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Abstract. The Baltic verbs, Lith. kldusti ‘to ask questions’, klausyti ‘to listen’, Latv. klaust ‘to ask questions’ and
klausit / klaiisit “to listen” exhibit intriguing morphological and accentological distributions. For a long time, this has
interested linguists as shown by numerous previous studies starting with Schulze (1904). Despite several proposals
put forward so far, researchers have not yet agreed on a historical interpretation of the acute tone of Lith. kldusti, or
on the historical relationship of kldusti to its cognates not only in Balto-Slavic but also in Indo-European languages.
In this paper, all the relevant data and hypotheses available to the current author will be examined again, and a more
probable historical interpretation will be sought.

Keywords: Balto-Slavic historical morphology, Indo-European desideratives, iteratives, Baltic transitive ia-presents,
Baltic intransitive inchoatives.

Dar kartg apie kldusti, klausyti ir jiems giminingy formy priesistore

Santrauka. Balty kalby veiksmazodziai, liet. kldusti, klausyti, 1atv. klaust ir klausit / klaiisit pasizymi jdomiais mor-
fologiniais ir akcentologiniais pozymiais. Ilga laika tai domino kalbininkus, kaip rodo daugybé ankstesniy tyrimy,
pradedant Schulze (1904). Nepaisant keleto iki Siol pateikty pasitilymy, tyréjai dar nesutaré deél istorinés kldusti
akutinio kiriavimo interpretacijos ar dél veiksmazodzio kldusti santykio su giminingais zodziais ne tik balty slavy,
bet ir indoeuropiegiy kalbose. Siame straipsnyje bus dar kartg i$nagrinéti visi autorei pricinami svarbiis duomenys ir
hipotezes bei ieSkoma labiau tikétino istorinio aiSkinimo.

Raktazodziai: Balty ir slavy kalby istoriné morfologija, indoeuropie¢iy desideratyvai, iteratyvai, balty tranzityvinés
ia-kamieno esamojo laiko formos, balty intranzityviniai inchoatyvai.

1. The problems surrounding Lith. kldusti ‘to ask questions’,
klausyti ‘to hear’ and their cognates

Lith. klausti ‘to ask questions’, klausyti ‘to hear’ and their corresponding words in Baltic
(Latv. klaust, -Su; klausit / klaiisit, -u, OPru. klausiton ‘to listen’) are well-known cognates
of the Indo-European verbs for ‘to hear, listen’. They are exemplified by Skt. Vsru- ‘to
hear’, pres. (V) Srndti, Nsrus-, pres.-inj. 3pl. Srésan (1. srésati) “to listen, obey’; Gk. root-
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aor. impr. 2pl. kAbte ‘hear!’, OCS slusati, -ajo (variant siwvsati), Ru. slusat’, SCr. sliisati
< PS *sliisati (AP a), -ajo ‘to listen’, among others. The rich attestation of the cognates
(cf. EWAiall 672, LIV?334-336, LEW 265-266, Kroonen 2013, 232), however, presents
a complicated picture, as suggested by the reconstruction of two similar verbal roots by
LIV? i.e., *kleu- ‘to hear’ and *kleus- ‘to hear / listen (to)’. It appears that the complexity
can be sorted out according to the following two parameters:

1) with or without the (root-) final laryngeal;

i1) with or without the stem-final *-s.

Surely, the tonal contrast between the acute tone (Lith. kldusti ‘to ask questions’, Latv.
(variant) klaiisit, -u ‘to hear’) and the circumflex tone (Lith. klausyti klaiiso, Latv. klausit
-u ‘to hear’, klaust, -Su ‘to ask questions’) constitutes a part of the complexity surrounding
the verbal root *kleu- ‘to hear’ or *kleus- ‘to hear / listen (to)’. This tonal contrast of the
Baltic forms has interested historical linguists for a long time, and several solutions have
been proposed. In what follows, those proposals will be examined in a broader context
of the variations that the Indo-European cognates exhibit. First, we will look into the
variations observed among the cognates according to the aforementioned two parameters.

2. The variations of the cognates

As anticipated in § 1 above, the cognates exhibit variations. There may be various pos-
sible ways to sort those variations, but as a starting point of our discussion in this paper,
we will attempt to sort them depending on the two parameters mentioned above, i.e., 1)
whether they have the root-final laryngeal; and ii) whether they have the stem-final *-s.
The resulting classification is the following three groups:

1) Anit *kleu- ‘to hear’ [without laryngeal, without *-s]

« Skt. V$ru- ‘to hear’, pres. (V) $rnéti, root-aor. asrot, fut. Srosyami, srosydti (B+),

causative Sravdyati, Sravdyati (< *klo.u-e.ye/o-, note Brugmann’s Law).

« Gk. pres. act. KAéo “to celebrate’/ mid. kAéopar < *kleu-e-(tor) (Vine 1998, 76),
root-aor. impr. 2pl. kAbte ‘hear!” with the replacement of older *-eu- with *-ii-,
cf. the older *kléuté with the root vocalism of *-eu- as attested in Ved. §r61d (cf.
LIV?3343),

Activized medio-passives: OCS sluti, slovg ‘to be considered as, to be called’
< *kleu-e/o-(tor) (cf. Vine 1998, 76); Latv. sluvét, sluv ‘to be known’ (possibly
the original medio-passive inflexion shifted to the stative class in *-&- common
in Balto-Slavic, cf. LIV? 335°)
Stative formations in *-é-: Av. sruiié ‘is famous’, Lat. clueo, -ére ‘to be called,
regarded as’.
2) Anit *kleus- ‘to listen’ [without laryngeal, with *-s]

o Iterative: Lith. klausyti, klaiiso, klaiisé, Latv. klausit / klatisit, -u ‘to listen’ < PIE

*klous-eye/o- '

! The perfective form of Latv. klausit ‘to hear’, i.e. Latv. izklausit, izklausu, izklausiju, means ‘to inquire’.
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* Inchoative: Lith. pa-klusti, -kliista / -kliisa, -kliso, Latv. klust, -stu ‘to obey’;
OPru. poklusman ‘obedient’

Stative: Lith. kluséti, klusi, Latv. klusét, -u ‘to be obedient’ as if from *klus-eh e
pres. *klus-i- (the semantics may speak for its derivation from the inchoative
Lith. pa-klusti ‘to obey’, Latv. klust ‘to become silent’)

* OCS slusati, -ajo (variant s/»Sati), Ru. slusat’, SCr. slisati < PS *sliisati (AP
a), -ajo ‘to listen’ < inf. *lous-eh | -1i, pres. *klous-eh -yelo-; it is possibly a
denominative from the verbal noun s/uxw» ‘Gehor, Ruf” (< PS *sliixv ‘hearing,
rumour’, cf. LIV? 336"). Verbal nouns are also attested in Ved. srusti- ‘listening,
obedience (verbal noun)’, Ave. s(a)raosa- ‘obedience’, ON Alust n. ‘Gehor’,
OE hlyst (m./f.) ‘hearing’. As shown in the variant s/»Sati, the root vowel did
not necessarily develop from a Proto-Slavic long vowel, and the acute -i- in PS
*sliisati, which looks as though developed from a long vowel, might be analogi-
cally adopted from PS *slySati (AP a) ‘to hear’.

* OPru. klausiton, pres. 1pl. klausémai, VN poklausijsnan, impr. 2pl. klausieiti
‘to listen” < inf. *klausét, pres. *klausé-, corresponding to the Slavic inflexion
exemplified by OCS slusati, -ajo (variant slvSati), according to Schmid 1963,
13ft.

« OHG hlosén, SWG. lose “to listen’ < PG *hlusén- < PIE *klus-eh ye/o- (Kroonen
2013: 232); Jasanoff (1987, 98) argues that the fact that OHG hlosén ‘to listen’
belongs to the I1I-rd weak class may indicate that it “may have developed from
an athematic present or perfect middle along the lines set forth in my Stative and
Middle in Indo-European, ch. 3.2” In this case, OCS slysati ‘to hear’, pres. slysi-
belongs to the same stative class, although the Slavic form points to a root-final
laryngeal.

* OE hlosnian, hlysnan < PGmce. *hlus-ni/a- ‘to listen’ < Northern IE *lyu-n-s-
e/o- (Villanueva Svensson 2014, 2452, Gorbachov 2007, 88f.)

o Skt.\$rus-, pres.-inj. 3pl. Srésan, impr. 3pl. Srésantu (1. Srésati), pres.-mid. ptpl.
Ssrosamana- ‘to listen, obey’ < PIE *kléus-e/o-; also TochB 3sg. klyausdm, mid.
klyaustir, TochA klyostdr (thematic present) support a PIE present stem *Aléus-
e/o-. However, they may not be descendants of the desiderative / future stem in
*-s-. Jasanoft (1987, 99) suggests that these forms are possibly derived from the
IE subjunctives of the s-aorist, adducing a Vedic hapax si-imperative 2sg. s70si
‘hear!”, which was probably formed from the s-aorist subjunctive stem (also
Narten 1964, 45-49). Therefore, it should be noted that some sigmatic variants
are not related to the desiderative / future stem.

3) Set *kleuHs- ‘to hear’ [with laryngeal, with *-s]

« Skt. desiderative susriisate formed to the root Vsru- ‘to hear’.

* OCS slysati ‘to hear’, 1sg. slySo, 2sg. slysisi < PS *slysati (AP a), *slysi- <
*slyxéti < *klii-s- (Stang 1966, 92) < *kluHs-eh -ti, *kluHs-?; Jasanoff (1987,

2 Jasanoff 1978: 56ff.
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98ff.) and Klingenschmitt (2008, 206) treat this verb as one of the stative verbs in
*-¢- (< *-eh -) with Narten ablaut *kléus- / *kléus-. This matter will be discussed
below in § 3.
o Lith. kldusti, klausia, klausé ‘to ask, inquire (< *want to hear)’ < as if *KlouHs-
ye/o-, but the circumflex tone of Latv. klaust, -Su points to an anit root / stem.
It may be noteworthy that there are no reflexes of set root without *-s (**kleuH-) at-
tested. It has been suggested by previous studies (Schulze 1904, 14341442, Goto 1987,
317, Jasanoft 2003, 132ff. among others) that the variants with *-s have been introduced
by the desiderative / future suffix *-(H)s-. Furthermore, Jasanoff (2003, 134) argues that
the laryngeal in the suffix must have been an *-4 -, which can be detected in Vedic desid-
eratives and futures to roots endings in a resonant like karisyant- ‘about to do’, cikirsati
‘desires to do’, Gk. revéw ‘I will stretch’ (< *-eso < *-h s-e/0-). In this view, the absence
of laryngeal reflexes in the forms like Skt. vaksydnt- ‘about to say’, Skt. vivrsati ‘desires
to turn’ and Gk. ypdww ‘1 will write’ is attributed to a laryngeal loss between obstruents
already in PIE.
The absence of the set variants without *-s (**kleuh -) arguably strengthens this view.
It indicates that the laryngeal could not have occurred alone without *-s- in this extended
root (*kleu-h ,5-), being a part of the desiderative / future morpheme *-4 s-, while *-A -
could be lost in specific environments through laryngeal loss rules. For example, the
iterative stem *kl6u-[h ,/s-eye/o- and the nominal stem *llou[h /- (> PS *sliixv ‘hearing,
rumour’), which served as the basis of the denominative *klous-eh ~ti (> PS *sliiSati (AP
a), -ajo ‘to listen’ ), satisfy the structural description of a laryngeal loss rule called “the
Saussure Effect”.? In this way, it is easily understandable that the anit variants with *-s
(i.e.,*kleus-) could be introduced in the proto language, while a set variant without *-s
(**kleuh ,-) could have much fewer chances to occur.

3. Previous proposals on the prehistory of Lith. kldusti
‘to ask questions’ and klausyti ‘to hear’

Schulze (1904, 1434t.) was one of the people in the early era of Indo-European studies,
among others*, who were aware of the historical relationship between the Indic future in
-sya- and the desiderative. Schulze noted the Sanskrit data attesting the shortening (or
the loss of -i-) in the future forms formed to monosyllabic roots ending in resonants, e.g.,
manisyd- ‘will think’ — 3sg. mamsydte to \man-; stavisya- ‘will praise’ (1sg. stavisydmi)
— stosya- (3sg. stosydti) to \stu-. This indicates that these future forms, although con-
figured to what we now call “anit roots”, behaved earlier as though formed to set roots.
Schulze saw a parallelism in the desiderative forms, which also behave as though they
were formed to set roots, even when they are actually formed to anit roots. Compare

3 The laryngeal loss rule was originally described in Saussure (1905, 5111t.). It has been examined in numerous
studies including Rasmussen (1989) for Balto-Slavic, Nussbaum (1997) for Latin and Italic, Yamazaki (2009) for
Lithuanian and Baltic, Pronk (2011) for IE branches other than Greek, and van Beek (2011) for Greek.

4 An earlier mention to their relationship is found, for example, in Delbriick (1874, 184).
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the lengthening of the root vowel in desiderative sisriisate to anit Vsru- ‘to hear’ and
desiderative bubiisate to set Vbhii ‘to be’.5 This confirmed for him the close relationship
between the future and the desiderative. He further suggested that in the same fashion
that manisya- ‘will think’ was shortened to 3sg. mamsydte, the future 1sg. srosyami to
\$ru- “to hear’ must also have been a result of the loss of -i- in an earlier *$ravisydmi.
Schulze equated this reconstructed future *sravisyami with Lith. kldusiu ‘1 ask questions’
(*kleuas-). On the other hand, Shulze analysed the circumflexed Lith. klaus-aii ‘1 listen’ to
be formed to the root *kleus- (anit and sigmatic), equating it with Skt. \srus- (srésamana-,
Srusti-) and Gme. *hlus- (OS hlust, OE hlyst, OHG hlosén, OE hlosnian). Schulze left the
historical origin of the anit sigmatic variant unexplained. However, as discussed above
(§ 2), it could be introduced through the operation of a laryngeal loss rule in a relevant
stem or some reflexes of it (i.e., Skt. s7osi ‘hear!’, TochB 3sg. klyausdim, mid. klyaustdr,
TochA klyostdr) had a totally different origin, i.e., the s-aorist subjunctive (see above for
the discussions of Narten 1964 and Jasanoff 1987). Nonetheless, of course, except for
these Indo-Iranian and Tocharian forms whose origin has been suggested to be another,
the desiderative reading of the extended root *kleu-(h Js- seems to have been generally
accepted, as can be seen in LEW 265, EWAia Il 672, Garcia-Ramoén (1994, 58-59),
Derksen (1996, 312) among others.

Schmid (1962) agrees with Schulze that kldusti originated from a desiderative formation
with the suffix -s-. He believes that the circumflex tone of the root vowel -aii- (cf. 3sg./
pl. klaiiso ‘to listen’) should be regular in Baltic ia-presents (< IE *ye/o-presents), and
therefore the acute tone of kldusti, -ia “to ask questions’ cannot be a regular phonological
outcome. His investigation starts from the Baltic root *k/aus-, whose meaning ‘to hear’
is attested in all the Baltic languages. An original ia-present paradigm, i.e., inf. *klaiisti,
pres. 1sg. *klausiu, 3sg./pl. *klaiisia ‘to ask questions’, is reconstructed for Proto-Baltic,
which would have a preterit 3sg./pl. *klaiisé ‘asked questions’ homonymic with the
preterit of klausyti ‘to listen’. Thus, Schmid proposed that the acute tone was introduced
to *klatisti *klaiisia, *klaiisé ‘to ask questions’ in order to differentiate it from *klaiisyti,
*klatisia, *klaiisé ‘to listen’.

A similar line of approach is presented by Otrebski (1963). His proposal is a paradigm
split. Otrebski assumes that Proto-Baltic inherited one single paradigm, i.e., inf. *klaiisiti,
pres. 3sg.(/pl.) *klaiisi ‘to listen’ with the circumflex tone, from which two new paradigms
split out. One of them is inf. *klausiti, pres. *klaiisa ‘to listen’ with the circumflex tone
and new iterative present stem in *-g-, and the other is inf. *klaiisti, pres. *klaiisia with
the new infinitive stem and the new meaning ‘to ask questions’. The new infinitive stem
received the secondary acute tone, which spread to the whole paradigm of the verb for
‘to ask questions’ in Lithuanian (inf. kldusti, pres. klausia), while the circumflex tone
has been maintained in Latvian (klaust, klausu ‘to ask questions’). This implies that this
paradigm split process was in East Baltic.

> This phenomenon is later accounted for by Jasanoff (2003, 134), as will be mentioned below.
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However, not everyone was convinced by those proposals above. Bammesberger
(1991) casts a spotlight on a class of ya-present verbs with the acute -du- root vocalism:
e.g., lauzti, lauzia, lauzé ‘to berak’ (IE *leug-) ldukti, laukia, laukeé ‘to wait’ (IE *leuk- ‘to
shine”), where circumflex -aii- might be expected. In order to account for the acute tone
certainly unexpected for at least some of them, a denominative derivation is proposed:
a vrddhi formation of *klaiisa- ‘hearing’ — *kldus-a- ‘interrogating’, to which a verbal
stem *kldusia- ‘to ask questions’ was formed. Lith. klausa (acc. sg. klaiisq) ‘ability to
hear” attests the non-acute nominal stem *klaiisa- ‘hearing’ < IE *klou-s-. Therefore, at
least the basis for a vrddhi formation *£l6u-s-o- existed in Baltic. Likewise, for ldukti, a
nominal stem */dukas ‘*what belongs to the field, a guard, watch’ (< */ouk-o0-), a vrddhi
formation of *louk-o- (> Lith. laiikas ‘field’) is postulated. However, the semantics of the
proposed vrddhi does not seem to be supported by the acute variant Latv. laiiks ‘field’.
Semantically, it would be more attractive to derive it from a causative-iterative */aukyti
(> OPru. laukit ‘look for”), with a metatonical acute root since métatonie rude often takes
place in causative-iteratives (Derksen 1996, 310ff.). Nonetheless, even Bammesberger’s
(1991) proposal has not convinced everyone. Smoczynski (2001, 159-160) finds Bam-
mesberger’s (1991) proposal unconvincing because of the absence of attested parallel
developments. Ostrowski (2001, 181) presents his scepticism to the proposal, stating that
the type of nominal derivation advanced by Bammesberger (1991) for the adduced verbs,
including for *kleu-s-, does not seem to be well established and, therefore, this solution
does not seem fully convincing.

As an alternative to Bammesberger’s approach, Smoczynski (2001, 159-160) proposed
that the secondary acute tone of kldusti, klausia could have resulted from a syncope of
*_j- in its preform *klaiisija (< *klous-eye/o-). The syncope could cause the compensatory
lengthening of the diphthong *-aii- in the root, and the resulting long diphthong received
the acute tone as in kldausia. He adduces the acute tone of ia-present verbs occurring side
by side with iteratives, e.g., lduzti, lauziu ‘to break’ (~ iter. lauzyti), spausti, spaudziu ‘to
press’ (~ iter. spaudyti), as the parallel cases. Nevertheless, there seems to be a difference
between the case of kldusti, klausia and the case of spdusti, spaudziu. While the present
of both spdusti and spaudyti has the acute tone (spaudzia and spdudo, respectively), which
allegedly is the result of the syncope in older *spaudija, the present of klausyti, i.e., klaiiso
(« *klatisija), does not have the acute root.” This probably means that factors other than
the apocope of *-i- cause the acute tone of kldusti, klausia.

Jasanoff (1987, 98fT.) and Klingenschmitt (2008, 206), as noted earlier, take a com-
pletely different approach. Jasanoff (1987) holds the view that OCS slysati ‘to hear’, pres.
slysi- (< PS *shiSati (AP a), *slyisi- < *slyxéti < *kli-s-, cf. Stang 1966, 92) is one of the
stative verbs in *-é- (< *-eh,-) with Narten ablaut *kléus- / *kléus-. Klingenschmitt (id.)
further envisages a development of PIE *kléus- / *kléus- to PS pres. *slysi- (< PBS 3pl.
*’$lus-inti) through an earlier *’sl’aus- / ‘slis-. Since the Narten ablaut pattern of this ver-

¢ The acute tone can also be due to Winter’s Law.
7 The acute tone of spausti and spaudyti might be due to Winter’s Law (PIE *speud- ‘to hurry’, cf. LIV2 581).
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bal root is confirmed by Tocharian forms (A klyos-, B klyaus(d)- / klyause- ‘to hear’ <PT
*l'aus 'd- | *kI’ausa- < *kléus-e/o-), this is accepted as a possible scenario, for example,
in Villanueva Svensson (2014, 2441f.). However, it would also be possible to assume a
more straightforward (or direct) development from *kluHs-eh i, *kluHs- (through PBS
3pl. pres. slius-inti) to PS *shySati (AP a), *slysi-.

As reviewed so far, various solutions and views have been put forward regarding
the etymological background of Lith. kldusti ‘to ask questions’ and klausyti ‘to hear’;
however, researchers have not yet agreed on a convincing conclusion concerning the
prehistory of these verbs and their related Baltic forms. At least two points seem to be
generally accepted. The first point is Schulze’s (1904) insight that the sigmatic variants
(Baltic *klaus-, *kleus-) originated from an IE desiderative / future formation (*kleu-h -
“*want to hear’ > ‘listen [to]’). The second is that Lith. klausyti is an iterative formation,
be it an inherited IE formation or a Baltic derivation. Nevertheless, researchers have not
agreed on the prehistory of kldusti and klausyti.

4. Remaining questions

Through the quick review of the previous studies and the data (§§ 2, 3) emerge some
questions remain from the previous studies. The most concerning question for the current
author is whether PB *klaus-téi, pres. *klaus-ya- underlying Lith. kldusti and Latv. kldust
‘to ask questions’ (as if < *klouh ,s-ye/o-) can be directly equated with the Indic future
(*kleuh s-ye/o-). Alternatively, in other words, whether this formation is so old that it
is a direct descendant of a Proto-Indo-European formation. Schulze (1904) is without a
doubt correct in relating these sigmatic variants to the IE desiderative / future formations.
However, if a PIE form *klouh S-ye/o- existed, the laryngeal would have been lost by
the Saussure effect and the acute accent of Lith. kldusti cannot be the regular outcome.
The absence of the palatalisation of /I’/ also indicates that the vocalism of kldusti is not
precisely that of *kleuh ,s-ye/o- reconstructed for the Indic future (cf. Ostrowski 2001,
181). This may be relevant to the second question below.

Second, it is still not totally clear what sort of root vocalism and stem formation would
be chosen in the individual desiderative / future formations in PIE. Jasanoff (2003, 135)
suggests the possibility that the desiderative formations may correlate to their present
formations; for instance, roots that made Narten-presents may have favoured Narten
s-desideratives, while the roots that made reduplicated presents may have chosen redu-
plicated desideratives. Accordingly, at first glance, a desiderative stem *klouh ,S-ye/o- ap-
pears to point to the existence of a present stem in *klou-ye/o-. However, it is difficult to
find any comparative support for the root *kleu- forming such a present stem. It would
rather be more reasonable to assume that the o-grade-like root vocalism of kldusti has a
more recent (in other words, not as old as Proto-Indo-European) prehistory. One might
think of the iterative *klouh ,s-eye/o- as its source. In my view, Schmid (1962), Otrgbski
(1963) and Bammesberger (1991) correctly assumed that the acute tone of kldusti was
secondarily introduced in one way or another.
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The failure of sibilantisation of the initial *4- is considered to be due to the dissimilation
effect of the desiderative morpheme *-4 s- (see Stang 1966, 91-92). This, together with
the Slavic cognates, indicates the antiquity of the desiderative stem *kleuh ,5-, which was
probably reinterpreted as a root for “to listen to” in Balto-Slavic or possibly even earlier.
On the one hand, Lith. klausyti / Latv. klausit “to listen’ exhibits the regular outcome of
the iterative *klou/h [s-eye/o-, and therefore, the second question is how the acute tone
of klausti, on the other hand, has been introduced in the prehistory of the Baltic branch.

5. Proposal

Turning our eyes to Slavic, we find the following verbal attestations:

* denominative: OCS slusati, -ajo (variant s/wSati), Ru. slusat’, SCr. sluisati < PS
*sliisati (AP a), -ajo ‘to listen’ < inf. *kI(o)u[h [s-eh,-ti, pres. *ki(o)u[h ]s-eh -
ye/o-,

» possibly descendants of the ancient medio-passive: OCS sluti, slovo ‘to be called’
< PS *sluti, *slovo ‘be called, be famed’ < *kleu-tei, *kleu-e/o-tor;

 stative: OCS slysati ‘to hear’, 1sg. slySo, 2sg. slysisi <PS *slySati (AP a; < *slyxéti),
*shyisi- < PBS *s/kliséti, *s/kliisi- < PIE *kléus- / *kléus- or *kluh s-.

Out of these three, the stative paradigm provides the unambiguous reflex of the acute
root, continuing either Narten type *kléus- / *kléus- or the laryngeal in *kluh s-- However,
the stative formation of this stem is not preserved in Baltic®, where one finds *girdétéi
(Lith. girdéti, Latv. dzirdét, OPru. kirdit, kirdimai “to hear’), in place of *kliisétéi (as if
< *kluh ,s-eh -ti). The reason remains unclear why this lexical replacement took place in
Baltic. Nonetheless, it would be worthy to clarify how those words formed to the root
*Kleuh 5-, including how the stative PBS *s/kliséti, *s/klisi-, were treated in Baltic. The
answer to the question as to how the acute tone of Lith. kldusti has been introduced in
Baltic might reside in the Baltic treatments of the family of *kleuh ,s-based words.

As already envisaged (cf. Bammesberger 1991, Ostrowski 2001, 181), Lith. kldusti /
Latv. klaust must certainly be a secondary formation based on an inherited verbal form.
However, that does not mean that kldusti has to be directly derived from klausyti (*klou[h J
s-eye/o-). In this paper, it is proposed that Lith. kldusti / Latv. klaust could be a transitive-
terminative formation based on, or at least influenced by the lost Baltic descendant of
the stative formation equivalent to OCS slysati ‘to listen’, 1sg. slyso, 2sg. slysisi < PS
*slyiSati (AP a), *slysi- < *kli-s- (cf. Stang 1966, 92) < late PBS *s/kliiséti, *s/klisi-® (<
PIE *kluh s-eh -ti, *kuh ,s- or Narten ablaut *(lous-/ */éléus—). The descendant of the late
PBS *s/klgseéti, *s/klgsi- is unfortunately not attested in Baltic, probably because it was
replaced by *girdétéi (Lith. girdéti, Latv. dzirdét, OPru. kirdit, kirdimai ‘to hear’) for a
reason yet unknown. However, before the replacement took place, if late PBS *s/kliiséti,

8§ As will be mentioned briefly later, the attested stative formation Lith. kluséti / Latv. klusét “‘to be obedient’
seems to be rather derived from the intransitive inchoative Lith. pakiusti ‘to obey’/ Latv. klust ‘to become silent’.
° The subscript tilde (_) denotes an acute nucleus in Proto-Balto-Slavic, following the notation in Olander 2015.
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*/kligsi- still existed in Proto-Baltic, it would have given rise to PB *k/gisétéi (pres. *kliisi-)
‘to hear, be hearing’. A transitive-terminative form to the same root could have adopted
the acute tone from PB *klis(i)- to give rise to *klgusia- (with acute root) when it was
formed according to a common Baltic pattern of verbal formations.

The table below shows the common Baltic pairs of transitive verbs in ia-presents and
é-preterits and intransitive-inchoative verbs in either nasal presents or sta-presents (cf.
Stang 1942, 124-125; Endzelins 1951, 764-765). In addition, stative or intensive forma-
tions in -éti based on the respective verbal roots in the table are quoted when available.
The pattern is partially paralleled by Slavic verbs as supplemented with OCS forms.

Table 1. Baltic transitive ia-presents, intransitive-inchoatives and verbs in -éti

tran. ia-pres. & é-pret.

intr.-inch. pres.

Stative or intensive in -éti

Lith. baisti, -dzia, -é
‘to punish’

Lith. busti, buiida, budo
OCS vwz-bw(d)noti, -bvdv
‘to wake up’

Lith. budéti, budi, budéjo
OCS bwdeti, bvzdo
‘to be awake’

Lith. délti, délia, délé
‘to make blunt’

Lith. dilti, dyla / déla, dilé
‘to become blunt(er)’

Lith. deléti, déli, deleyo
‘to be sick’

Lith. kélti, kélia, kélé
Latv. celt, celu, célu(e)
‘to lift up’

Lith. kilti, kpla / kilsta, kilo
Latv. cilt cilstu cilu

‘to rise up’

Lith. maitkti, maiikia, maitke
‘to set free’

Lith. mukti, muiika, miko

‘to come off”

OCS (pro-)mvknoti s¢, -mvkw
‘to spread’

OCS mwcati, mvco (muvci-)
‘to throw back and forth’

Lith. lduzti, lauzZia, lauzé
Latv. laiizt, -Zu, -zu
‘to break (tr.)’

Lith. liizti, -%ta, %o
‘to break (intr.)’

Lith. liizéti, -éja / -i, -éjo
‘to break a little’

Lith. kldusti, klausia, kidusé
Latv. klaust, -Su
‘to ask questions’

Lith. paklisti,-kliista, -kliso
Latv. klust, -stu, -u
‘to obey’

PB *kljsétei, pres. *klis(i)-
‘to hear’

As can be seen from some empty slots under “stative or intensive in -éti”, the stative
(or intensive) formation in -é# is not a regular part of this pattern. However, the pairs of
transitive ia-presents and intransitive-inchoatives are prevalent in East Baltic. Therefore,
itis not conceivable that transitive ia-present Lith. klausti / Latv. klaust is directly derived
from the stative *kliisétei, pres. *kliis(i)- or iterative *klausitei. However, in this particular
case, the ia-present verb Lith. kldusti / Latv. klaust ‘to ask questions’ seems semantically
more closely related to iterative klausyti ‘to listen’ and stative PB *kligsétéi ‘to hear’
rather than to its intransitive-inchoative counterpart, paklusti ‘to obey’. The meaning of
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klausti, ‘to ask questions’, does not directly correspond to the meaning of Lith. paklisti
‘to obey’ / Latv. klust ‘to become silent’. Probably Lith. paklusti / Latv. klust has gone
through a semantic change ‘*to start to listen > to become silent > to obey’, probably
starting from the iterative *klausitéi ‘to listen’. The non-acute root would also indicate
that they were formed based on klausyti ‘to listen’, which also has the non-acute root (cf.
3sg./pl. pres. klaiiso). For that matter, the attested stative formation Lith. kluséti / Latv.
klusét ‘to be obedient’ is a perfect match both semantically and accentologically with
the non-acute Lith. paklusti ‘to obey’ / Latv. klust ‘to become silent’. On the other hand,
Lith. klausti / Latv. klaust ‘to ask questions’ seems to have developed a new meaning on
its own, starting from ‘to hear, listen’, i.e., “*want to hear [something particular] > ask
questions’. The acute tone of Lith. kldusti indicates some influence from the lost base
stative formation *klisétéi ‘to hear’.

Through the discussion above on the semantics and the tone of the root, it has been
attempted to show that Proto-Baltic inherited the iterative *klausitéi and stative *klisétéi,
and the intransitive-inchoative (*klustéi, pres. *klu-n-sa), transitive ia-present (*klausti,
*klausia), and the new stative (*klusétéi) are Baltic creations. While it is relatively straight-
forward that the intransitive-inchoative (*klustéi, pres. *klu-n-sa) was formed based on the
iterative *klausitei and the new stative (*klusétéi) was further formed to the intransitive-
inchoative (*klustéi, pres. *klu-n-sa), the transitive ia-present (*klausti, *klausia) could
have been formed either to the iterative *klausitéi or to the stative *kligsétéi. Since the
iterative *klausitei inherited the non-acute root, while the stative *k/jisétéi had the acute
root, it is conceivable that the Baltic derivatives confused these different tones in their
derivational processes or post-derivational analogical processes. This may explain why the
Latvian iterative form itself has a tone variation with the acute root, i.e., klaiisit ‘to listen’
(beside klausit); and why Baltic transitive ia-present *klausti, *klausia ‘to ask questions’
has adopted different tones in Lithuanian (kldusti) and Latvian (klaust).

6. Conclusions

This paper has attempted to answer the ongoing, long-standing question, namely, why
the Baltic verbs for ‘to listen, hear, ask questions’ exhibit seemingly random tone varia-
tions. First, it was attempted to sort out the attestations across the Indo-European and
Balto-Slavic languages. Through the sorting processes, it has been revealed that there are
reflexes of anit *kleu-, anit *kleus-, and set *kleuHs-,but no reflexes of set **kleuH-. For
Slavic, unambiguous reflex with the acute root, continuing either Narten ablaut *k/éus- /
*kléus- or the set variant *kleuHs-, is the stative formation with the acute root PBS *s/
klus-é-ti, *s/klis(-i)-, descended by OCS slysati ‘to listen’, pres. slysi- ‘to hear’.

Accepting the previous studies, it is assumed in this paper that the variants with *-s and
the root-final laryngeal were introduced in Proto-Indo-European by the desiderative suffix
*-h s-. The non-acute reflex of the iterative Lith. klausyti and Latv. klausit is proposed
to have been introduced through an old laryngeal loss in Proto-Indo-European, i.e., the
Saussure effect in PIE *klouh S-eye/o- > *lous-eye/o-.
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Following this argument, it has been hypothesised that Proto-Baltic probably inherited
the iterative PB *klausitéi ‘to listen’ (< PIE *klous-eye/o-) with the non-acute root and the
stative PB *klizsétéi “to hear’ (< PIE *kléus- / *kléus- or *kluh ,s-eh -) with the acute root.
It was concluded that these tone variations in the root inherited in Proto-Baltic must have
caused the random-looking tone variations in Lith. kldusti / Latv. klaust ‘to ask questions’
and Latv. klaiisit beside klausit ‘to listen’.
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