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Jurgita Venckienė 

THE STANDARD LITHUANIAN OF SECULAR AND CATHOLIC PERIODICALS: THE CHOICE OF THE DIALECT AND THE NEED FOR CODIFICATION (THE END OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY TO THE BEGINNING OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY)

At the end of the nineteenth century the secular intellectuals and Catholic clergy were separately developing the bases of their written language models. In this article I analyze the development of the language of newspapers of these two groups: (1) the secular periodical Varpas (1889–1905); (2) the Catholic žemaičių ir Lietuvos Apžvalga (1889–1896) and Tėvynės Sargas (1896–1904). I aim to identify the time when one of the models was recognized as more prestigious. Most attention is paid to the selection of the dialect and the rise of the need for codification. 

There were certain fluctuations of linguistic features in secular and Catholic periodicals even after the choice of the dialect for standard Lithuanian. the secular standard was gaining strength at a faster pace, however. I treat the year 1893 as the turning point for the orientation of the Catholic clergy. This year they turned away from Kazimieras Jaunius’ grammar which had been used previously. (The priest Kazimieras Pakalniškis, the editor of Žemaičių ir Lietuvos Apžvalga, decided to stop changing the linguistic forms that were used by the authors.) For the clergy the language of the secular intellectuals seemed more grounded in the choice of dialect―Varpas was being issued by Southern West Highland Lithuanians who knew the dialect selected for the standard language better. 

Secular intellectuals and Catholic clergy were far more in competition with regard to the orthography. The “secular-style” writing of some forms was tolerated by the clergy from the year 1893 on. However, disagreement concerning graphic symbols lasted longer, since secular intellectuals had started the reform of the orthography with the goal of rejecting the traditional polish way of writing. The change of traditional characters had been rejected in the Catholic environment since new characters were thought to be unfamiliar for the readers. The secular standard finally triumphed over the clerical model in the year 1900 when Juozas Tumas, the editor of Tėvynės Sargas, acknowledged that he had the draft (manuscript) grammar by the secular linguistic authority Jonas Jablonskis and decided to follow it. The majority of the grammar’s codified forms followed the secular standard so the clergy were forced to accept the competitors’ language model in the middle of 1900.  

Christiane Schiller 

JONO RĖZOS PSALTERAS DOVYDO (1625) – VOKIEČIŲ–LIETUVIŲ LEKSIKOGRAFIJOS ŠALTINIS 

Tęsiant ankstesnius Vinco Urbučio (1988, 210) tyrimus, kuriuose Jono rėzos Psalteras Dovydo (1625; RPs) nurodytas kaip daugelio mažosios Lietuvos žodynų (Lexicon Lithuanicum [Lex], vad. Richterio žodyno [R], vad. Richterio žodyno šaltinio [PRK] ir vad. Krause’s žodyno [K]) šaltinis, šiame straipsnyje pirmą kartą išsamiai įvertinamas rėmimosi juo pobūdis ir mastas. Nustatyta, kad RPs buvo šaltinis daugelio psalmių, cituotų minėtuose žodynuose. Pirmą kartą patvirtinama, kad RPs buvo ir žodyno Clavis Germanico-Lithvana (C) šaltinis. 

Be to, straipsnyje parodoma, kad žodynų sudarytojai įvairiu mastu rėmėsi RPs ir tada, kai tiesiogiai jo necitavo. Iš to galima spręsti, kad RPs buvo svarbus vokiečių–lietuvių kalbų žodynų šaltinis. 

Lina Plaušinaitytė 

ŽODYNO CLAVIS GERMANICO-LITHVANA PAGRINDINIO LEKSIKOS SLUOKSNIO VOKIŠKOJO REGISTRO STRUKTŪRA

Straipsnyje nagrinėjama rankraštinio vokiečių–lietuvių kalbų žodyno Clavis Germanico- Lithvana (C) pagrindinio leksikos sluoksnio vokiškojo registro struktūra. Jame keliamas klausimas, ar C, kuris buvo sudarytas remiantis įvairiais šaltiniais, laikomasi nuoseklios leksikografinės strategijos. Tuo tikslu nagrinėjama žodyno pagrindinio leksikos sluoksnio vokiškojo registro struktūra, ypač atsižvelgiant į lematizavimo ir alfabetizavimo principus. Tyrimas parodė, kad C kaip atskiros lemos pateikiami labai įvairaus pobūdžio leksiniai vienetai ir strukūros (žodžiai, žodžių formos, žodžių junginiai, posakiai ir pan.). Nors žodyno sudarytojas stengėsi laikytis vienodos lemų pateikimo tvarkos, daugybę kartų jam nepavyko išvengti nukrypimų, skirtumų ir nenuoseklumo, atsiradusių visų pirma dėl šaltinių įvairovės. Kai kurie nukrypimai gali būti aiškinami ir praktiniais sudarytojo sumetimais, mėginimu atspindėti kalbinę realybę, noru pateikti vartotojui kuo naudingesnę informaciją. Ne visuomet aiškūs lemų atrankos principai, nevienoda jų pateikimo forma ir tvarka liudija, kad autorius neturėjo griežtos ir vientisos leksikografinės strategijos, dažniausiai perimdavo šaltinio pateikimo principus, o kartais elgėsi spontaniškai ir padarydavo savų pakeitimų, kurių motyvus galima tik nuspėti. Akivaizdu, kad žodyno sudarytojo pirminis tikslas buvo surinkti kuo platesnės apimties leksikografinę medžiagą, bet ne nuosekliai ją apdoroti.  

Vilma Zubaitienė 

THE EIGHTH EDITION OF LEXICON BIPARTITUM BY EHRENREICH WEISMANN (1725) AS A SOURCE FOR THE GERMAN-LITHUANIAN PART OF THE DICTIONARY BY PILYPAS RUIGYS (1747)

In the foreword to the dictionary, Ruigys himself mentioned only the name of the author of the source, indicating neither the exact title nor the year of the publication. In the Lithuanian bibliography it is thought that Ruigys used the 1741 dictionary by Weismann. In his recent study Vincentas Drotvinas claims that Ruigys could have referred to the 1725 dictionary or one of the earlier editions by Weismann. 

The article explores the history of the editions of the Lexicon bipartitum by the German lexicographer and educator ehrenreich Weisman (abbr. germ. Erich, lat. Eryc), presents some facts from the biography and activities of the author. 

In order to find out which editions of the dictionary by Weismann Ruigys could have used, all the editions are described and their chronological sequence is provided. The first edition is a Latin-German dictionary, thus it could not have been the source for the German-Lithuanian part of the dictionary by Ruigys. Starting with the second edition, the dictionary has a German-Latin part. It is possible to distinguish three periods in editing the dictionary by Weismann: the early (WL and WŽ2), the middle (WŽ3–WŽ6) and the late (WŽ7). WŽ8–WŽ10 editions were published posthumously. WŽ8 is an edited version of WŽ7, done by some other person(s). WŽ9 and WŽ10 do not differ from WŽ8 in the number of pages. 

A more detailed analysis of the foreword and preface to the dictionary is provided with the aim of discussing the purpose, sources and type of lexis of the dictionary. The main sources were earlier German dictionaries and works by Roman authors. The second German-Latin part was updated with terms relevant in those days. 

The article also presents a comparative analysis of the German-Latin editions (WŽvl2 [1685], WŽvl3 [1692], WŽvl7 [1715], WŽvl8 [1725], WŽvl9 [1732], WŽvl10 [1741]) of the Lexicon bipartitum by Ehrenreich Weismann and the German-Lithuanian part (RŽvl) of the dictionary by Pilypas Ruigys. When studying the differences of WŽvl2, WŽvl3, WŽvl7 and WŽvl8, the following ways of adding lexis and editing were identified: (1) register words and word collocations were added, (2) additional word meanings and homonyms were distinguished and new Latin equivalents were added, (3) more derivatives, compounds and usage examples were included in the families of words. 

A comparison of the registers of WŽvl8, WŽvl9 and WŽvl10, revealed that WŽvl9 is a reissued version of WŽvl8, and WŽvl10 is a reissued version of WŽvl9. 

In WŽvl9 and WŽvl10 a small number of WŽvl8 words and collocations were omitted, out of which 12 words and 5 collocations are found in the register of RŽvl. Also, in RŽvl and WŽvl8 there are 3 phrases, partially corrected or printed with the original errors in the later editions. 

The comparative analysis of WŽ editions and RŽvl showed that, in order to make a German-Lithuanian register, Ruigys adopted german words and collocations from WŽvl8 (1725). 

Birutė Kabašinskaitė 

TRACES OF THE EDITOR’S LOWLAND LITHUANIAN IDENTITY IN THE BASIC CATHOLIC HYMN-BOOK OF THE 18TH AND 19TH CENTURIES 1: LINGUISTIC CHANGE IN THE FIRST EDITION OF BALSAS ŠIRDIES (THE VOICE OF THE HEART)

As late as the seventeenth century, Saliamonas Slavočinskis’ hymnal (SlG) gave a certain impetus to the spread of the Lowland Lithuanian dialect in church poetry, although generally this hymnal represented the central Highland written variety of Lithuanian. This Lowland dialect impulse is very clear in later editions of Balsas Širdies (The Voice of the Heart, 1726; BŠ), which replaced Slavočinskis’ hymnal. The editor of the BŠ is very likely to have been a Lowlander, who was quite familiar with the Highland dialects of Lithuanian. thus, although his intentions were to write in central Highland written Lithuanian, there remain many traces of the Lowland Lithuanian dialect. The heterogeneity of the language of BŠ was also determined by the three sources of the hymnal: SlG (Central Highland written Lithuanian and the Lowland dialect), Knyga Nobažnystės (Book of Devotion, 1653; KN) (Central Highland written Lithuanian) and the anonymous translation of Bellarmin’s Catechism (1677; BK) (Eastern Highland written Lithuanian). In some cases these three sources were used in a rather peculiar way. The adopted hymns and psalms had not only been greatly revised but they had been often composed from the text fragments of various sources. Out of 154 texts of BŠ (114 hymns and 40 psalms) obviously only 29 (25 hymns and 4 psalms) are new. It seems that for the editor it was most important to revise those already existing texts but not to create new ones. 

It is obvious that the editor of BŠ attempted to avoid phonological and to some extent morphological Lowland Lithuanian peculiarities that were used in combination with the Highland Lithuanian in the main source (SlG). Even so he left the fluctuation of Lowland [ie] and Highland [ė]; Lowland [uo] and Highland [o]; Lowland flexions -a and Western Highland -o; and Lowland forms without affricates or Highland with them. 

A large part of the morphological and lexical changes made in the original SlG text show the efforts to avoid atypical forms and words, and to modernize the language of the hymnals (i.e. to reconcile it with the language norms of the middle of the 18th century). Generally the morphological and lexical changes in the texts that were adopted from KN and BK were of a similar kind. The specific phonological changes of the texts of KN are few: correction of bat ‘but’ and the word-contractions. Here, too, the fluctuation of [ie] and [ė], [uo] and [o], final -o and -a is a typical phenomenon. 

In the hymns adopted from BK there are numerous corrections: the phonological peculiarities of the Eastern Highland Lithuanian have been avoided. Nevertheless, the corrections are inconsistent and sometimes wrong; obviously, the editor of BŠ was not familiar with the forms of the written Eastern Highland Lithuanian. In the texts of all three sources some changes of forms that were different from the Central Highland written Lithuanian occurred. The changes possibly are due to the editor’s dialect: initial a- instead of e-; the prefix par-; Lowland [uo], [ie]; secondary “nasals”; the third person of the conditional mood in -um; the first person singular in -čiau; the accusative singular of the personal pronouns mani, tavi; and the forms of present tense stems in -(j)a (Standard Lithuanian i). 

The characteristic linguistic features of the newly added hymns in BŠ generally correspond to the characteristics of the Preface and the changes made in the old texts. Still the traces of the Southern Lowland dialect are more conspicuous in the newly added hymns. 

Thus, the deciding factor for the Lowland Lithuanian features to be present in BŠ (1726) was the inconsistency of the changes and editor’s inability to distinguish between certain Highland and Lowland Lithuanian sounds and forms. Later the tradition of the Central Highland written Lithuanian was losing its influence. This created favorable conditions for the writing of church poetry in the Lowland dialect, which became much more conspicuous in later editions of BŠ.

 

 

Inga Strungytė 

DER AUSDRUCK DER GEMEINSCHAFTS BEWEGUNG IM GESANG BUCH VON KRISTIJONAS ENDRIKIS MERTIKAITIS WISSOKIES NAUJES GIESMES ARBA EWANGELISZKI PSALMAI (1817) 

Im vorliegenden Artikel werden die Autoren und Übersetzer der in der zweiten Auflage des Gesangbuches Wiſſokies Naujes Gieſmes arba Ewangelißki Pſalmai (1817) abgedruckten Kirchenlieder besprochen sowie die Struktur dieses Gesangbuches und seine Beziehungen zu den anderen Gesangbüchern des 18. und anfang des 19. Jh. behandelt. 

Das Gesangbuch Wiſſokies Naujes Gieſmes arba Ewangelißki Pſalmai ist vom Lehrer und Prediger Kristijonas Endrikis Mertikaitis zusammengestellt worden. Bei der Zusammenstellung dieses den Bedürfnissen der Gemeinschaftsbewegung dienenden Gesangbuchs orientierte sich der Autor grundsätzlich am Aufbau des offiziellen Kirchengesangbuchs, d.h. es enthält Vorreden, Kirchenlieder und Gebete. Im Unterschied zum offiziellen Kirchengesangbuch wurde in diesem Gesangbuch nicht das Gebetbuch von Daniel Klein nachgedruckt, sondern sechs Gebete aus dem Gebetbuch von Johann Arndt und mehrere Auszüge aus den Predigtbüchern von Christian Masecovius und Benjamin Schmolck aufgenommen. Es wurde nachgewiesen, dass die im Gesangbuch von Mertikaitis angeführten Gebete ihre entsprechung in der litauischen Übersetzung des Gebetbuches von Johann Arndts Paradiesgärtlein - Rojaus Darźelis (1816) haben. Die Kirchenlieder werden nach dem Vorbild des offiziellen Kirchengesangbuchs gruppiert. Mertikaitis übernahm einige Kirchenlieder aus den Kirchengesangbüchern und anderen kleineren Gesangbüchern, die im 18. Jh. herausgegeben wurden. Bei der Zusammenstellung der Kirchenliedersammlung ließ er das offizielle Kirchengesangbuch von Adam Friedrich Schimmelpfennig weitgehend unberücksichtigt. Aus diesem Gesangbuch stammen lediglich zwei Kirchenlieder, die allerdings durch mehrere Strophen ergänzt wurden. Vermutlich hat er die meisten Kirchenlieder (insbesondere die von Gottfried Ostermeyer, Christian Lovin, Paul Schröder) aus dem Gesangbuch von Ostermeyer von 1781 übernommen. Einige Kirchenlieder gehen offenbar auf das Gesangbüchlein von Lovin, das wie das Gesangbuch von Ostermeyer nicht erhalten geblieben ist, zurück. Eine weitere Quelle stellt das buch JEZUS, tikkraſſis Griekininkû= Prietelus aus dem Jahre 1755 dar, das von einem bisher nicht identifizierten Autor bzw. Übersetzer W. D. G. herausgegebenen wurde. Während die aus diesem Werk und die aus dem offiziellen Kirchengesangbuch entnommenen Kirchenlieder unverändert, d.h. unredigiert übernommen wurden, weichen die Kirchenlieder von Lovin und Schröder erheblich von der fassung ab, die Christian Gottlieb Mielcke in seinem Gesangbuch bietet. Es ist anzunehmen, dass Mielcke, und nicht Mertikaitis, diese aus dem Gesangbuch von Ostermeyer (1781) übernommenen Kirchenlieder redigierte, zumal Mielcke gegen das Gesangbuch von Ostermeyer wegen der Ungenauigkeiten in der Übersetzung und der Verstöße im Versbau polemisierte. Insofern dürften die bei Mertikaitis angeführten Fassungen dieser Kirchenlieder die ursprüngliche Form widerspiegeln. 

Jurgis Pakerys 

THE DERIVATION OF LITHUANIAN SUFFIXED VERBS IN THE GRAMMARS OF KLEIN, SAPPUHN-SCHULTZ AND HAACK

The article focuses on the description of Lithuanian verb formation in the earliest printed grammars of Daniel Klein (Grammatica Litvanica, 1653, KlG; Compendium Litvanico-Germanicum, 1654, KlC), Christoph Sappuhn and Teophil Schulz (Compendium Grammaticae Lithvanicae, 1673, SSchG), and Friederich Wilhelm Haack (Vocabularium Litthvanico-Germanicum, et Germanico-Litthvanicum, [...] Nebst Einem Anhang einer kurtzgefaßten Litthauischen Grammatic, 1730, HG). 

KlG and SSchG include separate chapters on verb formation (De verbi specie et figura), while KlC and HG offer only brief remarks on the subject. Introductory chapters on the verb (De verbo) in KlG and KlC describe derived reflexives and causatives as certain semantic types beside active, passive and neuter groups of verbs. SSchG includes the aforementioned formations in the chapter on verb formation only, and HG briefly mentions them after the chapters on conjugation. 

The grammars describe two basic ways of verb formation, viz. derivation and composition. The derivation covers suffixed verbs, but SSchG includes reflexives as well. The composites, according to the grammars, can be nominal (juokdarau ‘jocum facio’), adverbial (gandarau ‘satisfacio’), prepositional (prieimi ‘adeo’) or include “inseparable particles” (beesmi ‘adhuc sum’, da-/pa-lytėju ‘attingo’). 

The grammars usually list only derivatives and their bases are often omitted. The suffixes are referred to as the last two syllables of 1 sg. praes. and in many cases are segmented correctly. The meanings of derivatives are well expressed in Latin or German paraphrases which usually include the translation of the Lithuanian base word preceded by certain modifier(s). One verb is explained in Lithuanian and German: rašydinu ‘duomi rašyti, ich lasse schreiben’ (KlG). 

The categories of Lithuanian suffixed verbs are described in the verb formation chapters of KlG and SSchG, and bear certain resemblances as well as differences. KlG starts with inchoatives, but omits causatives, while SSchG does not mention the first category and includes the latter category referred to as “permissives”. KlG describes causatives in the introductory chapter of verb, labels them “transitive” (verba transitiva) and compares them to hebrew hif’il formations. KlC and HG follow KlG, but HG leaves out the hebrew parallel. 

Inchoatives in KlG are exemplified by two verbs in -dėti and -inėti: merdmi (inf. merdėti) ‘incipio mori’ and puolinėju ‘incipio labi’. The inchoative reading of puolinėti is to some extent difficult. Causatives are represented by formations in -inti and -dinti. KlG and SSchG provide the same examples (juokinti ‘make someone laugh’, puldinti ‘make someone fall’, rašydinti ‘ask, order someone to write’) with slightly different paraphrases and different category labels (“transitive” in KlG vs. “permissive” in SSchG). KlC presents a completely new list of causatives: drąsinti ‘encourage’ (causative beside drįsti, dręsa ‘dare’, but could be also factitive beside drąsus ‘courageous’), pykinti ‘anger’, darydinti ‘ask, order someone to do something’, valgydinti ‘feed, make someone eat’. HG follows KlG, but adds vadindinti ‘ask, order someone to call someone’. 

Iterative verbs in KlG and SSchG are represented by formations in -inėti and -uliuoti (cf. 1 sg. praes. siuntinėju ‘saepe mitto’, darbuliuoju ‘frequenter aliquid ago’). KlG also lists Lithuanian preterit frequentative forms as iterative formations in -dav-au and considers them to be defective verbs with preterit paradigm only. SSchG holds an opposing view and describes these forms as a separate tense, “the second perfect” (perfectum secundum). KlC and HG have no verb formation chapters and by following KlG miss the Lithuanian preterit frequentative altogether. The diminutive category is exemplified by formations in -inėti, -auti and -oti (-noti, -snoti). Some verbs are labeled as probable but not certain diminutives (huc pertinere videntur): garbinoti, sveikinoti (SSchG: sveikoti). 

None of the grammars note that Lithuanian suffixed verbs can also be denominative (cf. drąsinti above). In one case KlG and SSchG misinterpret the direction of derivation and consider the adjective rūstus as a derivative of rūstauti, whereas only the opposite is possible. 

The inner relations of the grammars, based on the comparison of verb formation descriptions, can be outlined as follows. KlC and HG have no verb formation chapters, but their remarks on the subject follow KlG. On the other hand, KlC presents a new list of causative examples and HG omits the parallel with hebrew hif’il formations found in KlG and KlC. The verb formation chapters of KlG and SSchG look similar if one compares the suffixes mentioned and the examples listed. On the other hand, SSchG is different in a number of aspects. It misses the inchoative category, treats formations in -dav- as a separate tense paradigm, labels causatives and reflexives “permissive” and “intransitive” respectively and describes them as derivatives. 

Bronius Maskuliūnas 

CONCERNING THE FORMS OF POSSESSIVE PRONOUNS IN MIKALOJUS DAUKŠA’S KATEKIZMAS (1595) 

The article analyses the use of possessive pronouns in Daukša’s Katekizmas (1595). Two forms of these pronouns used in old Lithuanian writings are discussed: those based on agreement and those lacking agreement. The frequency of the use of these forms, their interrelation, the relation of the forms of Lithuanian pronouns and their polish equivalents, peculiarities of spelling and other issues are investigated. Material in Daukša’s Katekizmas is also compared to the analogous data obtained from the anonymously prepared Katekizmas (1605), which was translated from the same Polish source. 

It is argued that the works by Daukša are special in terms of possessive pronoun usage. Differently from the majority of other Lithuanian writings of the 16–17th century, the forms of possessive pronouns based on agreement predominate here. The exception is the ratio of the forms of pronouns with the root tav-, which account for the great majority of possessive pronouns found in Daukša’s Katekizmas. In this case the number of forms based on agreement and on non-agreement are roughly the same, with a slightly higher number of the latter. The prevalence of the second person forms, especially in the singular, can be explained by the genre of the text. On the other hand, the small number of the forms of reflexive pronouns can be associated with the style of old Lithuanian writings, in which in the first and second person, reflexive pronouns are often replaced by non-reflexive pronouns. 

The use of possessive pronouns is essentially independent of the Polish text–Polish equivalents for both agreeing and non-agreeing forms are the same. 

Non-agreeing forms of possessive pronouns in the possessive case mano, tavo, savo are most often used with singular masculine nouns in the possessive case. To establish whether the form is based on agreement or on non-agreement is often difficult because of the substantial differences in spelling in Daukša’s writings. 

The position of the pronouns of both forms in relation to the head-word in Daukša’s Katekizmas as well as in many other writings of that period most often is post-positional, pre-positional use is much more rare. 

Daiva Litvinskaitė 

RECASTED TRANSLATION OF THE JUNGLE (1906) BY VINCAS DAUKŠYS

Vincas Daukšys’ Raistas (1908) is one of the first translations of Upton Sinclair’s The Jungle (1906) into Lithuanian. The analysis of the translation shows that Daukšys omitted quite a large amount of the original text. The number of omissions in Raistas is erratic: in the first part of the translation (I–XVI chapters) Daukšys skips most of the original text; in the second part (starting with chapters XVI–XVII) there are fewer omissions. The last four chapters (XXVIII–XXXI), which are devoted heavily to socialist ideas, were translated carefully following the original source. One might presume that these omissions could be related to the ideological beliefs of the translator himself. 

In the first chapter where Sinclair pays most attention to Lithuanian realia, the translator skips the major part of the literary tropes that concern the Lithuanian protagonists. By omitting the author’s irony, evaluation, and comments Daukšys could distort their image. This could also be important for the publisher of the translation―Jonas Naujokas in order to make the protagonists appear nicer to Lithuanian readers and thereby to increase sales of the book. 

The analysis of Raistas shows Daukšys’ attempts to follow the changing norms of standard Lithuanian. Probably he did not reread his translation, for there are two obvious places where he changes the common usage of words and orthography. The first attempt is made after chapter IX. Here Daukšys starts to use yet another word kambarys; it is used interchangeably as a synonym for the previously used word ruimas. He begins to use the word skerdykla instead of skerdinyčia, changes the orthography of the word savaitė, as well as the usage of the dash. Starting with chapter XVIII the orthography of nouns and numerals ending with “-įs” changes into “-ys”. 

Daukšys’ translation is not well adapted to the Lithuanian reader, he left too many words and terms untranslated and unexplained in the text. The language of Raistas is not always very smooth and clear as a result of the verbatim translation.  

Aurelija Tamošiūnaitė 

IS FELIKSAS VEREIKA THE AUTHOR OF NOWENAS PRI JEZAUS KRISTAUS (1857)? 

This article analyzes the language of two books NOWENAS pri JEZAUS KRISTAUS, szwencziausies MARIJOS PANOS ir KITU SZWENTU and GRIESZNIKAS PRIWERSTAS METAWOTIES arba Kałba użkietejuse griesznika su WIESZPACZIU DIEWU. The author of the first prayer book is unknown. The second book was translated and prepared by Feliksas Vereika. The main goal of this article was to prove the hypothesis that Feliksas Vereika could be the person who prepared Now1857. 

Analysis of the language showed that many of the linguistic features are used very similarly in both texts. Only the most noticeable Lowland Lithuanian features were changed into the Highland Lithuanian in both texts. The least noticeable features were not changed in Now1857, and only Highland Lithuanian forms of 1 cond. sg. were used in VeGr1853. There was only one occasionally noticeable feature changed from Lowland Lithuanian to Highland Lithuanian form in both texts. 

A comparison of the texts showed that there are certain individual linguistic features common to both texts, such as the dat. pl. of the pronoun tas―tiems, the use of the grapheme after to express [ie], the usage of Highland Lithuanian forms in most common words and usage of the digraph in liežuvis (‘tongue’). There are only three clear differences between both texts. However, there is a 4-year gap between the first publication of the two books. During this time Vereika could have changed his own linguistic orientation. Very individual linguistic features and the reconstructed territory of the dialect of the author of Now1857 have proved that the author of both books could be the same―Feliksas Vereika. 

Giedrius Subačius 

KAZIMIERAS LELYS’ AND IPOLITAS LIUTOSTANSKIS’ MODELS OF LITHUANIAN CYRILLICS CRIPTIN 1887–1891

Both Kazimieras Lelys and Ipolitas Liutostanskis were the authors of individual models of Lithuanian Cyrillic script. They were original in the sense that Lelys and Liutostanskis never followed other known patterns. Originality is observed also in the novelty of the topics selected—their books were respectively advice for tailors and translations of fiction. Lelys and Liutostanskis were the first to prepare and to publish books of this sort in Lithuanian Cyrillic. 

All four books were published in the period 1887–1891; Kazimieras Lelys’ Лѣтувос​ъ кряучѣмъ драпану сукирпима моксласъ (1887; The Art of Cutting Cloth for Lithuanian Tailors); Ipolitas Liutostanskis’ translations of Leo Tolstoy’s short stories: Ишлайденсъ угни, не бе ужгясинси (1888; Put Out the Fire Or it Will Spread), Кауказа невальникасъ (1891; A Prisoner in the Caucasus) and Куръ мяйле, тенъ и Девасъ (1891; Where Love is, God is). Thus, we can speak about the period when the new untypical models emerged (the unique model of Eduardas Volteris could also be included here—in 1887 he published Дíевiшка лiтургijа Швэн´то Jóно Aŷксобýрнiо (The Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom). 

Lelys was an Eastern Highlander from the Panevėžys district and he wrote his book in his native dialect. Liutostanskis was most probably a Southern Lowlander, but along with the forms of his native dialect he also used certain Highland Lithuanian features. On the other hand, Zacharijas Liackis (the reviewer [editor] of Liutostanskis’ translations) was from the Panevėžys district. Thus, some Highland Lithuanian dialectal features might occur in Liutostanskis’ translations due to the intervention of Liackis. Besides, Andrius Poidėnas, who was the meticulous proofreader of A Prisoner in the Caucasus, might have been responsible for certain orthographical decisions in the final pamphlet as well.


 

