3KUCH cajpike 18 mo-
3ajMJbEHUX OCHOBHHMX OOJIMKA IIarolia, oj Kojux 17 mpartv cuCTeM MHTEerpalyje ciaBu3ama,
LITO TIOJ[pa3yMeBa Jia ce Cy(hUKC UyBa MPUIMKOM MTPEy3UMarba CIIOBEHCKOT IJ1arojia u me-
TOBOT HHTErpUCama y TuTBaHCKH. CaMo ce Tiaroln prierauti Kkiacudukyje Kao JINTBaHCKa
u3BeCHUIIa 0/ Beh 1mo3ajM/beHe UMEHHUIIEC, Tj. Kao xuopua. CeaaM cliaBu3ama y aHaJIUu3u-
paHUM TEKCTOBUMA KJIaCU(HKOBAHU Cy Ka0 UCTOUHOCIOBEHCKU 300T IUXOBE (JOHETHKE
U 3HAUYCHa, 0K CC jelaH KIaCU(PHUKY]je Ka0 HCTOUHOCIOBEHCKH jep HUCY MpoHaljeHH Mo-
rylin eKBUBaJICHTH Y MOJBCKOM jE3UKY U3 TOr Neproa. J[Ba rarona kiacuukyjy ce kao
MOJIOHU3MHU y3uMajyhin y 003up 3Ha4YCHe 1 (DOHETHKY IIarojia u lbuxoBe Moryhe ekBuBa-
nenrte. OcaM cllaBu3aMa HeMa MO3HaT je3UK-AaBaall jep He MT0CToje 00jeKTUBHHU KpUTe-
pujymu iomohy Kojux O ce OpeinIIo MOPEKIIO THX M03ajMIbEHHIIA.

Kwyune peuu: Jlaykuun kamuxusuc, AHOHUMHU KAMUXU3UC, TIIATONH, XUOPUIH,
CJIaBU3MH, MTOPEKJIIO T103ajMJBCHHIIA.
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