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Santraukos:
 

Aleksas Girdenis

 

THE CHRONOLOGICAL RELATIONS OF THE MANUSCRIPT PURPURA TO ZIWATAS OF 1759

 

Summary

 

This article deals with the manuscript Purpura iszganima mukos Jezusa, which was compiled in the North-Western Lowland Lithuanian dialect. The title page bears the year 1707, but basing myself on the linguistic data I attempt to prove that the text was composed (or reedited) only after the middle of the nineteenth century or even slightly later.

Along with the salient graphic peculiarities that show such a late origin of the manuscript, certain linguistic features which are different in the other Lowland Lithuanian book (based on the same dialect) Ziwatas Pona yr Diewa musu Jezusa Christusa (1759) prove this to be a comparatively late version of the manuscript Purpura:

1. The morphological alternation of [t’], [d’] : [č’], [dž’] is almost totally absent in Purpura; in Zywatas this process was still in the embryonic stage of development.

2. In Zywatas the sound [e] was consistently used in unstressed word-stem and inflectional positions. In Purpura the shift can be traced as it progresses very clearly: -e- → -ẹ-, -e → -ẹ.
3. In certain cases the cluster [nī] was more than just nasalized, it was actually turned into [nįn] in Purpura. Yet the same cluster [nī] in Zywatas was always kept unaltered.

4. Certain archaic morphological features were absent from the manuscript; yet they were present in Zywatas. Note for instance, the loc. pl. ending -su and also such archaic forms of the consonantal declension as the instr. sg. sesermi ‘(with) sister’, instr. pl. sesermis ‘(with) sisters’, etc.

At the end of the article certain strong arguments are advanced to demonstrate that the linguistic basis of Purpura was the subdialect of Kretinga of the so-called littoral Lowland Lithuanian dialect.

 

Birutė Kabašinskaitė

 

DIACRITICAL MARKS IN BALTRAMIEJUS VILENTAS’ TEXTS (1579): AND , , 

 

Summary

 

The article deals with the special diacritical marks and , , that Baltramiejus Vilentas (ca. 1525–1587) used in the two surviving printed texts (translated from German) – Enchiridion (1579) and Euangelias bei Epiſtolas (Gospels and Letters, 1579). Using the concordance that was compiled in the Research Institute of the Lithuanian Language (Vilnius) of these texts, in addition to photocopies and transliterations, I registered all the cases where these diacritics are found. It is obvious that in his Enchiridion and Euangelias bei Epiſtolas Vilentas did not use – , , in the same way and in equal measure. In Euangelias bei Epiſtolas is much more frequent than in Enchiridion (in Enchiridion this letter is found approximately three and a half times less than we might expect in comparison with Euangelias bei Epiſtolas). In the case of with diacritics the difference between Euangelias bei Epiſtolas and Enchiridion is comparatively small (in Enchiridion it is 1,4 times more frequent than we might expect in comparison with Euangelias bei Epiſtolas). But neither in the Enchiridion nor in the Euangelias bei Epiſtolas do we find consistent usage of those graphemes: along with the diacritical forms with the letters and , , there exist also the same forms or words with plain and .

The grapheme most often marks the accented or unaccented nasal sound [ų] and the accented (occasionally unaccented) long sound [ū]. Most often this grapheme was used in the gen. pl. ending. In the Euangelias bei Epiſtolas it is not rarely used also in the nom. and gen. pl. of the pronoun jūs ‘you’ and in the third person future tense of the verb būti ‘to be’.

It is very probable that the key to the explanation of the usage of the grapheme in Vilentas’ texts is the corresponding double that was introduced by Lozorius Zengštokas (he reprinted Vilentas’ books once more in 1612). Basing ourselves on Zengštokas. innovation we can claim that the grapheme in Vilentas’ texts primarily marked the long sound [ū], even though considering the fact that unstressed long final vowels were shortened in Vilentas’ native dialect, long vowels in final position at the same time bear witness of being stressed. This assertion is supported by the fact that the diacritical mark was used on monosyllabic forms more consistently and more often (the stress in these words naturally fell on the only syllable); thus, the priority was allocated most probably to certain other features.

It is plausible to assume that the nasal sound [ų] in the gen. pl. case might have been treated as a long sound by Vilentas and later by Zengštokas since its nasalization may have been weak and unclear in Vilentas’ native dialect. In this case the letter denoting the sound -ų- in root position (atſiũs ‘[he] will send’) should be treated as a tilde (the sign of the omission of ). 

Still the possibility remains that Vilentas could have decided to mark both the long and nasal sounds with the same grapheme (he did not possess a special sign for the nasal [ų]). 

The data confirm the opinion of Jonas Palionis and Mindaugas Strockis that the three diacritics on the letter (, , ) performed the same function. The diacritical letters had the same function and were used interchangeably; still the grapheme was the most frequent variant. The most frequent position of with any diacritic was the gen. sg. case of several monosyllabic pronouns. We may assume that the diacritics on performed several functions in Vilentas’ texts: they distinguished the morphological (i)ā stem gen. sg. forms (mostly of pronouns) as in Latin grammars of the sixteenth century; they also marked the abbreviation of the iness. sg. f. of the (i)ā stem nouns and the third person present tense of verbs in -oti. The function of the abbreviation is especially evident in the Enchiridion. Because of the lack of data it is difficult to tell if the diacritics could also show (at least in rare cases) the location of stress.

There is a certain tendency evident in Vilentas’ usage of diacritics: in his later work Euangelias bei Epiſtolas he decided to use the grapheme more often and also to limit the usage of , , . 

 

Birutė Kabašinskaitė

DIAKRITISCHE ZEICHEN IN BARTHOLOMÄUS WILLENTS TEXTEN (1579): UND , , 

 

Zusammenfassung

 

Im Aufsatz werden die mit diakritischen Zeichen versehenen Buchstaben und , , besprochen, welche in den beiden Drucken von Bartholomäus Willent, dem Enchiridion (1579) und den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas (Evangelien und Episteln, 1579), verwendet sind. Mit Hilfe der vom Forschungsinstitut für Litauische Sprache (Vilnius) erstellten Textkonkordanz wurden, gestützt auf die Originale, ihre Umschriften und Fotokopien, alle Fälle des Gebrauchs dieser Buchstaben erfaßt. Es zeigt sich, daß Willent im Enchiridion und in den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas die Buchstaben , , , nicht in gleicher Weise und im gleichen Umfang verwendet. In den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas ist viel häufiger als im Enchiridion (im Enchiridion kommt dieser Buchstabe etwa dreieinhalbmal seltener vor, als im Vergleich mit den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas zu erwarten wäre). Im Falle des mit Diakritika versehenen besteht zwischen den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas und dem Enchiridion nur ein verhälnismäßig kleiner Unterschied (im Enchiridion ist es 1,4 mal häufiger, als im Vergleich mit den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas zu erwarten wäre). Außerdem gibt es weder im Enchiridion noch in den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas eine einheitliche konsequente Gebrauchsweise der besprochenen Grapheme: neben den Formen mit , , , kommen die gleichen Formen der Wörter mit beziehungsweise vor. 

Der Buchstabe bezeichnet meist ein betontes oder unbetontes nasaliertes [ų] und ein betontes (gelegentlich auch ein unbetontes) langes [ū]. Meistens wird dieses Graphem in der Endung des Genitiv Plural geschrieben. In den Euangelias bei Epiſtolas wird es nicht selten auch im Nominativ und Genitiv Plural des Pronomens jūs ‘ihr’ und in der 3. Person Futur des Verbums būti ‘sein’ verwendet.

Den Schlüssel zur Erklärung des Gebrauchs des Graphems in den Texten Willents stellt wahrscheinlich das entsprechende verdoppelte dar, welches von Lazarus Sengstock (er druckte die Bücher Willents 1612 nach) eingeführt wurde. Gestützt auf die Neuerung Sengstocks ist festzustellen, daß der Buchstabe in der Texten Willents in erster Linie den langen Laut [ū] bezeichnet, wenn auch angesichts der Tatsache, daß im Heimatdialekt Willents unbetonte lange Endvokale gekürzt waren, ein Langvokal am Wortende gleichzeitig auf Endbetonung weist. Diese Behauptung wird durch die Beobachtung gestützt, daß das diakritische Zeichen bei Einsilblern konsequenter und häufiger gebraucht wurde (der Akzent traf bei diesen Wörtern ja immer die eine Silbe).

Es erscheint denkbar, daß das nasalierte [ų] im Genitiv Plural von Willent und später von Sengstock als langer Laut behandelt wurde, da seine Nasalierung in Willents Heimatdialekt möglicherweise schwach und undeutlich war. In diesem Fall wäre das diakritische Zeichen beim Buchstaben , welcher den Laut -ų- in der Wurzel bezeichnet (atſiũs .er wird senden.) als Tilde (ein Zeichen für die Auslassung eines ) aufzufassen.

Doch ist auch mit der Möglichkeit zu rechnen, daß Willent sich dazu entschieden haben könnte, sowohl den langen wie den nasalierten Laut mit ein und demselben Graphem zu bezeichnen (er hatte kein besonderes Zeichen für das nasalierte [ų]). 

Der Befund bestätigt die Ansicht von Jonas Palionis und Mindaugas Strockis, daß den drei diakritischen Zeichen auf dem Buchstaben die gleiche Funktion zukam. Die mit Diakritika versehenen Buchstaben waren also gleichwertig und gegenseitig austauschbar; doch war das Graphem die häufigste Variante. Am häufigsten kam ein mit diakritischen Zeichen versehenes im Genitiv Singular einiger einsilbigen Pronomina vor. Es ist wohl anzunehmen, daß den Diakritika auf dem in den Texten Willents mehrere Bedeutungen zukamen: sie kennzeichneten die Formen des Genitiv Singular der ā-Stämme (meist bei Pronomina) wie in lateinischen Grammatiken des 16. Jahrhunderts; sie kamen auch in den abgekürzten Formen des Inessiv Singular femininum der ā-Stämme und in der abgekürzten Form der 3. Person Präsens der Verba auf -oti vor. Die Funktion als Kennzeichen der Abkürzung ist besonders deutlich im Enchiridion. Da nicht genügend Belege zur Verfügung stehen, ist schwer festzustellen, ob die Diakritika auch (wenigstens in einzelnen Fällen) den Akzentsitz angeben konnten.

Bei Willents Gebrauch der diakritischen Zeichen laßt sich eine bestimmte Tendenz feststellen: in seinem späterem Werk Euangelias bei Epiſtolas hat er sich dafür entschieden, das Graphem häufiger zu gebrauchen und die Verwendung von , , einzuschränken.

 

 

Vincentas Drotvinas, Aušra Rimkutė

MARGINAL INSCRIPTIONS BY KRISTIJONAS GOTLYBAS MILKUS IN HIS DICTIONARY: LITTAUISCH=DEUTSCHES UND DEUTSCH=LITTAUISCHES WOERTER=BUCH (1800)

 

Summary

 

Our article deals with the marginal manuscript inscriptions of Kristijonas Gotlybas Milkus (1733–1807) in two copies of his own printed dictionary Littauiſch=deutſches und Deutſch=littauiſches Wærter=Buch (Königsberg, 1800), which are kept in the Library of Lithuanian Academy of Sciences (call numbers: LK–18/5/I and LK–18/5/II). In all we have found 246 inscriptions and 29 underlined words.

The inscriptions served to prove the authorship of Milkus’ main fictional work—the poem Pilkainis (the analysis of Milkus handwriting was done by Jadvyga Ignatjeva). They also served to trace the type of Milkus’ work with his dictionary after it was printed. The inscriptions prove that Milkus did not intend to alter the structure of his printed dictionary. On the other hand they demonstrate that Milkus approached his text critically and attempted to expand or make certain places of the dictionary more precise. The primary goal of Milkus’ work with the dictionary after it was published was supplementation. The following main additions were made:

(a) Lithuanian equivalents in the dictionary were added as well as word combinations and illustrative patterns from the spoken language;

(b) New dictionary entries were created;

(c) Grammatical information was revised: certain main forms of verb inflection were added; certain morphological homonyms were separated.

Not all the inscriptions are new lexical data—we found 29 examples of the repetition of German or (more often) Lithuanian words. This means that in the margins Milkus wrote the words that were already present in the printed version of the dictionary (in different places in the dictionary). Such inscriptions prove that Milkus had read and corrected his dictionary more than once, i.e. he had worked at different periods.

 

 

Robertas Gedrimas

SUFFIXAL NAMES OF PHANEROGAMS IN THE BOTANICAL WORK TAYSLÓS AUGUMYYNIS (1843) BY JURGIS AMBRAZIEJUS PABRĖŽA 

 

Summary

 

Jurgis Ambraziejus Pabrėža (1771–1849), a famous Samogitian (Lowland Lithuanian) naturalist and Franciscan Father, wrote the fundamental botanical work Tayslós Augumyynis (The System of Plants) in his native Northern Lowland subdialect of Kretinga in 1843 (the manuscript is kept in the Lithuanian National Library: f. 124 – 1). In this book he described 643 phanerogams and over 150 cryptogams and funguses. Tayslós Augumyynis was not entirely published, but later it became the basic work for modern Lithuanian botanical terminology. Pabrėža created terms by three means: 1) making terms out of folk lexis, 2) producing neologisms, 3) borrowing terms (from other languages). This article deals with suffixal names (neologisms) of phanerogams in Tayslós Augumyynis. The suffixal names make up 27% of all the derivatives in his work. Pabrėža creates suffixal names of phanerogams with 25 suffixes and their variants. Four suffixes are the most productive: -ūnas (-ė); -utis (-ė); -ytė; -elis (-ė); with each of these suffixes Pabrėža created at least five names. Over 20 of Pabrėža’s suffixal names of phanerogams made their way into modern Lithuanian botanical terminology. 

 

 

Jurgita Venckienė

THIRTY-SIX EDITIONS OF THE PRAYER-BOOK AUKSO ALTORIUS (GOLDEN ALTAR; 1885–1907) AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARD LITHUANIAN

 

Summary

 

This article covers thirty six editions of Serafinas Laurynas Kušeliauskas’ (1820–1889) Aukso Altorius (a Lithuanian Catholic prayer-book), which were printed in the years 1879 to 1907. The Catholic Church in Lithuania was developing its written standardized variety from the sixteenth century on. Nevertheless at the end of the nineteenth century the language of religious texts was subject to the impact of the norms of the developing “secular” Lithuanian standard. The article raises the question as to why orthographical, phonetic, and certain morphological norms were changing slower in the prayer-books than in some other genres.

The oldest surviving edition of the prayer-book Aukso altorius was published in 1885. This edition encompassed certain Lowland Lithuanian and certain Northern West Highland Lithuanian dialectal forms (from the Šiauliai region). In later editions these forms were gradually substituted for Southern West Highland dialectal equivalents. Traditionally it was believed that the language of various publications (prayer-books among them) was influenced by the prestigious secular periodicals. However, the newspaper Aušra was not necessarily prestigious for the editors of the prayer-books, and their intention to use the Southern West Highland dialect for writing might have occurred relatively independently. Still, those periodicals which were published after Aušra ceased to exist (after 1886) and which used this dialect quite consistently might have impacted to a certain degree the transition of the prayer-books to the more Southern West Highland dialectal forms, especially in the last decade of the nineteenth century and in the beginning of the twentieth.

The orthography of the prayer-books was reformed later than the Lowland and Northern West Highland Lithuanian (from the Šiauliai region) dialectal forms started to disappear—only in the beginning of the twentieth the century. Still there were earlier isolated efforts to change the orthography: in 1892.1893 the printer Schönke (probably under the influence of the readers) published two editions of Aukso altorius in the different (not traditional) orthography, which was developed by August Schleicher: the grapheme replaced ; replaced ; , replaced , . Instead of the two and (used by the printer Mauderode) Schönke used merely . Later editions were printed by Schönke in traditional letters again—most probably he was forced to adjust to the requirements of the Catholic Church. The alphabet that was implemented by Jonas Jablonskis and was used by secular intellectuals found its place in prayer-books comparatively late: Mauderode introduced the letters and the digraphs , , and in the edition of 1900; and , , , and —only in the edition of 1907. The delay of the reform in the prayer-books was caused by the Catholic Church authorities, who supported the traditional orthography for a long time. Only when the “secular” orthography became almost ubiquitous, did the editors of prayer-books cease to keep the old spelling tradition.

 

 

Daiva Litvinskaitė

THE ORTHOGRAPHY OF THE LITHUANIAN CYRILLIC ЕВАНГЕЛIЕСЪ (1865): LAURYNAS IVINSKIS AND JONAS KREČINSKIS

 

Summary

 

Evangelijos (1865) is a Lithuanian book compiled in the Cyrillic alphabet. It is based on an earlier Lithuanian book by Juozapas Arnulfas Giedraitis (1757–1838) Naujas Istatimas (1816), which was printed in Latin letters. Laurynas Ivinskis (1810–1881) was thought to be a compiler of the Evangelijos. However, a comparison of its orthography with the spelling of the autonomously written Kalendorius of Ivinskis of 1865 demonstrates that the concept of Cyrillic orthography diverges greatly in those two Lithuanian texts. Still the orthography of the Evangelijos is analogous to Ivinskis. Kalendorius of 1866 that was compiled in collaboration a year later with Jonas Krečinskis (ca. 1820–after 1884). The most frequent words found in the Cyrillic based Lithuanian works by Ivinskis and Krečinskis have clearly demonstrated that the orthography of the Evangelijos was very similar to Krečinskis’ model of that orthography. Philological analysis has shown that Ivinskis and Krečinskis might have worked together on the text of the Lithuanian Evangelijos in Cyrillic.

 

 

Anna Verschik

PIRMAS LIETUVIŲ KALBOS VADOVĖLIS KALBANTIEMS JIDIŠ

 

Santrauka

 

Straipsnyje analizuojamas Avromo Šulmano lietuvių kalbos vadovėlis, išleistas 1923 metais Kaune būtent jidiš kalbantiems mokiniams. Įkūrus nepriklausomą Lietuvos Respubliką, paaiškėjo, kad dauguma Lietuvos žydų beveik nemoka arba labai menkai moka lietuviškai. Nors žydai atvyko į LDK XIV amžiuje, jie gyvendavo dažniausiai tarp slavų, todėl kontaktai su lietuviais ir lietuvių kalba prasidėjo vėliau. 1923 metais žydai sudarė 7,6% Lietuvos gyventojų, taigi buvo didesnioji mažuma. Lietuvių kaip antrosios kalbos dėstymas kėlė problemų kalbos mokymo praktikams ir teoretikams. Pasak Chackelio Lemcheno, tuo metu nebuvo tinkamų lietuvių kalbos vadovėlių nelietuviams. Šulmanas labai sistemingai aiškino gramatiką, bet, deja, vadovėlyje beveik nėra kontrastinės (gretinamosios) gramatikos elementų. Autorius vartojo įprastą jidiš gramatikos terminologiją, bet, atrodo, jam nepavyko sukurti jidiš terminų lietuvių kalbos prozodijai aprašyti. Apie kirčiavimą jis beveik nieko nerašė. Įdomu, kad ten, kur netgi buvo galima vartoti tarptautinius terminus (pvz., linksnių pavadinimus jidiš kalba), jis įdėjo lietuviškus terminus (vardininkas, kilmininkas ir pan.) į jidiš tekstą. 

Šulmanas pradeda gramatiką nuo daiktavardžių ir būdvardžių nė neužsimindamas apie veiksmažodį. Beveik visi sakiniai yra be veiksmažodžių, nes jis ketino apie tai rašyti vadovėlio antroje dalyje (jos, deja, neišleido). Vietoj rišlių tekstų autorius pateikia atskirus sakinius. Atrodo, kad tai tuomet buvo bendra praktika. Lemchenas, kuris aktyviai užsiėmė lietuvių kaip antrosios kalbos dėstymo metodika, tokią praktiką labai kritikavo ir teigė, kad būtinai reikia duoti mokiniams tekstų, pasakų ir pan., kitaip negalima išmokyti kalbėti. Nors ir turi trūkumų, Šulmano vadovėlis yra įdomus ir svarbus to meto didaktinės literatūros paminklas.

 

 

Giedrius Subačius

THE LITHUANIAN OF STANISLOVAS MORAVSKIS: 1850–1852

 

Summary

 

Stanislovas Moravskis (Stanisław Morawski, 1802–1853) was the well-known author of Vilnius’ memoirs (Several Years from My Young Days in Vilnius, 1818–1825). He wrote predominantly in Polish, but in the rough draft of his “Pieśni” (“Songs”), ca. 1850–1852 (preserved in the Library of the Lithuanian Academy of Sciences in Vilnius: f. 165 – 404) Moravskis wrote some Lithuanian texts, phrases, and words (151 Lith. words with a total of 269 occurrences).

Moravskis was curious about the meaning and the form of the Lith. words Anksti, Dobiłas and its derivative dobiełelis, Palidnikas, Ratielù. He knew well how to use the velar (nonpalatal) consonant [l] before the e type vocalism (Łeki ‘lėkė; flew’), etc. It might seem that Moravskis had mastered certain characteristics of the Lithuanian language better than a novice.

On the other hand, Moravskis was unable to hear the exact phonetics of the words anam, ežeraitis, mergelė, nabagėlis, nedėlia, nematau, Nemunas, penki, subata; he could not identify exactly the ending ‑o (gen. sg. and praes. 3); he did not clearly differentiate between the diphthong [ie] and the vowels [ė], [e], or between the diphthong [uo] and the vowel [o] (he wrote ); he did not perceive precisely the unstressed diphthong [au] (sometimes he wrote it as ) and there are some inaccuracies in his translations from Lithuanian into Polish. These characteristics of Moravskis’s texts could suggest the opposite view—that Moravskis was far from being a specialist in Lithuanian.

Trying to determine how well Moravskis understood Lithuanian, one can come up with a two-fold conclusion: (1) Moravskis knew Lithuanian; but (2) his knowledge of Lithuanian was very superficial. More than that, some of his Lithuanian phrases might have been written with help of Lithuanians (e.g. his personal servant Lowland Lithuanian Jamont), which makes it possible that Moravskis’s knowledge of Lithuanian was even worse than one might judge from his texts. Besides, Moravskis did not care about the original language (Lithuanian) of the songs; his main focus was the Polish translations.

One may assume that Moravskis was able to identify many Lithuanian words in the speech of Lithuanian farmers. Probably he could understand certain words and phrases in their speech. But it is also plausible that any longer spoken coherent Lithuanian discourse would have remained beyond the comprehension of Moravskis. 

In the middle of the nineteenth century there were many different models proposed for the development of Standard Lithuanian. Moravskis, however, does not seem to have known any Lithuanian writing tradition. Moravskis’s orthography is very unconventional. His texts were obviously based on the spoken varieties of Lithuanian, rather than on any written patterns. His basic sources for writing Lithuanian were certainly Lithuanian dialects, and Polish (not Lithuanian) orthography. Moravskis was not used to reading Lithuanian books, and most probably he wrote Lithuanian merely to make notes of some folk song lyrics.

 

 

Ona Aleknavičienė 

ROTUNDA, SCHWABACHER, FRAKTUR, LATIN ANTIQUA AND ITALIC IN LITHUANIAN PRINTS OF THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY 

 

Summary 

 

The article covers the development and delineates the main stages of the black-letter or gothic types in printed Lithuanian texts of the sixteenth century in East Prussia (Lithuania Minor) and in Grand Duchy of Lithuania (Lithuania Major). 

Three kinds of the gothic types were used in Lithuanian prints of the sixteenth century in East Prussia: Rotunda, Schwabacher, and Fraktur. Hans Weinreich used Rotunda in his printshop for the first two Lithuanian printed books: Martynas Mažvydas’ Catechism (1547) and Hymn of St. Ambrose (1549); still the major typeface used for both books was Schwabacher. We can find Rotunda in Lithuanian, Polish, and Old Prussian early sixteenth century prints; however, from the middle of the sixteenth century it begins to disappear from the Königsberg printers’ books. 

The first Lithuanian text to contain a Fraktur typeface was Mažvydas’ The Form of Christening (1559) from Johann Daubmann printshop. Still the main text of the book was set in Schwabacher (like in the other important book by Mažvydas—Christian Hymns, Part 1, 1566); Fraktur along with the Latin Antiqua typeface were used only for certain emphasizing.

In the history of Lithuanian books printed in Königsberg the year 1570 must be considered transitional from Schwabacher to Fraktur. In Mažvydas’ Christian Hymns part two (1570) the main typeface of the text became Fraktur. Latin Antiqua (Italic in certain places) and also Fraktur was used as emphasizing type.

Fraktur was the main typeface in the books printed at Georg Osterberger’s printshop: Enchiridion and Gospels and Letters of Baltramiejus Vilentas (1579); Spiritual Hymns, Cancional and Collectas (1589) and Sermons (1591) of Jonas Bretkūnas; Theological Pearl (1600) of Simonas Vaišnoras. In Vilentas’ Enchiridion and Gospels and Letters the letter and with diacritics (, , ) were taken from the Latin Antiqua typeface.

In Grand Duchy of Lithuania books were mainly set in Schwabacher: (a) Catholic—Mikalojus Daukša’s Catechism (1595) and Sermons (1599); (b) Calvinist—Merkelis Petkevičius’ Catechism (1598) and Morkūnas’ Sermons (1600). The faces used for emphasis were either Fraktur or Latin Antiqua.

 

 

Ona Aleknavičienė, Laima Grumadienė

PALEMONAS, A COMPUTER FONT FOR LITHUANIAN PHILOLOGY

 

Summary

 

The authors of this article discuss the computer font Palemonas, which was specially created for the requirements of Lithuanian philology. The creation of the font was initiated and supported by the State Commission for the Lithuanian Language. Experimental versions of the font, which at present contain a subset of all the linguistic symbols needed for Lithuanian language studies, have been made freely available on the internet since May 2004. The font can also serve general purposes.

The article covers the encoding problems of all the special characters, the aesthetics of the typeface, and the sphere of its application.

