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Aleksejs ANDRONOVS

“VAJADZIBAS IZTEIKSME” o

LATVIESU VALODAS GRAMATISKAJA TRADICIJA

(JEB THE FLUCTUATING FORTUNES OF THE LATVIAN
DEBITIVE)

1. paLa (XVII-XVill Gs.)

LatvieSu valodai raksturiga liela iespéju dazadiba vajadzibas
nozimes izteikSanai. Bez ta sauktas “vajadzibas izteiksmes”
(bat + debitivs') un tiri leksiska lidzek|a — verba vajadzét var pieminet
tagadnes pasivo divdabi, vecajos tekstos sastopamo deverbalo
adjekfivu ar izskanu -tins (“participium necessitatis”), konstrukciju
bat + infinitivs (A.Ozola nosaukto par “analitisko debitivu” [Ozols,
1993, 90]: tev bus dievu milét). LatvieSu valodas debitivs ir |oti
interesants un savdabigs veidojums, un ta vieta valodas sistema fidz
§im nav pietiekosi skaidra (sal. [Marvan, 1967; Mathiassen, 1996;
Holvoet, 1997], sk. ari talak). Tapéc ir interesanti izpétit, ka Sis jautajums
ticis risinats latvie$u valodas gramatikas tapSanas gaita. P&tot debitiva
formu aprakstus, japatur prata ari tas, ka tiek traktéti minétie
sinonimiskie veidojumi.

Debitivs pirmaja latviesu valodas gramatika

Debitiva formas tiek minétas latvie$u valodas gramatikas no pasa
gramatiskas tradicijas sakuma. Ka atziméjis T.G.Fennels [Fennell, 1981,
31}, jau pirma latvieSu valodas gramatika — J.G.REHEHUZENA “MANVDVCTIO
Ap Lingvam LETTONICAM...”, 1644.9. (turpmak —~ R) — satur diezgan bagatu
informaciju par debitiva formu darind$anu un lietoSanu: “Although a
number of points of detail are passed over in silence, Rehehusen'’s
discussion of the debitive, which he does not see as a mood, but
rather as an isolated idiomatic construction, nevertheless indicates
that he succeeded in grasping the fundamentals of the structure”.
Dehitiva formas Réhehizens apliko péc konjugacijas apraksta nodala
par “dazam runasanas formulam” (“Formulae quaedam loquendi”)

'Par debitivu $aja darba tiek saukts deverbals darinajums, veidojams pieljekot
istenibas izteiksmes tagadnes 3. personas formai priedékli fa-. Tadéjadi tiek Skirts
debitivs unde-bitiva konstrukcija: bat + debitivs (tradicionali saukta
par “vajadzibas izteiksmi”).
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un piefidzina latinu “gerundium? in Dum”®: “Gerundium in Dum quod
Ger-//manicé  exponitur per haben / missen | sollen (mihi est scri-
bendum) praeponit tertice personze singulari praesentis etiam tertiam
personam singularem singulorum temporum ex verbo 68mu / ich
bin. additatamen verbo vocula Ja cum Dativo nominis vel pronominis™
[R, 25-26]. (“The one irregular form jabat is not discussed in the work
and does not occur anywhere in Rehehusen’s textual material” [Fennell,
1981, 33]; pirmo reizi verba bat debifivs paradisies anonimaja latgalieSu
gramatikas 1817. g. manuskripta - forma jo ir, bet forma jabiat - Bi-
lenSteinam, kas ari pirmais pievérsis tai uzmanibu - sk. talak.) Talak
Réhehtzens dod konstrukcijas “subjekta dativs + debitivs” paradigmu
visos vina saskatitos istenibas izteiksmes laikos (Praes., Impf., Perf.,
Pqgpf. (dota salikta véléjuma izteiksmes forma: “Buhte man bihiB
jadhde / hette ich zu essen gehabt " [R, 271°), Fut.). Interesanti, ka

*Vecajas latvie$u gramatikas, ka ari ta laika latinu valodas gramatikas, netika
Skirti latinu gerundifs (gerundium - deverbalais substantivs — amandi Gen.Sg.)
un gerundivs (gerundivum - deverbalais adjektivs (participium futuri passivi) ar
vajadzibas nozimi - amandus, -a, -um) un tika lietots kopigs nosaukums
“gerundium”. Sal. [Fennell, 1984, 252]: “We translate ‘Gerundium’ as ‘gerun-
dive’, since this is the normal English terminology for the Latin -ndus form used to
express obligation, as in Rehehusen’s “mihj est scribendum” (‘| must write’). The
English ‘gerund’ is used to denote the use as a verbal noun of such forms as
“scribendo” (‘by writing’).”

®LatvieSu valodas pieméru teksts salikts trekna kursiva, ta tulkojums lafinu, vacu,
polu vai krievu valoda - parasta kursiva, fraktira tiek transliteréta antikva; lappusu
numeracija - péc originaliem. Dazi citatu teksta paskaidrojumi doti stira iekavas.
Simbols // apzimé lappusu beigas citatos.

“No $ada formulgjuma ir griti saprast, kuram verbam (paligverbam bt vai
galvenajam verbam) ir pieliekams priedéklis ja-. Tomér no blakus sniegtiem
piemeériem var viegli secinat, ka runa ir tie$i par galveno verbu (sal. ari talako
paskaidrojumu: “Hic vides tertiam personam verbi principalioris in omnibus
temporibus & numeris cum praeposita vocula Ja retineri & nomen vel pronomen
in Dativo poni” [R, 27]). Tatad, T.G.Fennela parmetums Réhehiizenam nav
pamatots: “...the prefixing of this ja- is described simply (p.26) as “addita tamen
verbo vocula Ja” (“with the addition to the verb of the element Ja”). At the end of
the exemplary material (p.27) the further refinement is added that it is to the third
person that the ja- is to be prefixed; only from the various examples listed can we
infer that it is the third person of the present tense that is intended. Regrettably
our author makes no specific reference of this point” [Fennell, 1981, 33]. Sal.
[Grabis, 1955, 222]: “Sis formas <debitiva> uzbive pareizi uztverta: ta sastavot
no darbibas varda tagadnes 3. personas... un priek3zilbes ja-".

*“Under the pluperfect, however, where the pluperfect indicative // must surely
be the form required, as well as intended, he <Rehehusen> lists the form of
what he has elsewhere referred to as the pluperfect subjunctive (i.e., the modern
conditional perfect) and furthermore provides a translation consonant with a plu-

155



Battu filologija Vili 1998

vajadzibas nozime, liekas, saskatita jau pasa paligverba bat (“Tertice
personz singulorum temporum ex verbo 68mu / quae verbo
principaliori prassigendze. Praesent. Jr. habe / sol | muB...” [R, 26]),
kas atgadina teikto par bezpersonisku verba bat lietoSanu vélakajas
gramatikas, sakot ar Adolfiju (sk. 16%. Ipp., sal. ari 158. |pp. par
konstrukciju bat + infinitivs REhehtzena gramatika). Par to, ka objekts
debitiva konstrukcijas tiek lietots nominativa, teorétiskaja gramatikas
nodala nav minéts, bet to var redzét no gramatikai pievienotajiem
tekstiem — sk. N° 22: “Pahtz Behns ar iBkaptims/s/ ir ja=plauw ar
dackschims/s/ ja=iBahrdi ar gkrahbadcklims/s/ ja=kaBi
gkabbanohB ja=B8anndB kaudsohB ja=Bammet [/ vn
ja=wedd=ehckschan ka teh lohpe tohp vhBturrdhte” [R, 43-44].
To var izsecinat ari péc Réhehiizena minétas analogijas ar latinu
valodas konstrukcijam ar gerundivu. Debitiva konstrukcijas ar 1. un 2.
personas vietniekvardiem gramatika nav sastopamas (pirmo reizi tadas
konstrukcijas paradisies H.Heselberga gramatika, bet tam tiks
pievérsta uzmaniba tikai Stérstu Andreja gramatika — sk. talak).
Formantu ja Réhehiizens raksta gan kopa ar verbu, gan atseviski,
gan ar biedru zimi bez jebkadas likumsakaribas; patskanis a debitiva
priedékli bez garuma apziméjuma ir parasts visas latvieSu valodas
gramatikas® idz XIX gs. (Pirmo reizi garais patskanis debitiva priedékli
tiks atzits O. Rozenbergera gramatika — sk. talak). Istenibas izteiksmes
tagadné saitinas verbs netiek izlaists (par Sadu iespéju pirmais ekspliciti
pateiks G.F.Stenders — sk..172. Ipp.). R.Grabis raksta, ka “Rehehuzens
vajadzibas izteiksmi rada ar nozimi, “...ka pie rokas ir tas, ar ko var
izdarit verba izteikto darbibu” (5. <Endzelins, 1951>, 972.): Man ir

perfect subjunctive! ...It would not be of any great interest, but for the extraordi-
nary fact that in a later grammatical manuscript (the so-called Bihner fragments)
- on three separate occasions - we find a pluperfect subjunctive |I519;d in ver_l_va,!
paradigms where the pluperfect indicative is the form required. Cf. buty bijs
{(with full paradigm, p. 268), “batu gahjis” (with.full paradigm, p. 269) and “buhtu
sarrgajees” (with partial paradigm, p. 270). Bichner has never been thought to
have copied any of his material from Rehehusen; could there then bg a common
source for the error?” [Fennell, 1981, 31-32]. Sal. 25. parindi par lidzigu k|idu
Adolfija gramatika.

¢Sal. [Grisle, 1959, 512]: “Laikam $is ja= atSkira no tagadéjas literaras izrunas
lasa@ms Seit ar isu patskani a, kads tas ir daudzas izloksnés, seV|§l_<| Kurzemé '('L_a
gr 690.§)", [Endzelins, 1951, 886 (690.§)]: “Dial. ja- (Popé, Rinda, Sarkanmuiza,
Zuras, Zlekas, Ugalé, Sabilé, Vérgalos u.c.) ir vai nu proklitisks ja- saisinajums,
kad vél uzsvéra verba sakni, vai senais nek. dz. viensk. ak. un néom.” (sal. ar
[Fennell, 1987, 289-290]).

156

A74-
412

Baltu filologija Vil 1998

jadhde - “ich habe zu essen” <[R]> 26.” [Grabis, 1955, 222]. Tomer,

liekas, Seit nav droSa pamata, lai runatu par 3o nozimi (sal. [Grisle,

1959, 512, 524], sk. ari 166. Ipp.).

Tagadnes pasiva divdabja apraksts ievietots nodala par nomenu
darinasanu no verbiem un lidzigi ir piemérots latinu valodai:
“Participium passivi ndus, da, dum formatur a prima plurali praesentis
addito tantum B. pehluckt anbeten. prima // pluralis praesentis est
méahB pehluhdsam | wir beten an. adde hic B & habebis pehluhdzams
einer der da sol oder muB angebétet werden. Deus est adorand®’.
Dehws ir pehluhdsams” [R, 12-13]. Ka redzams, $im divdabim
noradita (tikai) vajadzibas nozime un tas tiek tulkots fatinu valoda tapat
ka debitivs: lietojot gerundivu®. Deverbalais adjektivs ar izskanu -tins
Réhehlizena gramatika nav sastopams. Konstrukcijas bat + infinitivs
tiek pieminétas, tacu tam nav dots nekads nosaukums. Nodaja par
runasanas formuldm Réhehizens dod stridigu pieméru “Das soltet
jhr gethan haben To bih juhmB darrischims buht ” [R, 28]°, bet
praktiskaja nodaja (tekstos) sastopami parastakie §is konstrukcijas
pieméri: “... buhB nojuhckt d&hdenaht Sirgkos/s/ ... sol abspannen
futtern Pferde...” [R, 32], “...tam buhB Bauwo Szirgko/s/ ehmaut ...
der sol sein Pferd auffzdumen...” [R, 35]". Svariga ir Réhehizena
piezime: “BuhB sol / muB / hat allzeit einen Dativum” [R, 33], kaut
gan pieméros ne vienmér paradas $is subjekta dativs''.

” Abreviatdra, kas lidziga mazam devitniekam, apzimé izlaisto galotni -us
[Fennell, 1982a, 27].

88Sal. [Fennell, 1982a, 141]: “Rehehusen likens this participle to the Latin gerun-
dive in -ndus (e.g. adorandus, p.13), and, while such a comparison is correct
enough as far as it goes, it leaves aside some quite important meanings and
syntactic possibilities of the -ams participle”.

° Par o Réhehlizena pieméra atbilsmi realai valodai tika diskutéts, sal., piem.
[Bielenstein, 1901, 53; Grisle, 1959, 512-513; Fennell, 1982a, 200].

196. teksta attiecigaja konstrukcija “...buhs winga) zirwiB pie rohck/a buht...
sol ihm beyl bey hand seyn...” [R, 34] “the relevant noun zirwiB is in the nomina-
tive, not dative. Rohck is obviously a reduced accusative, governed by pie”
[Fennell, 1982a, 211]. Domajams, ka %o klidu var skaidrot ar divu konstrukciju
sajukumu: bat + infinitivs un bat piederibas nozimé — sal. nakama teksta:
“KannepB adder luhcke turrih3 wings ari pie B6uwwiB... Henff oder bast wird
halten er auch bey sich...” [R, 35].

"' Sikaku Réhehuzena debitiva apraksta analizi bez minéta T.G. Fennela raksta
[Fennell, 1981] un vina gramatas par Réhehizena gramatiku [Fennell, 1982a])
var skatities R.Crisles raksta [Grisle, 1959, 511-513].
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Debitivs paréjas latvieSu valodas gramatikas lidz
G. F. Stenderam

Nakamas gramatikas (idz G. F. Stenderam) sniedz maz jauna
par aplikojamam konstrukcijam, salidzinot ar Réhehtzenu.

Ta sauktaja “MARTINA BiHNERA GRAMATIKA” [Arbuzovs, 1925, 108] (ap
1667.-1677.9.) (turpmak — B) verba formas paraditas daZas tabulas
bez kaut cik detalizétiem komentariem. Debitiva forma sastopama tikai
vienu reizi: “ja $arga, man muB es <bewahren> " [B, 272] un
nosaukta par gerundiju'®. Sikaks raksturojums tai nav dots.

Divdabim ar -ams, kas sastopams divas reizes, noradita vajadzibas
nozime: “tas Zellsch irr eijams, der Weg muB gegangen seyn” [B, 269],
“$§argams, tas irr sargams das miB bewahret seyn ” [B, 272].
Interesanti, ka §o formu autors uzskata par perfekta divdabi'.
Deverbalais adjektivs ar izskanu -tins 8aja gramatika nav sastopams.
Konstrukcijas bat + infinitivs paradas tikai divas atseviski uzrakstitas lapas
- verbu bdt un ticét paradigmas: “téw buhs but " [B, 336], “téw
buhs tizeht " [B, 337]. Seit pirmo reizi latvieSu gramatiskaja tradicija
$adas konstrukcijas nosauktas par nakotnes imperativu (Imperativus

128al. [Grabis, 1955, 227]: “Par gerundiju bez vajadzibas izteiksmes formas (ja
$arga 118. <lappudu numeracija péc [Arbuzovs, 1925} = [B, 272]>), ko ta bija
dévaéijis jau Rehehuzens, $as gramatikas autors sauc ari no darbibas vardiem
atvasinatas formas ar -ot (sargajot vel sargot 118., Eifot 121.)...”. Precizak, formas
ja $arga un $argajot dotas ar kopigo nosaukumu “Gerund.” [B, 272], bet forma
eijot [B, 269] — ar nosaukumu “Gerundium”, tomér nav doméajams, ka Gerund.”
var reprezentét “Gerundivum”.

13 Tas ir skaidri redzams no rokraksta, bet zinatnieki, kas lietojusi L.Arbuzova
izdevumu, kldijusies, komentéjot $o Bihnera gramatikas vietu, sal. [Grabis, 1955,
228]: “...divdabis ar -ams... nosaukts par perfekta divdabi, bet konjugacijas
tabula ierindots ailé, kur dotas nakotnes formas (118. < [B, 272]>). ...Dresela
gramatika, kas daudzéjada zina loti saskan ar apskatamo gramatikuy, $is divdabis
tie§am saukts par nakotnes divdabi, ta ka var domat, ka ari $is gramatikas autors
to par tadu bis turéjis™ un [Fennell, 1982b, 210): “A heading “perfect Participle”
occurs with no morphological entry under it, after which is listed the (untitied)
participle in -ams: §argams”. Tomér originala var redzét, ka finijas, kas atdala
tabulas riitis, bija novilktas vélak virs teksta (un ar citu krasu) un diezgan nekartigi,
tapéc uz tam nevar pamatoties. Tas, ka divdabis §argams nokluvis viena ailé ar
nakotnes formam [B, 272], domajams, neko nenozimé, jo divdabis eijams
“nokjuvis” perfekta ailé [B, 269].

14“Biichner mentiones a future imperative only in his second paradigm of “buht”...
and in the conjugation of “tizeht"..., which we also take to be a late entry, // inde-
pendent of the earlier material. There is no mention of a future imperative in
Rehehusen” [Fennell, 1984, 386-387].
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futuri)'™.

H.ApoLrus (“ERrsTeR VERsUCH...”, 1685.g9.) (turpmak — A), ka ari
F.F.VAiGeLs ("ANLEITUNG zUR LETTISCHEN... SPRACHE”, pirms 1748.g.)
(turpmak - W)™, neatkapjas no Réhehiizena tradicijas un debitiva
formas nosauc par gerundiju: “jatoph < “read jatohp” [Fennell, 1993,
143]> / man sol oder muB werden” [A, 56; sal. W, 43]. Talak vin3
iz8kir divus gerundijus: pirmais “Jasarga / man sol oder muB hiiten”
[A, 64, sal. W, 46], otrais — nelokamais divdabis ar -ot — “éargoht
oder $argajoht / in dem | oder / weil man hiitet " [A, 64; sal. W, 46]'°.
Debitiva formas veido$anas likums atbilst Réhehizenam un nesniedz
neko jauno: “<Gerundium I> wird formirt von der Tertia~ Persona~
Preesentis Indicativi, mit vorgesetzter Syllabe ja” [A, 64; sal. W, 46)".
Adoffijs censas rakstit formantu ja kopa ar verba celmu, forma ja darra,
divreiz ir rakstita atseviski [A, 215], bet ir labota kjidu saraksta
[A, 2641", gramatikai pievienotaja ticibas apliecibas (“Glau-
bens=BekantniB”") tekstad sastopams rakstijums ar biedru zimi: “ta
Triadiba eekéch Weenadibas ja=zeeni” [A, 261]. Par abiem
gerundijiem Adolfijs piezimé, ka tie tiek lietoti ar dativu (“mit dem Dativo
construirt” [A, 64, 65]). Tas var bt arf bija iemesls, kapéc §is divas
formas tika nosauktas par gerundijiem - sal. piemérus konstrukcijai
ar gerundijiem sintakses nodala [A, 254; sal. W, 160]. Nodala “Formulae
logvendi Letticae per Infinitivum & Participia”, kurai ir pievienoti
K.Firekera iniciali, atrodam debitiva konstrukciju, lafiniski tulkotu ar
gerundivu: “Winnam Grahmatas jalassa | legendum est illi, Er muB
Biher oder Briefe lesen” [A, 257]. Blakus ir piemérs “Winnam newa
ja=ehd" / non est illi quod edat. Gerund.” [A, 257], ku’r 'var redzet
konstrukcijas veco piederibas nozimi, “ka pie rokas ir tas, ar ko var
izdarit verba izteikto darbibu” [Endzelins, 1951, 972]; (sal. [Grabis, 1955,

'sKé‘} pareizi ir atziméjis J.Zéyers, saglabajies FF.Vaigela gramatikas rokraksts
esot plln}gl no Aqolﬂjavg_ramatlkas atkarigs” [Zévers, 1927], tikai sintakses nodala
Vaigelim ir kaut cik plaSaka, neka Adolfijam. Tapéc tas nav apliikots atseviski, bet
dazas piezimes par to dotas paraléli ar Adolfija gramatikas analizi. '

"G Konlugésanas paradigmas atgriezeniskiem verbiem dots tikai pirmais
g1erundus (resp. debitivs) A, 80, 89, 93, 97, 100 utt.; sal. W, 51, 54, 57, 60, 63 utt.].

7|N\c/avref(;1]|ara verba bt debitiva forma vienkarsi nav pieminéta paradigma [A, 52;
sal. W, 40]. ’

"’\(a_igelis Saja vieta raksta ja=darra ar biedru zimi [W, 127], bet visas citas
debltlvg_formas - kopa.

'*Debitiva formants tiek atdalits no saknes ar biedru zimi tapéc, ka sakne sakas

ar pats_kgni (sk. talak par Rozenbergera gramatikam, kur tiek formuléts attiecigs
ortografijas likums).

159



Baltu filologija VIl 1998

236]), un pat struktdru — ievéro latinu tulkojumu: quod (Nom.-
Acc.Sg.neutr) edat (3 Sg. Praes.). Vairak par gerundijiem sintakses
nodala raksta Vaigelis: “Das erste Gerundium wird gebraucht, wie im
Lateinischen das gerund. in dum mit dem datiuo personae, alB3: man,
tew, winpam etc. Jastrahda. Ich, du, er etc. miBen arbeiten. mannim
ta grahmata jalassa. Ich muB das Buch lesen. $§eens man japfau.
Ich muB Heu mehen. tas man (irr) jadarra. Ich habe das zu thun.
man newa ja-ehd. Ich habe nicht zu essen. Das andere gerundium
ist wie das Lateinische gerund. in do, als: (win§ch) grahmatas lassoht
aismigge. als er die Biicher LaB, schiieft er ein. deijoht (winsch)
lause weenu kahju, als er tantzhe Brach er ein Hein. Nol.
<Not<a> (?)> diB gerundium nimt auch wor sich einen dativum an,
als: man klaht essoht. als ich zugegen war. to winnam redsoht. als
er das sahe” [W,160].

Divdabi ar -ams * Adolfijs parasti sauc par nakotnes pasivo divda-
bi - “Futurum Participiale Passivum” [A, 70; sal. W, 69], “Participium
Futur. <Passivi>" [A, 75; sal. W, 49], bet divas reizes paradas
nosaukums “Participium Praes. <Passivi>” [A, 52, 56; sal. W, 40, 43]%".
Blakus $im divdabim ar vajadzibas nozimi tiek runats ari par deverbalo
adjektivu ar -tins, kur§ ari uzskatits par nakotnes pasivo divdabi:
“Participium... Futur: <Passivi> Sargams oder Sargajams er sol oder
muB behiitet werden. Auch $argatins / er sol oder muB3 behlitet
werden. Jst eben so viel / alB: jasarga: Winsch ittin labbi $argajams
| Winsch ittin labbi jasarga | er sol oder muB wol behiitet werden”

2 Ar piedékli -am- Adoffijs (un Vaigelis) veido divdabjus ari no pagatnes peLma, bet
dod tikai divus piemérus: “Participium... Perfect: bijams / der da gewesenist” [A, 52;
sal. W, 40] un “Par-ticipium... Imperf. tappams / der da ward " [A, 56 s_gl. W, '1'3]' Sal.
[Grisle, 1957, 57]: “Maksligi konstruéts Skiet “perfekta divdabis” bijams “der da
gewesen ist” (tadu tas drusku atgadina darza bijumu (“bijis”) daydz. .. kuoku l.a gr
163.8). Tam lidzigs darinajums ir “imperfekta divdabis” tapams 56", (Sal. [Crateua,
1990, 78]: “B naTranbCKyx TEKCTax Yacto ynorpebneHsl cTpapaTentsHsle npuyacTus
HacTosLero BpemMeHu, 06pa3oBaHHble He OT OCHOBLI HACTORLIEND BPEMEHW, a oT
OPYrvX MarofbHeiX GopM, Halle oT OCHOBbI MPOLWEALIero BpeMern, Hanp., nikoda
ita ne ir nawarrejama (Pawin 4) <Pawinnasties kristigas aba Katechizms... Wilna,
1808.>, brysmiejga redieszona wierlis uz cylwaka pidzarusza un gulejama kaj
fups (Paw 67) <Pawuiciejszona un wyssajdi sposobi diel ziemniku tatwiszu... Jezups
Macilewicz, Wilna, 1850.>. YnoMsiHyTbie NpW4acTUs He XapakrepHb! Ans roBopos
Natrane”. i

2 Sajos g)adl'jumos nav noradita vajadzibas nozime, parasta citas vietas: “Essamq /
derdaist” [A, 52; sal. W, 40] un “tohpams / der da wird” [A, 56; sal_.' }N,“43]. Adolﬁ!s
rada divdabja ar -ams lieto$anu ari accusativus duplex konstrukcija: “Es redseju
winnu sargajamu jich sahe ibn hiiten” [A, 70; sal. W, 69]. o

2Tadéjadi nozimes zina debitivs un divdabis ar -ams (vai deverbalais adjektivs ar
-tins) paradas ka sinonimi, bet formali debitiva forma (gerundium) dota tikai aktiva,
bet minétie divdabji — pasiva paradigma.
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[A, 75; sal. W, 49] (hdziga veida Adolfija gramatika tiek pasniegts vél
verba redzét “nakotnes divdabis” [A, 86] ) . Vélak atseviska nodaja
“Vom Participio” Adolfijs piezime, ka $is divdabis ar -tins “ist nicht
aller Orten sehr gebréuchlich” [A, 210; sal. W, 125]. Vaigelis taisni
norada uz divdabju ar -ams vajadzibas nozimi: “Das participium futuri
passiui zeiget eine Schuldigkeit oder Nothwendigkeit an, und erfordert
einen nominatiuum, als: Dees §lawejams (Deus laudandus) Man muB
Got loben” [W, 162].

Konstrukcijas bat + infinitivs Adoifija gramatika tiek aplikotas
divas reizes. Vispirms 62. Ipp. vin§ runa par nakotnes imperativu:
“Das Futurum Imperativi, nimt an sich so wol in Singulari als Plurali
das buhs / Imperso-//naliter, mit dem Dativo construirt, und hanget
den Infinitivum des Verbi selbst an; als: Man buhs $argaht / ich sol
oder muB hiiten...” [A, 62-63; sal. W, 66]*°. Nakotnes imperativa
paligverbs bat pielaujams tikai nakotnes forma bas. Vélak tas pasas
konstrukcijas tiek aplukotas vél reizi - kopa ar debitiva formam nodala
par bezpersonas verbiem, proti par verbu bdt. Seit Adolfijs atjauj formu
buhs un bija lietoSanu attiecigaja konstrukcija, bet citos laikos
konstrukcija ar infinifivu neesot lietojama: “Wiel auch vor denen Verbis
Personalibus, das Verbum Anomalon, Es e§mu / Jch bin [ alB derer
anderer Verborum Praeparatorium voran gesetzet worden / und solches
auch Impersonaliter gebraucht wird / da es so viel heist / alB / Jch
habe” [A, 211; sal. W, 125], “Von diesem Anomalo Sum, Es esmu /
Jech bin [ kommt auch das Impersonale oportet, Man buhs / Jch muB
[/ oder / Jch sol.

1. Es wird aber dieses Impersonale selten gebraucht / daB nicht

#Ka nakotnes imperativu Adolffijs trakté ari tadas formas ka “fai oder laid es
$argu / gib zu | daB ich hilte | oder laB mich hiten” [A, 61] (divas reizes &is formas
paradas cieSamas kartas tagadnes imperativa paradigma [A, 72, 85]), pieminot,
ka tadi teicieni ka “laideet winnam strahdaht / laB ihn arbeiten” [A, 62] esot
latviski nepareizi un aizgGti no vacieSiem (‘Jch halte es aber fiir einen guten
Teutschismum und fiir keinen guten Lettismum” [A, 62]), tadu ievieto lidzigas
konstrukcijas daZas paradigmas: “Laid mums buht / oder / Laid mehs es$am /
laB uns seyn” [A, 51], sal. [A, 54, 81, 90]. Verba sargat imperativa paradigma pat
iedalita divas dalas: Futurum i: “Man buhs $argaht / ich sol oder muB hiiten” un
Futurum |i: “Lai oder laid es $argu / la8 mich hiiten” [A, 67]. Vaigelis imperativa
apraksta ekspliciti Skir divus nakotnes imperativus [W, 66] un konsekventi dod
tos atsevidki verbu paradigmas [W, 38, 41, 44-45, 52, 55). No otras puses vins
nemin un, liekas, neatzist iespéju veidot tadas imperativa konstrukcijas ka
laid(iet) vinam stradat. Vina konjugacijas paraugos $ada konstrukcija paradas
tikai vienu reizi: “Jai mums tapt oder: laid mehs tohpam” [W, 41].
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das Verbum exprimiret werden solte / was man thun misse oder
solle. AlB / Man buhs to darriht | Jch muB oder sol das thun.
Man buhs tur no=eet / Jch muB oder sol dahin gehen.

2. An statt des Perfecti und Plusquamperfecti aber / brauchen
die Letten in diesem Anomalo insgemein nur das Imperfectum,
alB / Man bija to darriht / Heist Jhnen; Jch solte das thun. Jch
habe das thun sollen. Jch hétte das thun sollen. Welches auB der
substratd Materid, davon man redet / zu urtheilen ist / welches
Tempus es seyn solle.

3. Wenn sie aber ja das Perfectum oder Plus-//quamperfectum
oder Futurum dieses Impersonalis, Es <“for “Es” read “Man”
[Fennell, 1993, 461]> buhs / gebrauchen / So gebrauchen Sie
es mit dem Gerundio; alB / Man tas irr ja darra < “jadarra”’
vieta, sk. [A, 264]> bijis / Jch habe das thun miissen oder sollen.
Heist anch <“auch” vieta, sk. [A, 264]24> | Jch habe das zuthun
gehabt. Man tas buhtu ja darra < “jadarra” vieta, sk. [A, 264]>.
bijis |/ Jch hétte das zuthun gehabt 25 Man tas buhs jadarra /
Joh werde das thun missen” [A, 214-215; sal. W, 127].
Tadéjadi kontrukcijas bat + infinitivs un bat + debitivs Adolfijs

apvieno viena paradigma: Praes. Man buhs sargaht Jch muB oder
sol hiiten, Impf. Man bija sargaht Jch misse oder softe hiiten. Perf.
Man tas bijis jasarga Jch habe das hiiten sollen oder missen. Pqpf.
Man tas buhtu jasarga bijis Jch hitte das hiiten sollen oder missen.
Fut. Man buhs jasarga Jch werde miissen oder sollen hiiten ‘Also
auch in Conjunctivo” [A, 215]26. (Interesanti, ka salikto laiku formas
$aja pradigma paradas teikuma priekSmets tas.) Tadéjadi “for him
<Adolphi>, it would appear, “Man buhs $argaht” can be either a
present indicative (Erster Versuch, 215) or a future imperative (Erster
Versuch, 67). This double description highlights the redundancy that

2 T.G.Fennels sava izdevuma maldigi uzskata $o Adolfija laboto “anch” — “auch”
par saik|a vardu starp diviem cipariem [Fennell, 1993, 561].

25 Rgéhehiizena un Bihnera gramatikas saliktas véléjuma izteiksmes formas ir
parastas istenibas izteiksmes saliktas pagatnes (pluskvamperfekta) vieta (sk. 5.
parindi), bet Adolfijs pareizi apraksta istenibas izteiksmes pluskvamperfekta
veidoSanu [A, 59-60] un sniedz attiecigus piemérus [A, 66-67 utt.]. Tomér divas
reizes Adolfija gramatikas 215. Ipp. ta vieta paradas salikta vélgjuma izteiksmes
forma (lidzigi Réhehdzenam un Bihneramy.

#* Vaigelis nedod $o apvienotas paradigmas paraugu [W, 127].

* ME |, 359, under bat 5(b), lists a number of relevant examples, whereas the
construction is not mentioned in LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica 2 (Riga,
1973), 148-150. <T.G.Fennela parinde>
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is involved: once one allows an obligational construction involving
certain tenses of the verb ‘to be’ with a dependent infinitive*, there is
no reason either morphological or semantic to single out the forms
with “buhs” for separate and distinctive labelling; the initial
generalization by itself is perfectly adequate. As far as the seventeenth
century is concerned, the allowance of an obligétional “buht ” would
not appear to be problematical, although three hundred years later
many may wish to regard it as obsolete, thereby creating a state of
affairs in which it becomes // reasonable to invest such surviving
expressions as “tev nebds zagt " (‘thou shalt not steal’ ) with a name
of their own” [Fennell, 1984, 387-388], sal. [Fennell, 1987, 245] (sk.
ari par Dresela (165. Ipp.) un Langija (167. Ipp.) gramatikam).

Par objekta locijumu debitiva konstrukcija nav formuléts nekads
likums, un lasitajs ir spiests orientéties péc vairdkiem piemériem.
levérojama art dazreiz noradita analogija ar citam tas pasas nozimes
konstrukcijam, piem., “Ausas plaujamas / plautinnas | Der Haber ist
zu meyen. Jst eben gesaget / alB Seens /| Meeschi / Ausas japlauj”
[A, 258; sal. W, 1627, sal. [A, 75, 214-215 (W,127), A, 255, 257 (W,
160), A, 261].

Runadams par genifiva lietosanu sintakses nodala, Adolfijs sniedz
starp citiem pieméru ar vardu vajaga: “Auff die Frage / we83 /
weBwegen [ folget ein Genitivus... Jch bedarff deiner | Man tewis
waijaga” [A, 251; W, 156]%.

G.DreskeLis (“GaNTZ KURTZ ANLEITUNG ZUR LETTISCHEN SPRACHE”, 1685)
(turpmak — D) sniedz daudz mazak informacijas par debitivu, neka
Adolfijs: “In spite of Rehehusen’s relatively full description, with a
precise formation rule and even some elementary syntax, Bichner
and Dreszell both fail to give any formation rule, or any other
information. Adolphi (Erster Versuch, 64) gives most, but not all, of

# Vaigelis drusku citadi tulko lidzigus piemérus, sal.: “§eens irr plaujams oder
plautins, man muB3 das Heu mehen, das Heu mu3 gemehet werden, meeschi
plaujami oder pfautinni, die Gerste muB gemehet werden, ausas plaujamas oder
plautinnas. der Haber muB gemehet werden” [W, 162].

28 Tatad T.G. Fennels nebija precizs, rakstot par J.Langija gramatiku, ka “com-
plementation with vajadzét is not discussed in any other 17*-century Latvian
grammar, and we must concede to Langius the first attempt at description of the
syntax associated with this verb” {Fennell, 1987, 334}, sk. 169.lpp.
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the information originally set down by Rehehusen. From Dreszell’s
passing reference® we cannot infer that there are various tense forms
available, that the logical object is in the nominative. We do not even
know how to derive it...” [Fennell, 1984, 252]. Dreselis tapat ka Adolfijs
dod divas gerundija formas, bet nenumuré tas: “Gerundium ja=$arrga
| man soll oder mu3 bewahren | $arrgajoht und per Syncopen
§arrgoht | im bewahren” [D, 25]. Divdabis ar -ams tapat ka Adolfija
gramatika tiek nosaukts par nakotnes pasivo divdabi, tam noradita
vajadzibas nozime: “Sarrgajams und per Syncopen $arrgams / der
soll oder muB bewahret werden oder zu bewaren” [D, 32]. Deverbalais
adjektivs ar -tins nav pieminéts. Konstrukcija bat + infinitivs vispirms
sastopama ka nakotnes imperativs, bet tikai divu verbu bat un tapt
paradigmas™: “Téw buhs buht / du solt seyn” [D, 58], “Téw buhs
tapt / du solt werden” [D, 62]. Vélak Dreselis runa par verba but
bezpersonisku lieto$anu ar vajadzibas nozimi: “Nota. Das Verbum
impersonale buhs / oportet, es muB3 / hat alle zeit einen Dativum bey
sich v.g. man buhs / ich muB...” [D, 64], kaut gan savienojumi ar
infinifivu Seit nav pieminéti. Atskiriba no Adolfija Dreselis sniedz tikai
nakotnes formas (bis) lietosanas piemérus ar $adu nozimi.

J.Lanaa vardnicai pievienotaja “EINE kuRTzE GRamMMATICA”, 1685.9.
(turpmak ~ L) debifiva formas paradigmas nav sastopamas. Tas tiek
pieminétas tikai nodala “Formulae loquendi”: “Wenn sie wollen
ausreden die Phrases: Ich muB das thun. Wir missen dorthin gehen.
Wir miissen viel leiden. so sprechen sie nicht: Man buhs to darriht,
Mums buhs turr eet. Mums buhs dauds zeest (. welches sonst
wieder die Grammaticam nicht laufft.); sondern zierlicher undt kirtzer
thun sies ausreden mit dem zu gesetzten Wartlein Ja*', dergestalt;
Tas man jadarr. Mums tur jaeet. Mums dauds jazeesch. Also
gebraucht mann auch das Ja, wenn mann sagt: Jch habe zu mahlen,
Jech habe zu backen, ich habe zu brauen: Man jamall, man jazepp,
man jabruha” [L, 208a]. Sal. T.G.Fennela raksturojumu: “The first
paragraph is devoted to the debitive mood, although Langius does
not describe it in those terms or indeed in any terms. Expressions
with ja- are said to be more elegant and concise than the

corresponding structures with buhs and the infinitive. Thus Man buhs
B Dresela gramatika debitiva forma sastopama tikai vienu reizi [D, 25].
3% “|mperativa vairuma gadijumu Dreselis dod tikai tagadnes vienskaitla un
daudzskaitja 2. personas formas (Sarrgi tu, §arrgaiaht vel $arrgaita juhs <[D]>
23.)" [Grabis, 1955, 244]; konstrukcijas ar lai Dresela gramatika nav sastopamas.

31 §o “vardinu” Langijs raksta kopa ar verbu.
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to darriht, while not ungrammatical, is seen as clumsier than Tas
man jadarr. There is no discussion of the relevant morphology and
syntax, although the examples are on the whole accurate on both
counts. Nevertheless, it cannot be inferred from the examples provided
that the ja- is to be prefixed to the third person of the present indicative,
that the resultant form is invariable, that tense variations are to be achieved
with appropriate forms of the verb buht, or that the direct object will
normally be in the nominative!” [Fennell, 1987, 289]. Jaievéro ari cita
T.G.Fennela piezZime: “Some caution should be exercised in the interpreting
Langius’ subsequent examples Man jamall, etc. The German gloss Ich
habe zu mahlen is consistent with a purely debitive meaning, but the
possibility remains that the original meaning of the prefix ja- could be
intended, viz. “I have something to grand.” Grisle (1958a <[fpwucne,
1958]>: 18) points to an example in Adolphi (Ad, 257) and suggests that
there may be parallel cases in Rehehusen (presumably Manud, 26-27;
FlLaG <[Fennell, 1982]>, §8-61), but does not refer to Langius, although
his German matches Rehehusen’s ich habe zu essen. The question
remains unresolved, perhaps unresolvable...” [Fennell, 1987, 290].
“Langijs nav spéjis at3kirt divdabi ar izskanu -dams no divdabja ar
-ams, kuru vind nemaz nepiemin. Izstastijis, ka latviesu valoda ir divi aktivie
divdabji — tagadné ar -dams (Redsdhdams 415. <numeracija péc
E.Bleses izdevuma [Blese, 1939] = [L, 210]>), pagatné ar -éjis //
(Redsahjis 415.), bet pasiva tikai pagatnes divdabis (Redsahts 415.),
vin§ dod deklinéSanas paraugu Teitzama Gaspascha 415. Ka gramatika,
ta vardnica formas ar -ams ir sastopamas bieZi...” [Grabis, 1955, 255
256]. “The remaining example is Teitzama Gaspascha praiseworthy lady.
We observe that Langius has thus failed to take up the participle in -dams
listed just a few lines earlier, and has simultaneously introduced a participle
in -ams, which nowhere explicitly recognizes. Given the fact that,
throughout his paradigms, he consistently refers to the participle in -dams
as a participle in -ams, there are grounds for asking whether he was in
fact aware of the distinction! While nothing in the grammar indicates any
such awareness, his familiarity with Rehehusen must surely mean that he
had read this latter's treatment (Manud, 12-13; FLaG <[Fennell, 1982a]>,
24-27), in which the two participles, one labelled active and the other
labelled passive, are set out in separate, but consecutive, paragraphs.
Surely he cannot deliberately have rejected Rehehusen’s eminently
reasonable distinction” [Fennell, 1987, 296]. 208a Ipp., sniegdams daZadus
izteicienus, Langijs min ari divdabi ar -ams vajadzibas nozimé: “der muB
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unterrichtet werden, Tas ir peemahzams™®.

“Sava teoreétiska apceré L<angijs> neko neraksta par divdabi ar
-tins (ar débitivi-pasivu latinu valodas gerundivam lidzigu nozimi),
kurprefi teksta So formu ir diezgan daudz (kaut ari ne visas tas ir pareizi
darinatas), piem.: tas ir atmettins 165% <resp. [L, 84, 28.rinda] > das
ist zuverwerffen (= atmestins)...” [Blese, 1936, 529]. Varbdt to var
skaidrot ar $a deverbala adjektiva relativu neproduktivitati jau XVII gs.
(sal. [Smits, 1908, 36)), kas lika to uzskatit par atsevisku vardu, bet
nevis par verba formu.

Tomér konstrukcijai bas + infinitivs tiek pievérsts daudz
uzmanibas. Tapat ka Adolfija un Dresela gramatikas (sk. 162. un 165.
Ipp.) §1 konstrukcija paradas divas vietas: kd nakotnes imperativs
(piem., “Toéw buhs buht du solt seyn” [L, 193]® un ka bezpersonas
verba bit vajadzibas nozimes realizacija [L, 206 utt.]. “Langijs ir gribéjis
dot vacu vardam miissen atbilstodu izteiksmi latvie$u valoda un tapéc
izveidojis pats veselu formu sistemu ar darbibas vardu bat pamata”
[Grabis, 1955, 256]: Praes. Man buhs ich muB, Impf. Man by ich
muste, Perf. Man byjis buht ich habe gemust, Pqpf. Man by buht
ich hatte gemust, “Futurum!”** Man buhs buht ich werde mussen,
“Imperativb caret”, Conj. “Das Praesens ist wie das Praesens Indicativi
Modi”, Impf. Man buhtu ich mdste, Infinitivus Praes. un Impf. Buhs

)

*\erba tapt paradigma Langijs sniedz ka nakotnes pasivo divdabi aprakstosu
vardu savienojumu: “kam buhs mihletam tapt, der da soll oder muB geliebet
werden” [L, 197], “which seems to result from confusion with the future impera-
tive” [Fennell, 1987, 264]. Domajams, ka $§ada veida Langijs gribéjis atspogujot
vajadzibas nozimi,kas piemit latinu valodas nakotnes pasivajam divdabim, resp.
gerundivam. Ar apraksto$am konstrukcijam Langijs tulko ail daZus citus
divdabjus, sk.[L, 193a, 195a, 197], kas tapat var tikt skaidrots ar to, ka autors
cendas atrast formas, atbilsto$as latinu valodas formam [I'pucne, 1958, 20;
Fennell, 1987, 256]. . . .

BAt$kiriba no citam ta laika gramatikdm, kas apraksta konstrukcijas ar fai, Langijs
neievieto tas imperativa paradigmas. Vin piemin tas tikai nodaja “Formulee
loquendi” 8. nodalijuma, lidzigi ka Adoffijs (sk. 23. parindi), kritizédams Saja
gadijuma burtisko tulkojumu no vacu valodas: “Lasset uns gehen.Lasset uns
danck sagen.Gelobet sey des Herrn Nahme, etc: sprechen die Letten nicht aus
mit diesen Worten: Laideet mums eet. Laideet mums pateitzib’ $atziht. Slawahts
laid buht ta kunga Wahrds, sondern sie gebrauchen bey solchen Phrasibus
das sonderliche Woértlein Lai, also: Lai mdhs eetam. Lai mahs Pateitzib’ sackam.
Lai kunga Wahrds essi §lawdhts” [L, 209a], sk. T.G. Fennela komentaru [Fennell,
1987, 293-294].

* Jaievéro E. Bleses piezime: “Izsaucama, resp. jautajama zime aiz Futurum
laikam raksturo autora Saubas, vai §is laiks tieSam par Futurum atzistams” [Blese,
1936, 464].

166

Baltu filologija VIl 1998

buht missen, “Die andern mangeln” [L, 206-206a] ($im formam
pievienojama pilnnozimiga verba nenoteiksme). Ka pareizi atzimé
T.G.Fennels, $aja maksligi veidotaja paradigma “the tense correlations of
the impersonal verb defy logical analysis. Why have we the imperfect
form by in the imperfect, the perfect form byjis in the perfect, the
conditional form buhtu in the imperfect conjunctive, when the present
tense does not contain the present of the auxiliary, but the future? If
the perfect contains byjis, for which we may logically substitute the
fuller ir byjis why is the pluperfect not formed with the analogous by
byjis? Why is the infinitive buht added to the two perfect tenses, and
to the future (which is otherwise the same as the present!) when it is
missing from the present and imperfect? How can the form Buhs
buht be an infinitive, when it contains the finite element Buhs? Why is
there no past participle active, when the perfect, which depends upon
such a participle, is spelt out in detail?” [Fennell, 1987, 287].

Bez vajadzibas nozimes bezpersoniska lietojuma verbam bat
Langijs norada ari piederibas nozimi lidzigu vacu verba haben nozimei
un sniedz ta pilnu paradigmu, kur mainas verbi bit un turét **: Praes.
Man ir ich habe, Impf. Man by ich hatte, Perf. Man ir byjis ich hab
gehabt, Pqpf. Es by turrdhjis ich hatte gehabt, Fut. Man buhs ich
werde haben utt. [L, 206a utt.]. Tomér konstrukcijai ar atgriezenisko
verbu turéties piemit vajadzibas nozime: ‘Un achzunehmen sind die
Infinitivi: Turrédht und Turrdhtees, welche von den Letten unterschied!:
und offt gebraucht werden, denn Turrdht heist halten oder haben:;
... Turrédhtees aber mussen, oder gehalten werden. E.q. wings turr
Naud’ er hat oder hélt Geld, // wings turras maxat, er wird gehalten
zu zahlen, oder er muB zahlen. Méhs turrimees eet. wir miissen
gehen” [L, 208-208a]*. Langija gramatika ir vieniga latvie$u valodas
gramatika, kur tiek aprakstita $i konstrukcija, sk. T.G.Fennela
komentaru: “In the paradigm of Dsiht, Langius introduces the variant
Tu turras dsiht (for tu turies dzit), which is said to be an acceptable
formation for all verbs (Langius, 202a; Blese 1936: 400). Further ex-

% “So abu dar-//bibas vardu jaukSana Langija izveidotaja “konjugacija” rada,
ka Nica un Barta un, jadoma, ari citur Kursas dienvidrietumos nozimi “ich habe”
varéja izteikt gan ar “man ir”, gan ari ar verbu “turét”, kam dziva vél bijusi veca
nozime “haben”, bet tai blakus ari nozime “haiten”, ko Langijs pats apliecina”
[Grabis, 1955, 256-257].

%*“Although Langius nowhere discusses reflexive verbs, he is at paints to distin-
guish possessive Turrdht from obligational Tur-rihtees” [Fennel!, 1987, 289].

167



Baitu filologija Vill 1998

amples of this construction appear later in the grammar (Langius,
208a; Blese 1936: 412), where we read wings turras maxat and Mahs
turrimees eet, glossed by Langius as “er wird gehalften zu zahlen,
oder er muf3 zahlen” [“he is obliged to pay or he must pay”] and “wir
miissen gehen” [“we must go”] respectively. All other examples of
the future imperative are glossed as “du soft " [“you shall/thou shalit”]
plus infinitive, and the question arises whether Tu turras dsiht is in-
tended to carry the same nuance of meaning as Tow buhs mihléht,
etc. Whatever specialists may determine with regard to German, the
sense of the Latvian is difficult in its own right. There is no mention of
the structure turéties plus infinitive in ME or EH, although the latter
(11, 704) // lists the non-reflexive turét with the gloss “mdssen” [“have
to”] from Nida (in the Kurland Dunes), and considers it a definite
Lithuanianism” [Fennell, 1987, 272-273].

Nodala “Formulee loquendi” Langijs komenté ari konstrukcijas
ar verbu vajadzét ;. “Nota. In der Lettischen Sprachen kann mann
viel verba nicht so gebrauchen, als in der Deutschen... Wenn wir
sagen... Ich bedarff dessen. So sprechen es die Letten also aus...
Tas man waiag” [L, 218]. “The fourth example (“l need it”) contrasts
the German /ch bedarff dessen with the Latvian Tas man waiag.
Modern grammars require a genitive (i.e., Ta) where Langius has a
nominative: cf. (ME 1V, 445) “mit dem Dat. der Person, die notig hat,
und dem Gen. dessen, das nétig ist” [“with the dative of the person,
who needs, and the genitive of what is needed”]. The accusative may
also be heard (GML | <[Fennell, 1980]>, 216), but Langius’ nomina-
tive would appear to be something of a rarity: we can find no refer-
ence to it in the standard literature, and the question of its authenticity
thus remains open. The Lexicon (Langius, 168a; Blese, 1936: 334),
while confirming the dative of the person, gives no examples of a
complement” [Fennell, 1987, 334]. Langija sniegto pieméru varbut
var skaidrot ar divu konstrukciju sajukumu (ar verbu vajadzét un ar
adverbu vajag(a), sal. ari Vaigela gramatikas verbu sintakses nodala
piedavatu skaidrojumu: “Waijagd irr, ich habe vonnothen erfordert
einen genitiuum rei und einen datiuum persénae, als: man tewis irr
waijagd. Ich habe dich nothig. Das steht auch die Sache, so man
néthig hat, im nominatiuo, als: nauda man irr waijagd. Geld habe
ich von néthen” [W, 156].

G. SPUNGJIANSKA GRAMATIKA (“DisposiTio IMPERFECTI...”, 1732. g.) (turp-
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mak - S) debitiva formas vispar nav sastopamas (ta ir vieniga tada
latvieSu valodas gramatika)®. Par gerundiju vienu reizi tiek nosaukts
divdabis ar -dams: “Celdamis. Levando se, seu surgendo” [S, 28]*
- citas vietas tas devéts par “Participium praesentis temporis. Mascul:
Caldams. Feem: Caeldama. Levds [S, 25], sk. ari [S, 30, 36, 38].
Gramatika nav pieminéts ari divdabis ar -ams un deverbalais adjektivs
ar -tins. No formam un konstrukcijam ar vajadzibas nozimi aprakstits
tikai “nakotnes imperativs”: “Celtis vel Pasacelt. Ex hoc conficitur
Futurum Imperativi, seu Modus Mandativus, addito verbo Bis h.e.
erit, cum dativo communi. Quasi dicas: Tibi necesse erit surgere &c.
Ut patet in exemplis” [S, 28], “Futurum <imperativi>, sive Modus
Mandativus. Fit ex Infinitivo cum verbo erit & dativo. Sing: Tew bds
Célt, v. Pacelt. Winiam bis Celt &c.” [S, 23]*.

H.Mepems (“Lotavica GRAMMATICA...”, 1737.9.) (turpmak — M), Skiet, -

ievietojis debitiva formas Skirkll par infinitivu un dod blakus divdabju
konstrukcijam ar -ot (dativus absolutus): “Man, tew, winniam ja tohp.
Ego, tu, ille, debemus fieri. Man, tew, winniam tohpoht. Cusm ego,

tu, ille, fiamus v. fieremus” [M, 53], bet vélak vin$ apliko tos Skirki -

par tagadnes divdabjiem: “Barjodamees. Karmigc Sig. Ja barjojahs.
Opus se alere” [M, 84]. Tomér, komentgjot verba sargat konjugésanu,
Médems raksta ta: “Participale in dum: mihi custodiendum, Lotavice$
redditur: man ja Sarga” [M, 72], “Participiale man ja Sarga, nihil est
aliud, quam tertia persona praesentis modi indicativi addito ja, vg.
Winsz Sarga, ille custodit, man ja Sarga, mihi custodiendum” [M, 73].
Pielikuma par sintaksi (“Appendix de Syntaxi et alijs non nullis”)

% Vispar vecajas gramatikas, kas balstas uz aug$zemnieku dialektu, debitiva
formas tiek vaji aprakstitas — sk. talak par Akelevica un Kosovska gramatikam.
Domajams, tas liecina par to, ka debitiva formas bija mazak izplatitas aug$zemnieku
apgabala, kas vérojams vél ari masdienas: “.. jateic, ka debitivu ar ja- Kraslavas
apkaimé parasti lieto, apzinati vai neapzinati savu izteiksmi literarizéjot.
Visparlietojamas formas vajadzibas izteik§anai tiek veidotas analitiski — no modala
verba vajadzeét laiku formam un infinitiva” [Leikuma, 1993, 124].

8 Originala lappuses nav numurétas.

® Spungjanskim pazistama ir ari konstrukcija /ai + indikativs, bet at$kiriba no
iepriek$&jam gramatikam $is konstrukcijas tiek lietotas tikai 3. personas forma
un dotas nevis nakotnes, bet tagadnes imperativa paradigma: “Imperativi
Preesens... Formatur a praeterito Imo abjecto u, vel etia) pluribus vocalibus, si ibi
accesserint. Sing: Cel. Laey Wins Cel. Plur: Celim. Celit. Laey Wini Cel " [S, 23].

“ Originala lappuses nav numurétas.
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Médems norada debitiva formai ari citu — piederibas — nozimi: “Etiam
in alio sensu usurpatur eadem persona addito fy*', ja. Man newaid,
ko ja aed, non habeo quod manducem, vel non habeo quidquam ad
manducandum. Man newaid ko doht, non habeo quod dem” [M, 150].
“Izteiciens man nevaid kuo jaéd (ko sniedz Lotavica grammatica) ir
man nevaid kuo ést jeb §d un man nevaid (kas)* jaéd kontaminéjums”
[Endzelins, 1951, 973].

Divdabis ar -ams Médema gramatika tiek minéts vairakas vietas.
Locidanas paradigmas tas paradas reti un vienmér blakus divdabim
ar -dams, ar kuru kopa tiek nosaukts par participium praesentis
(“tohpams” [M, 53], “Redzams, quod videtur, vel visibile” [M, 791
Tapat pielikuma par sintaksi divdabji ar -dams un ar -ams paradas
blakus ka divi varianti, kas atskiras ar kartu: “Participia in ams sunt
duplicia. Alia activae sihnificationis, alia passivae, quee non tantum ab
activis proveniunt, sed etiama neutris. Ab activis sisdams percutiens,
sittams percutiendus. A neutris: gulledams dormiens, gullams, quasi
dormiendus, ut // ita dicam” [M, 150-151]". Tomér, aprakstot divdabja
ar -ams veido$anu, Médems sauc to par participium futuri (“luhdzams,
petendus” [M, 130}). “Divdabjos nav minéti Adolfija gramatika uzraditie
atvasinajumi ar izskanu -tins (sargatins), kas var bat bijusi jau tik reti
sastopami runa, ka skitusi nepieminami” [Grabis, 1984, 99] (sal. par
8o deverbalo adjektivu Langija gramatika - 167. Ipp.).

Konstrukcija bas + infinifivs tiek nosaukta par Futurum imperativi,
un lociSanas paradigmas tai divreiz tiek pievienota konstrukcija
lai + indikativa 3. pers. [M, 46, 511*, bet vélak tas tiek Skirtas: pirma

41 Médems tris reizes atkarto debitiva formas veido$anas likumu - bez minétas
vietas, vél: “Apponitur tertize persona preesentis Indicativi ly, ja° [M, 61] un
“Participiale in dum, ut exprimatur, accipitur 3tia praesentis Indicativi, cui adqnu_r
ly, ja [M, 150], kur formantam ja tiek pievienots neskaidrs vardin$ ly (it ka
tulkojums?). Formantu ja Médems raksta atseviSki.

* Nenoteiktais vietniekvards. <J.Endzelina parinde> .

“28al, ari: “Participium <bez laika noradijuma>, Eedams. Aliud inams etiam, est passivee
significationis Ejjams vg. ejams celsz, via, qua eundum, velviatenenda” [M, 61]. B

4 8o atdkirbu Médems rada ari komentéjot divdabja ar -ams lieto$anu konstrukcija
accusativus duplex: “Si vis dicere morientem vidi Matrem,non bene dices redzeju
mahti mirdamu,sed debes dicere mirstamu per participium passivum” [M, 151}.(Sal.
ari “Dzird kieniniu essam Leisz6hs, bet gribbam driz buht kurzemmé” M, 49].)

“ Bezpersonas verbiem ka imperativa formas tiek dotas tikai konstrukcijas ar lay
(“Laid kiahjas” [M, 129]).
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nosaukta par Modus mandativus: “Modum mandativum exprimunt Lotavi
per debeo vel oporter. vg. custodito tu, Tew buhs sargaht, Winniam
buhs sargaht. In plurali. Juhms buhs sargaht, winneem buhs sargaht”
[M, 70], bet pédéja — par Modus permissivus: “Permissivum exprimunt
Lotavi per lay. vg. Sim. Lay es esmu vel essus. Essem. lay es buhtu,
fuenm lay es essus bijis, fuissem lay es buhtu bijis. fuero lai es buhszu
bijis” [M, 67]. Ka redzams, veidojot “Modus permissivus”, lay var
savienoties ar galvena verba dazadu laiku un izteiksmju formam®.

G.F.Stendera debitiva apraksts

Jaunu uzskatu par debitiva formu devis G.F.Stenoers (Neue
VOLLSTANDIGERE LETTISCHE GRAMMATIK..., 1761 (turpmak - S.); LeTniscHE
GRAMMATIK...., 1783 (turpmak - S,))*, runajot par to jau gramatikas
ievadvardos: “Ein aufmerksamer Leser wird in meiner Grammatik ein
Tempus mehr und neue Modos finden. Niemand lasse es sich
befremden: denn ich habe diese Grammatik nicht nach dem Leisten
der Lateinischen, sondern ohne Riicksicht auf Grammatiken in andern
Sprachen eingerichtet. <...> Zu dem ganz neuen rechne ich folgende
Titel: <...> 6) Vom Modo Consessivo und Necessitatis”. Par “modus
necessitatis” (“primus” un “secundus”) vin§ nosauc konstrukcijas
bat+ debitivs un bat + infinitivs, kuras apraksta nodala par
bezpersonas verbiem®: “Der Modus Necessitatis kan auch zu den
Verbis impersonalibus gerechnet werden, und ist zweyerley:

I. Wenn bey dem Verbo substantivo impersonali... das Wértlein
JA® mitder 3 pers. Praes. Ind. sowol aus dem Activo als Reciproco
stehet™. Als: Man irr ja raksta, mihi scribendum est. Man bij ja
raksta mihi scribendum erat. Man buhs ja raksta, mihi scribendum
erit. Also auch: Man irr ja bihstahs, mihi imendum est. Man bij ja
bihstahs, mihi timendum erat. Man buhs jabihstahs, mihi
timendum erit. [Im Praesenti kan man auch das irr weglassen, als:

“Interesanti, ka Médems, pievienojoties Adolfijam (sk. 23. parindi), atzist tadas kons-
trukcijas ka laidiet mums luhgt par nepareizam [M, 67], bet viena lidziga konstrukcija
t{:ﬂmﬁg ]parédés verba bit paradigma: “Laid mums buht, vel Laid mehs essam, simus”

“Abas G.F.Stendera gramatikas aplukosim kopé, pievérsot uzmanibu dazam
atSkiribam.

“’Tadéjadi Stenderam paliek tikai viens gerundijs (ar -ot}, ko vin$ apraksta Skirkii
par infinitivu [S, 52 u.c.; Sz, 65u.c].

8 Stenders savas gramatikas raksta $o “vardinu” ja atsevigki no verba.

*Tadas formas ka ir jatiek sargatam, acimredzot, Stenderam nav pazistamas:
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man ja raksta, man ja bihstahs.]

Il. Wennfolgende Tempora aus dem Verbo substantivo: buhs, bija,
buh$choht, buhscham und buhtu mit einem Infinitivo absoluto
zusammen gesetzt werden, als: Man buhs buht ich mu3 seyn, tew
buhs buht du must (soilt) seyn, winpam (f. winnai) buhs buht
<izlaists er ~ sk. iespiedkjlidu sarakstu pimmas loksnes beigas> sie muB3
(soll) seyn. Man bija buht ich muste (solite) seyn, ich habe seyn
soifen. Man buhschoht oder buhécham buht ich solle seyn. Man
buhtu buht ich solite seyn. Also auch: Man buhs $argaht ich
mupB hiiten etc. Man buhs sargatees ich muB mich hiten etc.
Man buhs sargatam (f. $argatai) tapt, ich muB gehitet werden,
etc.” [S,, 57].

{sal. S,, 126-127 — ar Modus necessitatis primus formu tulkojumu nevis
latinu, bet vacu valoda)™. Talak seko plada verba sargat loci$anas
formu tabula, kur ievietotas abu “vaiadzﬂbas izteiksmju” formas, ka ari
daZas “perifrastiskas” pasiva formas® [S,, 80-67]. Tomér otraja gramatika
§ tabula ir daudz mazaka - taja nav ne tikai perifrastisko pasiva formu,
bet ari netiek minétas “vajadzibas izteiksmes” [S,, 104-108].

Par 30 izteiksmju lieto$anu tiek runats sintakses nodala. Skirki
par locljumiem daudz uzmanibas veltits dativam: ‘Unsonderheit aber
wird der Dativus personae gebraucht (1) Bey dem Verbo substantivo...
Man irrich habe..., (2) Bey allen Verbis impersonalibus... K& vinpam
kiahjahs wie geht es ihm..., (3) Bey beyden Modis necessitatis...
Waktineekam ja eet oder eet buhs der Wachtker! soll gehen. /! (4)
Bey den Gerundiis... Saulitei lezzoht...” [S,, 103-104; sal. S,, 172~
173]. Runajot par nominativa lieto8anu konstrukcija ar debitivu,
Stenders dod latinu valodas paraléli: “Bey dem Modo necessitatis
primo... stehet auch ein Nominativus rei, als: Deewa wahrdi tew
labbi ja pahrdohma, verba Dei tibi probe meditanda” [S,, 100;

sal. S,, 168]. Pirma vajadzibas izteiksme tiek salidzinata ar lafinu valodas

“Modvs Necess. I. ist im Passivo nicht” [S,, 64].

% Tomér runajot par izteiksmém vispar, Stenders min tikai tris: “Modi,die ihre
eigene und besondere Endungen haben, sind nur drey zu merken: Indicativus,
Conjunctivus und Infinitivus, wozu noch die Participia gehéren”[S,, 33]. Otraja
gramalika Stenders paliek tikai pie vienas izteiksmes latvieSu valoda: “Es ist
nur ein einziger Modus im Lettischen, der mit eigenen Endungen durch alle
Tempora und Personen conjugirt wird, nemlich der Indicativus...” {S,, 64].

5'Passivum: “es tohpu $argats... ich werde gehiitet” [S,, 63], Periphrasticum : “es esmu
éargats... ich bin behiitet” [S,, 65], Periphrasticum Ii: “es e$mu sargams... ich bin zu
hiiten, ich muB gehiitetwerden” [S,, 66], Periphrasticum Ill: “es tohpu $argajis ich behiite,
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gerundiva konstrukciju: “Der Modus Necessitatis Primus wird
gebraucht wie das Gerundium Necessitatis, als: Tew ja eet, tibi
eundum. Deewa wahrdi labbi ja apdohma, verba Dei probe
meditanda...” [S,, 114, sal. §,, 193]. “Der Modus Necessitatis
Secundus wird gebraucht, wo im Deutschen soflen und miissen
gebraucht werden kan, als: Tew buhs eet du solt und must gehen.
Tew ne buhs meflkulim buht du sollt (und must ) kein Ligner seyn.
Man bij grahmatu rakstiht ich muste einen Brief schreiben. [cf. die
Lettischen Zehen Gebote.]” [S,, 114; sal. S,, 193-194).

Pirmaja gramatika divdabji ar -ams un deverbalie adjekfivi ar -tins
daZreiz tiek minéti blakus: “Das Particip. futur. in ams, wird vom Infin.
secundo Act. gemacht™,... als: dohmajam, dohmajams...” [S,, 53;
sal. S,, 103%], “Das andere Particip. fut. in tins, welhes seltener
vorkommt, wird vom Infin. primo Activi gemacht, als: $argaht,
$argatins...” [S,, 53], bet ofraja gramatika adjekfivi ar -tins netiek
minéti*. Sintakses nodala plasi komentéts divdabju ar -ams lietojums.
Citu starpa tiek doti pieméri ari ar vajadzibas nozimi, sal.: “Deews
$lawejams in teizams, Deus laudandus (sc. est.)... Seens plaujams
das Heu ist zu mahen...” [S,, 122] (sal. [S,, 188], kur ekspliciti atzits,
ka “Das Participium futurum in ams, wird wie das lateinische in dus,
gebraucht”), “Arrami lauki Pfligfelder, (Felder, die gepfiigt werden
mussen.)” [S,, 123; sal. S,, 189). Deverbalo darinadjumu ar -tins
lietoSana tiek raksturota ar lidzigiem piemériem (tikai pirmaja
gramatika): “Seens plautins das Heu ist zu méhen, oder muB geméhet
werden” [S,, 123].
tactica”) Stenders dod blakus visas iespéjamas konstrukcijas ar
vajadzibas nozimi {(iznemot formas ar -tins): “Du must deine Arbeit

icf; bekomme zu hilter’” [S,, 67], sal.perifrastiskds konjugacijas aprakstu [S,, 38-
39].

*2 Par Infinitivus secundus activi [S,, 51] (jeb, ofraja gramatika, Supinum activi [S,. 65
u.c.]) Stenders sauc tadas formas ka dohmajam: “Jch sehe ihn denken, es redsu winnu
dohmajam”.

s38eit Stenders raksta ari par iespéju veidot S0 pasiva divdabi no neparejosiem
verbiem: ‘Auch die Neutra, ob sie gleich kein Passiuum haben, haben doch éfters
dieses Participium. Als: Nahkt kommen, Sup. nahkam, Partic. preet, <“futuri”
(?)> pass. nahkams der kommen soll oder kiinftig, z.E. Tas nahkams Sohgis der
zuklinftige Richter” [S,, 103]. )

*To vietd paradas otrais infinitivs ar piedékli -in: “Der an-dere Infinitiuus, der
sich auf in endiget, hat nicht allein ei-ner besondern Gebrauch,... son//dern auch
eine besondere Formation, welches das Sternlein im Typo anzeiget” [S,, 99-100],
piem.: “...Meschi $ahk §chalizin der Wald fiangt an zu rauschen... Behdsin behgt
eilend fliehen..."[S,, 182],sal.[Endzelins, 1951, 305-312].
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thun. Tew taws darbs ja darra. Tew buhs tawu (sawu) darbu
darriht. Tew waijag tawu darbu darriht. Tew taws darbs darrams”
[S,,137; sal. S,, 206].

Visparinot var teikt, ka, apvienojot divas konstrukcijas ar lidzigu
nozimi (bt + debitivs un bit + infinitivs) un nosaucot tas par Modus
necessitatis, Stenders balstas uz tiri semantiska pamata un mazak
doma par $o formu statusu teorétiska skafijuma. Vardam “modus”
Seit, domajams, pat nav stingras terminologiskas nozimes, un ne vetti
Stenders nemin $is vajadzibas izteiksmes, runajot par izteiksmém
vispar (sk. 50. parindi) un neievieto tas formas paradigma otraja
gramatika (sk. 173. Ipp.).

Avoti

A~ Erster Versuch / Einer kurtz=verfasseten Anleitung / Zur Lettischen
Sprache/ iiberreichet von Henrico Adolphi, Der Hertzogthiimer Curland
und Seffigallen Superintendente, auch Ober=Pastoren der Christlichen
Teutschen Gemeine in der Fiirstl: Residentz Mitau. Gedruckt / in Mitau/
durch Jhro Hoch=Fiirstl: Durchl: Hof=Buchdrucker George Radetzky /
1685. —sal. {Fennell, 1993].

B -ts. “Mirtina Bihnera gramatika” (ap 16671677 .g.) - rokraksts glabajas
Krievijas Zinatnu Akadémijas bibliotéka Sanktpéterburga Rokrakstu
nodala: §ifra O N°136°° - sal. [Arbuzovs, 192; Dravins, 1960; Fennell,

5| Arbuzovs sava §is gramatikas izdevuma sniedz veco Sifru: “Gramatika ir
uzglabajusies tikai rokrakstd, aptver 18 Ipp. un stav kada 17. g.s. albuma
(Stammbuch), kas tagad atrodas Péterpils zinatnu akadémijas biblioteka zem
Nr =M (= MSS. philol.) n. 27 vai 37, in 8° min. (15,5 x 9 cm)” [Arbuzovs, 1925, 106].
§7 sifra vairs nav deriga. Gramata pieder bijusajai Kurzemes hercogu bibliotékai.
Tas XVIN gs. vaciski sarakstitaja apraksta (kas glabdjas Krievijas ZA Arhiva
Sanktpéterburgas nodala (dovp 158, onuck 1, N°210) un ir publicéts gramata
Onucanve pykonucHoro otpena bubnuoteku Axanemun Hayk CCCP. Tom 6.
Pykonuen natuHckoro angpasura XVI-XVIL Be. Coctasutens W. H. le6enesa. -
NMewnnHrpan, 1979. - ¢. 246-248) nodala “Libri manuscripti ex Bibliotheca Ducis
Curlandiae” (62.-63. lapa) ir uzskaititi 69 rokraksti, grupéti péc formata. Albums,
kura ir Bihnera gramatika, $aja saraksta figuré nodala in-octavo ar numuru 11 un
nosaukumu “Miscellanea”. Isu biblio-grafisku rokraksta aprakstu devusi I.
Lebedeva: “29. 3anicHas KHWxKa {4acTuuHo anbbom aeTorpados) nacropa
Mexpuxa MapTMana us Mapuen6ypra (O N°136, crapeiit wndgp xxM/l . . no onucu
N°11 in-octavo). Hemeukwii s3bik. B kavecTee ans6oma aBTorpagoB KHWXKa
cnyxuna ¢ 1637 no 1641 r. 3anucy coenaHst B [lanuvre, Pure, MonsanHrexe,
KoneHrarexe. CobcTBeHHbIe 3anvcK Briagensua gatuposansl 1667 r. 1o kpatkas
rpaMmaTvKa NaThilCKOro f3bika, 3anMCH No MeuuMHe 1 anxuMun.” [Nlebenesa
.H. O630p pyKonUCHbIX KHir KypnsHackoro cobparna Bubnuotekn AH CCCP.
# PykonvcHeie W pefikue nevatHbie KHUrv B donpax BubGnuotekn AH CCCP.
Nexwnrrpan, 1976.— ¢c. 5-26. - 19. lpp.].
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1982b].

D -Gantz kurtze Anleitung Zur Lettischen Sprache / Ans Tages Licht gegeben
Von Georgio Dreflell / Past. Pinck. Rjga Jn Verlegung Georg Matth. Néllers
Jm Jahr Christi 1685.- sal. [Fennell, 1984].

L -Lettisch=Deutsches Lexicon worinnen Der Lettischen Sprachen Griinde,
Waorter, Bedeutung vnd Gebrauch in deutscher Sprachen gezeiget vnd
erkliret werden. Sampt einer kurtzen Grammatica, wodurch Den
AuBlandemn ein richtiger Weg gewiesen wird zur Erlernung der Lettischen
Sprachen leichtlich zukommen. gestellet vnd auigegeben von Johanne
Langio, Pastoren zur Ober und Nieder=Bartaw in Curland. <1685.g.> —
pec [Blese, 1936; Fennell, 1987].

M - Lotavica Grammatica, In gratiam illorum Qui Lumen doctrinz Chris-
tiana Sedentibus in tenebris Et umbra mortis afferre student; Edita. Anno
ab ortu Solis Justitizz In Carne humana 1737. Vilne Typis Academicis
Societatis Jesu. <Heinrich Medem>.

R —Manvdvctio Ad Lingvam Lettonicam facilis & certa, monstrata & Joanne
Georgo Rehehusen Ascheradensium Pastore & Consistorii Kokenhusensis
Regii Assessore. Excusa & Gerhardo Schrédero Typothetd Rigensi Sum-
ptibus Authoris. Anno M DC XLIV - sal. [Bielenstein, 1901; Fennell,
1982a).

S, — Neue vollstindigere Lettische Grammatik, Nebst einem hinlinglichen
Lexico, wie auch einigen Gedichten, verfasset von Gotthard Friederich
Stender. Braunschweig, gedruckt im Fiirstl. grofen Waisenhause, 1761,

S, - Lettische Grammatik, verfasset von Gotthard Friedrich Stender, Probst

des Selburglichen Kirchenkreises, Pastor senior zu Selburg und Sonnaxt,
und der Konigl. deutschen Gesellschaft zu Géttingen Mitgliede. Zweyte
Auflage, von dem Verfasser selbst verbessert, vermehret und von neuen
umgearbeitet. Mitau, gedruckt und zu haben bey Johann Fried.
Steffenhagen Hochfiirstl. Hofbuchdrucker. 1783.
- Dispositio Imperfecti ad Optimum Seu Rudimenta Grammatices
Lotavicz, Ab imperfecto Authore Imperfecti pariter Idiomatis Explanatore
Ad salutem & Perfectionem rudium Animarum Cum Adjuncta Catechesi
Apostolico Missionariorum Zelo Suppeditata Permissu Superiorum. Anno
Loquentis Nobis in Verbo Infante Dei, 1732. Vilna Typis Collegii
Academici Societatis Jesu. <Georgius Szpungianski> - sal. [Bezzenberger,
1887].
W - Anleitung zur Lettischen oder sogenannten undeutschen Sprahe,
ausgefertigt und herausgegeben von F.P.W. <Franz Philipp Weigel> S.C.R.
SC R. (pirms 1748.g.) - rokraksts glabajas Latvijas Akadémiskas
bibliotékas Rokrakstu un reto gramatu sektora: Fonds L. Dr. b-ba, Sifra

U

%1763. gada Braunveiga iznaca otrais - parlabots - 3is gramatas izdevums,
kas atSkiras tikai ar pirmo loksni. Saja darba tika izmantots pirmais, vieglak
pieejams izdevums.
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5491, Rokraksta nosaukums: Veigela Anleitung zur lett.... Sprache, 1748.
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