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Texts, including original botany textbooks (not translations or adaptations) produced in the sec-

ond part of the 19" century and early decades of the 20™ century embody a period of intense

linguistic development in the Latvian language. This paper provides a linguistic analysis of the
features of two botany textbooks: Botdnika tautas skoldm un pasmdcibai (Botany for Folk Schools and Self-Ed-
ucation) by Janis listers (1883) and Botanika (Botany) by Pauls Galenieks, also citing its further editions (1924—
1945). The aim of the study is to collate data that is representative of morphological, syntactic and lexical chang-
es and stable elements from these texts. The respective linguistic phenomena are discussed and analysed in
the context of language facts present in several dictionaries and other relevant publications. The data obtained
in this study illustrates that by the end of the period covered in this paper, the process of turbulent linguistic
changes in the Latvian language had been replaced by more balanced development with some indications of
stabilisation, although numerous features remained variable and dynamic. Despite a number of the syntactic
and lexical elements recorded in the main sources of the study having since changed and/or become obsolete,
these textbooks provide evidence that both the Latvian language and the linguistic materials used in botany
were to a great extent already well developed and had begun to enter the stabilisation phase. In recent years,
botany has become an area of increased linguistic interest among botany experts and linguists themselves, al-
though the collation of a detailed data set detailing the development of the whole body of specialised lexis used
in botany remains a task for the future.

KEYWORDS: specialised lexis, terminology, compounds, language change, botany.

The second part of the 19" century and early decades of the 20" century represented a
period of intense linguistic development within the Latvian language. Thus, texts from that
time embody these respective changes. Among the many periodicals and literary creations,
textbooks also contributed toward progressive accumulation of original Latvian publications, which were not
translations, or German-Latvian or Russian-Latvian adaptations where borrowing dominated all the text-building
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elements and lexical material. Even as late as 1924, Pauls Galenieks, a prominent Latvian botanist, admitted that
all the previous Latvian textbooks in botany had been shortened translations from German or Russian, and so
failed to illustrate and discuss the features specific to local flora (Galenieks, 1924, p. 3)..

This paper provides a strictly linguistic insight into the features of two botany textbooks: Botanika tautas skolam
un pasmdcibai (Botany for Folk Schools and Self-Education) by Janis listers (1883; henceforth T1) and Botanika
(Botany) by Pauls Galenieks (1924; henceforth T2), including its corrected and elaborated third edition in 1929
(henceforth T3), and fifth edition in 1945 (henceforth T4)2. For the purpose of contextualization, we also include
references to several dictionaries and other relevant sources. The aim of the study is to identify and analyse
morphological, syntactic and lexical changes and stable elements observed in botany textbooks published in
the period of 1880s-1940s.

To achieve the goal of this study, the paper provides, by applying the methods of qualitative

research, a strictly linguistic insight into the morphological, syntactic and, most importantly, lex-

ical features of two botany text books: Botanika tautas skoldm un pasmdcibai (Botany for Folk
Schools and Self-Education) by Janis lIsters (1883) and Botanika (Botany) by Pauls Galenieks (1924), including its
corrected and elaborated third edition in 1929, and fifth edition in 1945 as the respective linguistic facts would
demonstrate, through empirical research based on collection (extraction) of representative units from the source
texts and analysed respectively, typical patterns from the period and also suggest conclusions regarding sta-
ble and variable features and elements of the Latvian language. For the purpose of contextualisation, we also
include literature review, namely, references to several dictionaries and other relevant sources. Meanwhile, the
specialised nature of this area implies limits and constraints that provide the requisite focus and specific context
for the facts and details included. This thereby avoids the study slipping dangerously into vague generalisation.
Itis also due to considerations of focus that we do not include comments upon orthographic features and chang-
es, as these can be tracked and explained by the standards, instructions and typical features of application
presented in publications on Latvian grammar and orthography (for instance, see Cukurs, 1898; Endzelins, 1951;
Jansone, 2008; Milenbahs, 1908; Milenbahs & Endzelins, 1907; Ulimann, 1883).

As Galenieks’ publications feature minor changes, i.e., Vinam sekodami, més iemdcdmies (T1, p. 5) to Tam se-
kodami, més iemacamies (T4, p. 3), such editorial scrutiny implies the reliability and relevance of the linguistic
phenomena observed in the texts (however, the texts include multiple instances of misspelling®). Along with a
note provided by Radolfs Grabis (1978, p. 115), stating that the 19" century authors of Latvian textbooks were
among those users of Latvian who possessed the best linguistic competence and who applied the best written
text practices, we should also credit both listers and Galenieks for producing texts that became benchmark
embodiments of area-specific knowledge and linguistic skills. These are essential prerequisites verifying the
methods and relevance of further inquiry.

The aspect of text tones: moods written into the text

Here we consider, first, the lexical elements that form the moods and attitudes expressed
in and throughout the texts. To achieve this, the 1883 textbook embodied the full range of
typical text-building features from that time. Although the author’s attitude, when assessed
relative to modern textbooks, may seem naive and excessively personal, it exemplified what was then a typical
contemporary approach. Moreover, such elements might also be considered as a means to make the text more

Galenieks’ books also included borrowed elements, for instance, some of the illustrations; it is also noted that some illustrations
describe plants which were not observed in the local flora (see Carex, 1924).

The term folk school refers to an elementary school from the respective period associated with the Reformation movement (other
terms found included rural school, peasant school, parish school, etc. (Laizane, 2012)). It should also be noted that in some instances
this paper also includes references to the 2™ edition of Botany (Galenieks, 1925). We should note that the units of the 1883 publica-
tion and other publications of the 19" century analysed in this study have been transcribed according to modern Latvian orthography
(thus, schis s, ah is @, etc.) and Latin letters; however, short vowels are kept according to the original text.

In his response to Matiss Silins’ review, lIsters (1884) notes that he did have the opportunity to read the text after its second proof-
reading (our emphasis), a note which also provides some details as regards the proofreading and editing procedures used by peri-
odicals during the time.
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attractive and engaging, when other resources (including diverse visual text elements) were highly limited. The
use of the units creating attitude may be described as intense, as shown in the several examples here:

1 Jo tikko siltais saulesztars balto sniegasegu kausejis, tad visbulits atver savas zilas, ceribas
pilnas ziedu actinas uz jaunu dzivi (T1, p. 1);

2 ka ar dzeltenu lakatu parklati (T1, p. 3);

3  ziedulaiks krit majménesi, un tad ir tiri prieks uzskatot So ziedukoku, tas lidzinajas milzupukei
(T1, p. 13);

4  ka kletina ar 5 apcirkniem - a figurative description of the core (T1, p. 16);

5 [..] rada katra koku suga savadu seju jeb fiziognomiju. Bérzs mums paradds Iénigs un pieglau-
digs; ozols turpretim ar savu piligu, spécigu stavu, saviem sparigiem, elkonainiem zariem rada
stingru vira dabu (T1, p. 19);

6 Jo patikami ir tad it kG parmainiSanas dé] mineto krasu ztarpa ari ko$i zilo mezZa=veroniku
ierauzit (T1, p. 30).

This implies that figurative lexical units, poetic inversion and other stylistically marked techniques were consid-
ered both standard and important features of text formation, i.e. textuality.

However, the use of figurative elements was almost entirely precluded in the 1924 textbook (Galenieks, 1924).
Text resources aimed at engaging students did not extend beyond several expressive epithets, comparisons
and stylistically coloured words ([vjainags turpretim ziedam ir itka krdsna izkartne (T2, p. 36); [s]iltGs zemés
dazZas kosas apslépj savds audzés pat jatnieku ar visu zirgu (T2, p. 183; T4, p. 178); ka to dazreiz blénodamies
daram ar noplaktam pukém (T2, p. 192; T4, p. 190); sirma senatne (T2, p. 217), izskatds péc brinumainiem kok-
iem (T2, p. 201)) or facts that provided additional context or background information (Romas keizaru laikos tika
audzétas veselas rozu plantdcijas galma dziru vajadzibam (T2, p. 197)); these items were also used in T44,

For comparison purposes, a botany textbook for students at grade 7, published in 2012 (Aizpure, 2012), featured
highly formal language, which was counterbalanced by diverse visual elements, for instance, a regular text sec-
tion marked with an icon in the form of a palm reaching towards the reader (ibid., p. 17). We were only able to
record a few more expressive units, including Kas gan var bdt skaistaks par atpdtu meza! [..] Egles ir loti skaisti
koki; sirma senatane (ibid., p. 75, 190) and some value- and awareness-building units, for instance, [mjeZi ir Lat-
vijas dabas bagatiba (ibid., p. 197).

Syntax, specific expressions

The source texts include obsolete syntactic structures, which were either only observed during the time period
when lIsters’ textbook was published, or migrated across various phases of the development of the Latvian
language and texts respectively; in the majority of cases, modern Latvian texts only feature these as stylistically
marked units:

7 iz zemes (T1, p. 3) — now ‘no zemes’; par ziemu (T1, p. 7) — now ‘ziema’, ‘ziemas laika’;

8 tiem jau mil siltaks gaiss (T1, p. 73) — now ‘tie jau mil siltaku gaisu’ or, more formally, ‘tiem
vajadzigs siltaks gaiss’;

9 ta lapas, ka stublajs (T1, p. 55) — now the typical construction is ‘ka..., ta...’;
10 [s]chi gramatina ari grib pie tam skolam nakt paliga; pie stadu aparkstiem ir savienotas (T1,

p- II); augus [..], pie kuriem krit acis liela vienkarsiba uzbuvé; to ik dienas novérojam pie [..]

Meanwhile, in a review (Carex, 1924) it was noted that the text included some anthropocentric expressions, personifications, e.g.,
katrs augs censas pandkt (every plants tries to ensure).



@ Studies about Languages / Kalby studijos 42 /2023

augiem (T2, p. 7; T4, p. 3, 5); temperatura ir no svara pie asimilacijas (T2, p. 106)°; it should
be noted that the 1945 text included an arguable lexical update temperattirai ir nozime pie
asimildacijas (T4, p. 94) though the idiom btit no svara was widely used both at the time and
later; just since late 20th century its use has become less typical in formal Latvian;

11 péc sava izplatijuma sirdsveida (T1, p. 11); [k]koks klajuma augdams izaug péc sawas dabas
(T1, p. 38); [s]katoties péc sava veida, driksna ir lodveidiga (T2, p. 7; T4, p. 3, 5);

12 lidzet caur ravesanu (T1, p. 53); caur giftigu sénu baudisanu mirusi (T1, p. 104); palielinajas
caur citiem apstakliem (T2, p. 67); it should be noted that the 5th edition featured another
prepositional construction which is now obsolete (palielinas aiz citiem iemesliem (T4, p. 55));
iesdkas padtrindata aug$ana, caur ko vitne sak liekties (T2, p. 142; T3, p. 148); the construction
was updated in the 1945 text; it also no longer corresponds to modern standard Latvian:
iesakas paatrinata augsana, kdpéc vitne sak liekties (T4, p. 125-126); in another instance, the
construction with caur in celas caur dazu sénu [..] kopdzivi (T2, p. 175; T3, p. 194) is replaced
by celas no sénu un algu kopdzives (T4, p. 167) though from the current perspective the word
celas should also be updated to ‘izriet no’, ‘izraisa’, etc.;

13 macini var biit nekustigi un Stpojosies (T2, p. 39), replaced with puteksnicas var biit nekustigas
un 3upojosas (T4, p. 34); the units also featured a terminological change: macins — puteksnica;

14 pa dienu un nakti dod 5-6 1/2 litra sulu (T2, p. 99; T4, p. 88) — now ‘litru sulas’;

15 mitruma zem baktériju un sénisu iespaida (T2, p. 123; T4, p. 109) — now ‘baktériju un sénu
ietekme’; it should be noted that the 1945 text at least included the lexical update: iespaids
is replaced by ietekme;

16 auga dalas tiek iespaidotas no zemes smaguma spéka (T2, p. 140; 1925, p. 143); however, the
1929 included a syntactic update which is still used in modern Latvian: auga dalas ietekmé
zemes smaguma spéks (T3, p. 145);

17 tie tiek apputinati no naktstauriniem (T2, p. 145; 1925, p. 150); the construction is however
replaced in further editions to tos apputina naktstaurini (T3, p. 152) which is syntactically
consistent to modern standard Latvian (also, it is apputeksné in modern Latbian instead of
apputina); galvena ass te, attistijusi vienu ziedu, apstdj augt un tiek no saviem atzarojumiem
parsniegta (T2, p. 49; T4, p. 40) — now: ‘to [galveno asi] paraug atzarojumi’ or alternative
expressions;

18 iekséjie audi ir loti Gidenaini un sausa laika, kad saknes nevar augam udeni piegadat, uz-
tur lapa dzivibas norises (T2, p. 33; T4, p. 26); Dienvidlatvija aug vairdkas magonu sugas
savvala, labibas laukos (T2, p. 195; T4, p. 193) — inversions similar to this (standard word
order would be ‘saknes nevar augam piegadat tideni’ and ‘Dienvidlatvija vairakas magonu
sugas aug savvala’ respectively) were a typical syntactic feature of the texts discussed in
this study which now seem poetic and inappropriate; we also recorded an instance where
direct word order in the 1924 text ([k]a nepatikama nezale labiba ievieSas véja kanepes (T2,
p. 203) was later replaced by an inversion (Ka nepatikama nezdle ieviesas labiba cietgraudes
(T3, p. 232; T4, p. 202);

19 ziedputeksna saturs savienojas ar ol$iinas kodolu, péc kam olsiina iegiist spéju attistities (T2,
p. 44; T4, p. 37);

The fact that these prepositional constructions were already replaced by syntactic updates in the Latvian language was illustrated
by a review (see Bullis, 1924, p. 73) of the draft botany textbook by Jilijs Traubergs, e.g., pie s€ném stanapvalks nesastav no celu-
lozes - sénu stnapvalks nesastav no celulozes.
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20 [k]a udens tiesam tiek vadits uz augsu pa stumbra vadu kulisSiem, to var novérot (T2, p. 98; T4,
p. 87) — this syntactic pattern where sentences start with the subordinate clause introduced
by conjuction ka is no longer typical for standard Latvian;

21 [v]ainaga atveérsanai vajadzigs diezgan daudz spéka, kapéc sikaki kukaini zieda nemaz nevar
ieklut (T3, p. 226; T4, p. 196) — now syntactic consideration would require to replace the
units by ‘vajag daudz spéka’ or ‘vajadzigs liels spéks’ and ‘tapéc’ respectively;

22 [d]ienvidos $is apgabals balstas uz Lietuvas robezu (T3, p. 258); the 1945 at least included a
case update which is also in line with the modern standard Latvian: [d]ienvidos $is apgabals
balstas uz Lietuvas PSR robezas (T4, p. 226).

Another note should be made with regard to sentences with zero-form verbs (see Auzina et al., 2013, p. 734;
Kalnaca, 2016), which represented a stable feature in the source texts of this study: Kad zieds [ir] pilnd ziedeZzand
(T1, p. 3); Lilijai zemé [ir] liels dzeltens sipols (T3, p. 247; T4, p. 215)°.

Finally, in terms of the aspect of change in these texts, we observed that some sentences in Galenieks’ text-
books featured complex changes, including with regard to word order, use of commas and orthography; for
example, compare:

23 Lilijas audzina darzos no sirmas senatnes; balto liliju, kd nevainibas zimbolu, min jau pirms
Kristus (T2, p. 217);

24 Darzos lilijas audzina no sirmas senatnes; balto liliju, ka nevainibas simbolu, min jau pirms
Kristus (T3, p. 247);

25 Darzos lilijas audzina no sirmas senatnes; balto liliju k& nevainibas simbolu min jau pirms
Kristus (T4, p. 216).

Lexis of the source texts: general features

The lexical units in the texts represent the dynamic situation both in the Latvian language and in the specific
area of botany when they were written. For instance, unstable use or meaning was sometimes indicated by ta
saucamais (‘so-called’): taG saucamas bakterijas (T1, p. 104), the vague description saknveidigi daringjumi (T2, p.
167) later became saknveidigi ataugumi (T3, p. 181), and some unstable words and/or word forms co-existed with
those that later remained in standard Latvian: pdrgrozibas (T2, p. 13; T4, p. 9); pdrgrozijumi (T2, p. 113; T4, p. 101),
and pdrveidosands (T2, p. 151; T4, p. 9).

However, multiple features of the 1924 textbook also indicated that in many respects the terminology of botany
had already matured, leading to some initial stability. One of the reasons for this was the importance of plants to
everyday life (e.g., for food, clothing and medical needs) since ancient times. The lexicographic development of
Latvian lexis in botany dates to as early as the late 18" century (Fischer, 1778). For instance, the classification of
neveroni and atveroni (T2, p. 53) (the term neveroni was preceded by neatveroni (T1, p. 11); atveroni later changed
to veroni (T4, p. 41)), and the relevant terms are largely still in use (llzina et al., 1995, p. 93). However, in the 1883
text it was already apparent that some terms and their specific definitions also illustrate a level of elaboration:
dzelonis (‘prickle’; a short outgrowth on the bark’) and érkski (‘thorn’; it grows from the stem itself) (T1, p. 47).

We should note that a recent Angfu-latviesu, latviesu-anglu biologijas terminu vardnica (English-Latvian, Latvi-
an-English Dictionary of Biology Terms) (Strauhmane, 2008), a reference used in the preparation of this study,
does not provide sufficient clarity with regard to the semantic differences: prick — dzelonis, érkskis (113); spine —
(bot) dzelonis, érkskis (133); thorn — dzelonis, érkskis (143). However, pragmatically this vagueness correlates with
typical language practices, as Latvian speakers usually use dzelonis and érkskis interchangeably, and both Latvian

Another publication of the period also indicates that the zero-form predicate is even used in questions: Vai zvaigZnu pasaules
[ir] apdzivotas? (Omegars, 1940, p. 8). Here we should note that Omegars is a pen name for Pauls Galenieks that he used for his
popular science publications.

Here and elsewhere in the paper we provide our translations from non-English sources and references.
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and English terms denote specific parts of plants and represent synonyms with clear semantic shifts. English defi-
nitions include: thorn — a degenerated, sharp pointed branch, either simple or branched (Crozier, 1892, p. 185);
prickle —a small, sharp, stiff outgrowth from the epidermis (ibid., p. 139); spine — any sharp, rigid process of consid-
erable size which is not a transformed branch; especially an organ, such as a leaf, stipule, tooth, etc. (ibid., p. 167).
Specialist dictionaries are necessary to identify these differences, as users may become misinformed unless they
also consult additional explanatory sources. Moreover, as an option, specialist dictionaries could in specific cases
also include shortened explanations. The English-Latvian Dictionary itself features additional information set out
in numerous units, for instance, veronica, speedwell (Veronica) — veronikas (ciiknatru dzimtas gints) (Strauhmane,
2008, p. 151); achene (achenium) — séklenis (sauss auglis, vienséklas neveronis) (ibid., p. 267); follicle — (bot.)
somenis (sauss auglis, daudzséklu veronis) (ibid., p. 54).
However, the extensive changes observed, even within a short time period, were illustrated by an elaboration
upon this description:
26 Katra dziva $tina ir mazs, neapbrunotai acij pa lielakai tiesai nesaredzams, puslitis. PusliSa
plevité jeb Stinapvalka ieslegtas Siuinas svarigdkas sastavdalas — glotaini pusskidra dzivibas
pamatviela jeb protoplasma un vind iegremdeétais kodols. (T2, p. 60; T3, p. 59)

27 Katra dziva $iina ir mazs, neapbrunotai acij pa lielakai tiesai nesaredzams kermenitis. Stinas
plévité jeb Sunapvalka ieslégts td saucamais prétoplasts, kas sastav no glotaini pusskidras
dzivibas pamatvielas jeb citoplasmas un tani iegremdéta kodola; citoplasma izkaisiti ari bez-
krasaini vai krasaini graudini, kurus sauc par chrématoforiem jeb krasnesiem. (T4, p. 49)

The texts included specific lexis or word forms that have since disappeared or almost disappeared from every-
day use:

28 sulots (4), sauligs (T1, p. 76) (though the currently more typical forms suligs and saulains
were also used at the time; a brief inquiry into periodicals indicates that sulots is very rare-
ly used since late 1990s);

29 gremzdulaiks (T1, p. 17) which is said to be the most favourable time for grafting®;

30 stadu dzimta (slaka) (T1, p. 30) — here the most relevant aspect is the translation: Gattung (in
German) or genus which in Latvian is now known as ‘gints’; it is also indicated in the text
that several dzimtas (German Familie) are combined into familija; instead now next taxonom-
ic level in Latvian is rinda; several genera (‘gintis’) are combined into families (‘dzimtas’);

31 sveszemes kerpju sugas (T1, p. 68); varams sals (T1, p. 69) - illustration of the use of singular
forms or indefinite endings where currently plural and definite endings are a more typical
feature;

32 novirzibas (T2, p. 19; T4, p. 137) — no instances of ‘novirze’?;

33 sekotniba (T3, p. 280; T4, p. 241) — no instances of ‘seciba’'?;

Other instances in lsters 1883 were zieduputekli (‘ziedputeks$ni’) (p. 3) (apputindsana is still used in Galenieks
1945); reizd ar ziediem; daZados vidos (‘apvidi’) (p. 2); sagiftejot (p.3) and giftigs (‘indigs’; we should add a note
that giftigs is still used in Galenieks 1924) (p.6); drusku uz zemi nokdrusies — paknubu (p. 8), ar apliekusos jeb pak-

A period in late spring or early summer when trees shed bark.

At the time both words were used extensively; they were also seen as marine terms: novirze (also: variacija) for the Russian ck/ioHeHne
or the German term Variation; novirziba for the Russian term yBasibunsocts and the German term Leegierigkeit (ZTV, 1922, p. 151, 152).

Lexicographic sources and periodicals indicate the use of competing synonyms seciba, seceniba (Milenbahs, 1923-1932, IIl, p.
810) and sukcessivitate (Celms, 1921, p. 880) or sukcesija (e. g., several uses in periodicals in 1923). At least two of these are still
sometimes used: seceniba appears in a publication from 1985: patologisko procesu seceniba (patogenéze) (Skuja, 1985, p. 7);
Sukcesija is a legal concept used in the 1920s-1940s and was present in several publications in the 2000s (it is also indicated as a
theological term: apustuliska sukcesija (Latvijas Véstnesis, 2010, p. 27)). The word sekotniba was used as a short-term phenomenon
only observed in several publications in 1930s.
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nubu ztavosu galotni (p. 87); gu/ pacilu jeb pazvilu gar zemi (the text indicates the Russian word: npunogHaTsIi)
(‘pusstavus’, ‘puspacelta stavoklr); parmisu (‘pamisus’)’; apauglinasanas= (vaislosanas=) riki" (p. 24); [no luhka
auZ] masas (ragosas) (p.34)%; tauku elva®, rapselva (p. 27); karotas (p. 76)'*; [taukas elvas ir] cietas (tvirtas); sal-
dans (p. 54); elvas= jeb olivukoks (p. 89)'%; [stublaji ir] abjupasmenigi (in Russian: 060t0aH0-3a0CTpeHHbIN) (‘ab-
pusgriezigs’) (p. 67) (compare: lapas platne velkds lidz abpusés lidz zemei (pp. 7-8) and abpus katam (p. 108));
zévele (‘sérs’) (p. 69), atskarbi zobaina [apmale] (p. 83), kafeja, koffeins (p. 84); [putni] ieviessinaja (‘ieviesa’), (par)
akminots (p. 38, 40, 94), laika paregone (p. 97).

We observed lexical items which featured changes in their gender over the period of publication (vasas dalas
sauc par ziedu sastatiem jeb ziedkopiem (T2, p. 46; T3, p. 48) — vasas dalas sauc par ziedkopdm jeb ziedu
sastatiem (T4, p. 38).

In some instances, the change profile is of more complex nature when considered within a longer time span.
Galenieks’s texts featured augu kustojumi jeb bastardi (T2, p. 148; no instances of ‘hibridi’), later — bastari or
hibridi (T3, p. 159; T4, p. 134). Lexicographic sources of the time period included mistrenis, bastards and hibrids
(Zinatniskas terminologijas vardnica [ZTV], 1922, p. 48) (rm6pua; Michling; Bastard), and hibrids and bastards
(Loja, 1937, p. 25) (rn6pua; Michling; Bastard; hybrida). Meanwhile, jauktenis was indicated as the Latvian equiv-
alent for the Russian term nomecs (Loja, 1937, p. 84). The lexicographic sources of 1990s-2000s included the
following information: hibridi for ru6pugsi; hibridizacija and krustosana for rubpuansauyms and ckpelyeHne
(Latin hybrida — jauktenis) with an additional note: [hjibridizdciju sauc arf par jauktenu jeb bastardu iegtsanu
(Klintsone, 1997, p. 67); hibrids for rubpua (Pupins, Skute, 1999, p. 24) (no instances of bastards or jauktenis);
hibrids [lat. hibrida jauktenis] (Zinatnes un tehnolodijas vardnica, 2001, p. 260); hibrids for hybrid (Straumane,
2008, p. 205).

As to some unfavourable phenomena, we obtained additional evidence that excessive and unmotivated use of
the pronoun savs had been a long-standing phenomenon in Latvian (Kamtsatkas apdzivotaji sagiftejot savas
bultas (T1, p. 3), kad zieduputekli no saviem maciniem izbirusi (T1, p. 5), kruztaziedaini savds citas dalds satur
savadu sivumu (T1, p. 27), izsaku savu pateicibu; ari saviem darba biedriem (T2, p. 4), pdrsniedz savus agrakos
apmérus (T4, p. 31), zarodamies novieto savus zarus (T4, p. 40).

Some lexical items and/or constructions of the source texts are no longer accepted in modern standard Latvian
(pat navi varot dabut (T1, p. 6), dabu caur pulieresanu isti tikamu izskatu (T1, p. 16), tad dabdjam tisteni (T2, p. 49),
[viasa dabd savu raksturigo izskatu (T4, p. 12); mégindjumu [..] var izplildit ari s@ (T1, p. 260; T4, p. 254); 5-os no
rita (T1, p. 267; T4, p. 260); pie séklotnes izveidosands nem dalibu (T2, p. 42); pie tds izveidosands ir némusas

dalibu (T4, p. 35)

The publications illustrated that some words were only accepted slowly. As noted by Silga Svike, a key Latvian
botany term, augs (‘plant’) did not spread quickly during the second part of the 19th century (Svike, 2021, p. 115).
In the 1870s and even in early 1880s the initial term stads (ibid., p. 112) and its subsequent variant augs, two
terms that now possess a distinctive semantic difference (augs — plant; stads or désts — seedling), were used
as synonyms. In 1883, listers used stdds and did not use augs; however, the text included augsanas vieta, augt,
noaugt, uzaugt, stadi, stadu mdciba, and stadu valsts'™. Meanwhile, along with the verb stadit (‘to plant’) no

In his review, Silins (1884) suggested to use apauglinasanas organi, a use which closer to modern Latvian specialised lexis vai-
rosands orgdni (reproductive organs).

German Schlitten: sani; kammanas, masa(-as) (Jana Langija latviski-vaciska vardnica, 1685, in Blese, 1936, p. 107, 230).

Later listers (1884) noted that he preferred e/va (oil) instead of elja or e/la as he considered the latter two words close to the
Germal Oel. listers also described the lexical assimilation patters illustrated by the transformation of ciris to cirvis (axe) and purs to
purvs (bog, swamp).

See another publication in 1882: [wjissmalkaka burkanu zurte ir karoti (Carottchen) (Baltijas Zemkopis, 1882).

Compare: oeln=kohks (Jana Langija latviski-vaciska vardnica, 1685, in Blese, 1936, p. 184).

Similarly, the text includes the word kustonis (‘animal’) and the multi-word term kustonu walsts (T1, p. 21). This indicates that the
word dzivnieks, which had been used since the mid-19th century (see Karulis 1992, p. 259), and which has since then out-competed
kustonis was also only slowly accepted by language users. Galenieks’ book dated 1924 only includes one use of the word kustonis:
gar@mejoso kustonu vilna (T2, p. 59).
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instances of ‘déstit’, a long-used synonym at that time, were observed in the text. Galenieks used déstit (T2, p.
185; T4, p. 176); déstams (T2, p. 189; T4, p. 185); however, no noun-form use was evident (compare: paccaga —
stads, désts; paccagHuk — désta audzetuve (Loja, 1937, p. 93), and there were no instances of stdds or désts in
Pupins, Skute, 1999); seedling — 1. s€klaudzis; 2. désts, stads (étraumane, 2008, p. 127); transplant — parstadit;
pardéstit (ibid., p. 146).

The texts included many instances where explanations, synonyms or variants of the specialiased lexis were pro-
vided. This followed, first, from the explanatory function of the books, second, from the general communicative
nature of botany, and third, typical features of the use of lexis in the respective period of time. Botany has always
been both an area of academic scholarship and everyday interest, with many people contributing towards its di-
verse vocabulary. Thus, scientific names have been used along with other items of specialised lexis, which have
typically not been stable, tended to be diverse and changed arbitrarily; they could also possess regional fea-
tures and belong to specific dialects. Some plant names may include dozens of variants (Edelmane, 1993, p. 29).
On the other hand, text-building and practical consideration implied the necessity of adopting uniform standards
to present specialised lexis in order to avoid misleading variations and thus confusion. A further reason for
lexical variants was the developing and variable character of the Latvian language. The synonyms introduced
represented the effort of finding the ‘right’ word”. Some of the units used in the 1883 text are listed here: spil-
vinas (matini, puchinas); lapas izplatijums jeb platne; Iévari (staras); iesakumi (aizmetumi); lapas izplatijums jeb
plétne (p. 2), neaziem (truliem); polas (pogalas) (p. 5); olveidd (olejada); tsamurd (pajumtd) (Russian: 30HTUK®D);
bikeritis (kausins) un kronitis (vainadzins); skivjveidd (skivejads) (Russian: motuposuaHsiii) (p. 8); redzam driksnu
(iedzirkli) (Russian: peinibye); puteklucelins (irbulis) (p. 9); [stublaji ir] tsetrkantaini (p. 10) and [katini ir] tSetrkantigi
(p. 1); z@nlapas jeb palapas (p. 10); svabads (p. 16) and brivs (p. 64); séklumajina jeb serde (p. 16); lapu kaktinos
(Zaklites); gada=augums jeb gadarinkis (p. 20), spurdzes (spurganas) (p. 21); akmenu= jeb mineralu=zales (p.
25); destile (izvelk) [uhdeni] (p. 29); lapuzalums jeb klorofils (p. 31); mizas kreve (kraupe); kucenini (puhpoli) (p.
34); miza jeb kamiens (p. 37); dzintars (zitars) (p. 38); skabeklis (dzivibasgaiss) (p. 40); izlaidens (IEzans) (p. 52);
svesédeji (paraziti) (p. 53); plavu velena (zelmenis); dzelzszdles (“skabds zales”) (p. 66); neorganiskas (mine-
raju) vielas (p. 69); cauru vidu (stobrainas) (p. 71); aiteriska (gaisiga) elva (p. 75); zortes (pasugas) (p. 76); kuhliti
(buntité); atmikstinasana (izlaidinasana) (p. 82); Amerikas piena= jeb govkoks (Galactodendron) (p. 84) traipekli
(pleki); [auglu] tsurminas (puslisi) (p. 93); slimnieki (p. 84) and vajnieki (p. 100); [sénes] cepurite jeb kaupite (p.
102), slimiba (p. 34) and sérga (p. 104).

Some instances in Galenieks’ texts included: sarukusi jeb reducéti organi (T2, p. 13); dzeguZpukes jeb dzeguze-
nes (Orchis) (T2, p. 219); sarkand@ naglene jeb dzirkstelite (T2, p. 189); digsegas jeb integumenti (T2, p. 43); ddens
izsvidindsana jeb gutacija (103); [séklas] iemutitis jeb mikropils (T2, p. 43); tistenis jeb sagriezts sirpis (T2, p. 49);
kontinentdls jeb cietzemes klimats (T, p. 253; T4, p. 222); pazemes dzinumi jeb stoloni (T2, p. 22; T4, p. 15); saknu
matini jeb spurgalinas (T2, p. 23; T4, p. 16); velteniska (cilindriska) (T2, p. 25; T4, p. 17); zieda apvalks jeb apziednis
(T2, p. 36; T4, p. 30); bedrites jeb burbinas (T2, p. 65; T4, p. 54); stinapvalku stingrums jeb spraigums (T2, p. 91;
T4, p. 80); séklkermenisi jeb spermatozoidi (T2, p. 165; T4, p. 153); plasi zalgji jeb klani (T3, p. 278; T4, p. 240).
Some uses were surprisingly stable; for instance, the unit lapu zalums jeb hlorofils was also used in Galenieks’
books (T2, p. 12; T4, p. 9). Synonymic terms that proved even more stable were sénotne jeb micélijs (T2, p. 112;
T4, p. 100). Both still co-exist in modern Latvian: sénotne (micélijs) (lIzina et al., 1995, p. 103); micélijs — sénotne
(Klintsone, 1997, p. 14); however, only micélijs — mycelium is mentioned in the English-Latvian Dictionary of Bi-
ology Terms (Straumane, 2008, p. 237) and micélijs — muyenwii in the Biologijas terminu vardnica (Dictionary
of Biology Terms) (Pupins$ & Skute, 1999, p. 38). Meanwhile, the multilingual electronic Environmental Dictionary
(Finnish Meteorological Institute and the University of Helsinki Department of Meteorology, n.d.) indicates micé-
lijs followed by sénotne as a synonym.

However, Siling (1884) in his review noted several instances of unfavourable lexical diversity, including pleksnes, pikas and spilvas
as equivalents for the Russian word risieHku or spurdzes, spurganas, kuceni and pdpoli (cepexku in Russian or Kdtzchen in German)
thus leaving readers confused regarding the most adequate equivalent.

Compounds with the head —zdale were already being used by Fischer to denote a productive plant name in 1778. Even before that,
the use Narcis Zale was observed in Elgers’ Dictionary (1683) (see further in Trumpa, 2014, p. 290).
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In several instances, the preferences represented in the text differed from the choice currently made by mod-
ern Latvians: lIsters indicated both svesédeji or paraziti (‘parasites’) but further used only the Latvian variant
svesédeji (Galenieks mentioned both the Latvian variant liekéZi and the borrowed word paraziti (T2, p. 25)
but used both further in the text). Similarly, listers suggested both lapu zalums jeb hlorofils, but used only the
Latvian variant lapu zalums. Another illustration of authorial preferences and/or the process of how language
users choose between a borrowed word of one from their own language was provided by the following situa-
tion: while at the time two options iesavinasana and asimilacija existed (ZTV, 1922, p. 46), Galenieks’ texts only
included the term asimildcija (though in one instance it also provided an explanation with a terminological po-
tential: oglekla saistisana jeb asimildcija (T2, p. 95; T4, p. 84).

The texts featured lexical items that possessed a different meaning, thus they were used in different contexts
and/or different syntactic constructions:

34 absolventiem taisni morfologija zindasanas parak tricigas; tas vedams sakara ar to, ka (T3, p.
3) — here taisni, from a current perspective, means ‘tiesi’ and vest which was a borrowing
from Russian eecmu should be replaced” with ‘skatit’, ‘apliikot’ and so on; [fliziologija iz-
tirza auga dzivibas norises, vezdama tas sakariba ar auga vajadzibam (T4, p. 3) — here ‘vest
sakariba’ means ‘noradit sakaribu’, ‘kopsaistit’;

35 atjaunosana (‘atkartosana’) (IV); stumburi (stumburini); gandriz tiri (‘tiesi’, ‘precizi’) taisni;
36 [p]raktiskos darbus gramata neievedu (T2, p. 4) — here vest means ‘ieklaut’;

37 [v]asa un sakne pie augstdakiem augiem norada uz stingri izvestu darba dalisanu (T3, p. 10; T4,
p- 6) — here vest means ‘izstradat’, ‘noteikt’;

38 kukainu pievilkSana (T2, p. 44; T4, p. 38), kukainu pieaicind$ana (T2, p. 219; T4, p. 59) - here
both stand for ‘pievilinasana’, a word which is, however, never used in the texts;

39 [d]audzi augli izrikoti spdrniem (T2, p. 57; T3, p. 57); this unit was later changed to [d]
audziem augliem ir sparni (T4, p. 47) but izrikot was still used in the same function in
another sentence: putekslapa ar diviem pollinijiem [..], kas izrikoti ar lipigu spilventinu (T4,
p- 132) — now izrikot is ‘aprikot’, ‘apgadat’, etc.; however, in this context the syntactic
variant ‘pollinijiem, kam ir’ would be the most appropriate wording;

40 gaisi liecina par $o slanu izcelSanos no augu atliekam (T2, p. 108; T4, p. 97) — now ‘skaidri’,
‘neparptotami’, etc.

41 attistiSands ir liela mera dibindta uz $o milzigo energijas krajumu izmanto$anu (T2, p. 108-
109) — attistiba ir liela méra dibinata uz $o milzigo energijas krajumu izmanto$anas (T4, p.
97); importantly, the new wording included an updated morphological form attistiba, but
an incorrect case was used (dibinata uz izmantosanas);

42 abolinam tapéc piekrit svariga loma (T2, p. 199; T4, p. 197) — now ‘ir svariga loma’, ‘ir svariga
nozime’; the outdating process is illustrated by the fact that a brief inquiry in periodical
sources shows that in 1980s and 1990s ‘piekrit svariga loma’ is only used in Latvian exile
periodicals;

43 lilijas audzina (T2, p. 217; T4, p. 216) — now only ‘audzé’ is used in this meaning;
44 [pliegrieZoties augu iekséjai uzbuvei (T2, p. 5; T4, p. 3) — now ‘pievérsties’;

45 jaunaka laika valda/ sendk valdija/ gandriz vai katra apgabala ir ipatnéji ieskati (T2, p. 122,
127, 173-174); jaunaka laika valda/ agrak valdija/ senak valdija/ gandriz vai katra apgabala

Again, grammatical recommendations at the time of the publication of Gelenieks’ book indicate availability of lexical alternatives,
e.g., var vest patstavigu dzivi — dzivo patstavigi; ved parazitisku dzivi - dzivo k@ parazits (Bullis, 1924, 73).
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ir ipatnéji ieskati (T4, p. 108, 113, 165) — no use of ‘uzskats(-i)’, a word which would proba-
bly be a more typical choice in modern Latvian; however, the texts featured the participle
uzskatams (T2, p. 9; T4, p. 7) and the verb form uzskata (T2, p. 147; T4, p. 134);

46 augu sabiedribas uzrada ari zinamas vienddibas [..] apstdklos (T3, p. 276; T4, p. 238) — here
‘lidzibas’;

47 caur [..] nepiemeéroto ipatnu boja iesanu un pieméroto aizdzivosanu (T2, p. 151; T3, p. 164) -
now ‘izdzivo$ana’; it should be noted that the 1945 text featured a syntactic replacement
with another construction now considered obsolete (aiz [..] aizdzivosanas (T4, p. 138).

Compounds and multi-word terms

Compounding is a productive Latvian word-building technique used in the formation of both common names
and terms. Many linguists have previously studied the Latvian compounds used in different time periods (e.g.,
Ahero, 1965; Elksnite, 2011; Edelmane, 1997; Kvasite, 2002; Skujina, 2006; Svike, 2014). Their inquiries have
indicated that compounds were widely used long before the texts discussed in this paper, and the theory and
classification of compounds was already relatively widely elaborated on in the 19th century (including the con-
tributions of Oto Rozenbergs and Augusts Bilensteins; see in Fridenberga, 2016, p. 21-22). This study also illus-
trates the use of typical compounding techniques, for instance, generic plant names — eponymous plant names
formed by zero affixation and possessing no external features of derivation (veronika (T1, p. 30); two-compo-
nent compounds where the modifier is an anthroponym (januzales (T3, p. 237)), triple-component compounds
(devinviruspéks (T1, p. 33)), including compounds where a stem is an anthroponym (sunupétersiljie® (T1, p. 104)),
or compounds that also include a suffix (raganzdlite (T4, p. 234)) (for further classification details see Edelmane,
1978, p. 97-101; Piete, 2008, p. 124-133).

However, specific features and issues apply here. Compounds may be formed and used inconsistently, and
they may also possess a regional character. For instance, Marta Rudzite suggests that, in subdialects, com-
pounds may include full genitive forms that are used more frequently than in standard Latvian (Rudzite, 1964, in
Elksnite, 2011, 30). Linguists emphasise that criteria for the formation (see, for instance, Ahero, 1979, p. 164-171;
Skujina, 2002, p. 88-96) and use of compounds are not strictly defined; and, most importantly, compounding
techniques are not applied uniformly, leading to parallel forms. The source texts provided in this study vividly
illustrate these general observations.

listers (1883) used word-groups with a double hyphen: zemes=stumbrs (p. 7); drudza=zales (p. 25); vienma-
Jju=ziedi (p. 35); triskart=pluhksnotas (p. 74); Vakar=Afrika (p. 82); Dienvidus=Krievzeme (p. 89); Dienvidus=Ei-
ropa (p. 90) (compare: Vidusjuhra (p. 78), vidusziedi (p. 88)); sprais/u=lapinas (p. 88); maju=saimnieciba and
dabas=saimnieciba (p. 97). As indicated by Gita Elksnite, the use of these units was already inconsistent in texts
authored by Georgs Mancelis in the 17th century, and the issue of whether they may be regarded as compounds
is also not fully resolved (Elksnite, 2011, p. 27-29). Elksnite suggests that not all constructs with double hyphens
are compounds (ibid, p. 31).

Compounds used in listers’ text included: lagzduceri (p. 1); ziemcietigs; daudcgadigs (compare: daudzgadéjs (T2,
p. 13; T3, p. 14) and daudzgadigs (T4, p. 10)); virsgals; virszeme; ziedukatini (p. 2) (compare: zieda apvalks (p. 8));
pabalstiapas (p. 2); junijménesis (p. 23) (or junijs (p. 28)); diglalapas (p. 54) and asnalapinas (p. 61); caurcaurim;
Zubursakne (p. 4); kruhsteja; pukudarzs; smiltszeme (p. 9); pirmsakne (p. 10) and zarusakne (p. 14); melnbruhna
krdsa; saldenskaba; auglupumpurs (p. 16); darzabele; meZaboli (p. 17); bet meZakoks? (p. 18) and meZugravas
(p. 43); vasarasaboli; rudensaboli; ziemasaboli (p. 18); dusaslaiks (p. 21); Ligo=svetki (p. 22) un Ziemassvétki (p.
39); lapukoki (p. 22); eglumeZi (p. 36); skujukoki jeb tSiekuraini (p. 40); puskruhmi (p. 25); ztérkelmilti (p. 29); kau-
lus@pes (incl. examples: gikts (now ‘podagra’); reimatisms)) (p. 39); s§jaslauki (p. 40); trummala and ce/mala (p.

Its scientific (Latin) name Petroselinum derives Greek petra (‘stone’) referring to the plant’s habit of growing in rocky places.

The compound form was already used in Mancelius’ German-Latvian Dictionary (1638): Abohlakohx, Klawaskohx, Lazda=kohz,
Pupulo=kohz, Ohzola=kohx (see further in Trumpa, 2014, p. 287).
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40); podupuke (p. 50); krasuviela (p. 69); darzasaknes (p. 70); daZdaZads; biescukurs (p. 73); zirnavabola (p. 77);
abolavabola (p. 78); stadusugas (p. 80); maizeskoks (Adansonia); kokvilna (p. 82); pienazula (p. 83), sirdsveida;
zagzobainas (p. 87); pukustadi (p. 89); pirmdiglis (p. 93); suhnusugas (p. 97); aknuzale (p. 2); silazeme (p. 100);
zirn’augli (p. 103).

Some of the compounds require additional comments regarding the further development of their use. In a
broader context, the compounds used by listers, balstalapina (T1, p. 29) should be compared with the respec-
tive practices by Galenieks: balsta saknes (T4, p. 18) (compare: ornopHbii kopeHsb — balstsakne (Heils, 1933, p.
4); balsta audu nozime (T4, p. 62); balstaudu Sdnas (T4, p. 63) and vadu audi (T4, p. 63)). In recent decades all
terms with the independent component audi have become compounds (balstaudi (Pupins, Skute, 1999, p. 10);
saistaudi; vadaudi, etc. (lizina et al., 1995, p. 412)). The morphological or morphological and syntactic techniques
used in forming words or word groups where a component is balsts are diverse: balstaudi; balsta organi; bals-
ta-kustibu sistéema (Pupins, Skute, 1999, p. 103, 53); balsta un kustibu organu sistéma; balstfunkcija or balsta
funkcija (Klintsone, 1997, p. 21, 26, 30); balsta sija; balstbrusa; balstakmens (already used in ZTV, 1922, p. 114);
balstbloks; balsta reakcija or balstreakcija; balstatspere (Krauklis, 2003, p. 121-122); no multi-word terms or
compounds with balsts or balst- included in Strauhmane, 2008.

Compounds used by Galenieks included: skirtlapains and koplapains (T2, p. 38); zimoglaka (T2, p. 98); tirkulttras
(T2, 219) (from German Reinkultur); tiraudzes (T3, p. 283; T4, p. 244); saknuzmava (T4, p. 8); ilgmuziba (T4, p.
10); isvasas (T4, p. 1); ziemelbriedis (T4, p. 169) (yet in 1929 a word group is used, ziemelu briedis (T3, p. 197);
kukainédégji (T2, p. 96); blakusprodukti (T2, p. 109); dabasspéki (T2, p. 126; T4, p. 112); pécnacéji (T2, p. 147).
Several compounds used by llsters became word groups in Galenieks’ texts: pukumeldri (Butomus) (T1, p.
13) — puku meldri (Butomus umbellatus) (T3, p. 227)?%; aknusuhnas (Hepaticae) (T1, p. 98) — aknu sanas (T2, p.
178); devinviruspéks?® (Verbascum) (T1, p. 33) — devinviru spéks (Verbascum) (T2, p. 224); ldtsusuhna (Polytri-
chum commune) (T1, p. 94) — I&d¢u sdnas (T2, p. 226); piluzdle (Glyceria fluitans) (T1, p. 64) — pilu zdale (Glyceria
fluitans) (T2, p. 227); salakpukes (Pulsatilla) (T1, p. 3) — salaku pukes (Pulsatilla) (T2, p. 227); sunupétersilje (T1,
p. 104) — sunu petersilis (Aethusa cynapium) (T2, p. 228); velnarutks (Cicuta virosa) (T1, p. 76) — velna rutks
(Cicuta virosa) (T2, p. 229); véjakanepes (Lithospermum) (T1, p. 43) — véja kanepe (Lithospermum arvense)
(T2, p. 229) (compare: véjkanepe (Lithospermum arvense) (ZTV, 1922, p. 52)); sienukérpis (Parmelia parietina)
(T1, p. 98) — sienas kérpis (Xanthoria) (T2, p. 177); sienu kérpis (Xanthoria) (T4, p. 167) (thus, we also observed
a nomenclature change; current uses indicate that both the word-group sienas kérpis and compound sie-
naskérpis co-exist).

Aside from the general nature of the use of a language, including specialized lexis, where the element of chaotic
practices is always present, some variations may also be caused by insufficient semantic difference in a word
group or a compound (Ahero, 1965, p. 19). Meanwhile, we should also note that some multi-word terms have
become the standard form of specialised lexis replacing the initial compound form which is typically considered
a more formal Latvian variant (e.g., aknusunas — aknu sunas which is still used in botany).

Some compounding instances illustrate changes to the morphological structure: matsana (T2, p. 62) — mates-
suna (T4, p. 51); lapinu sénes (Zans, 1924) — lapu sénes (T4, p. 163) — lapinsénes (lIzina et al., 1985, 106; lizina et
al., 1995, p. 106) — lapinu sénes (Pupins, Skute, 1999, p. 80); this term is not mentioned in Strauhmane, 2008.

In some instances, the motivation for using a compound or word group is apparent: dig/saknite (T4, p. 77)
highlights the type or classification aspect as opposed to digla sinas (T3, p. 67) where the cells of germs are
discussed and not specific types of cells. A similar distinction can be observed in these units: meZmala (T2, p.
191; T4, p. 189) vs. meZu zales (T4, p. 189); however, we also observed inconsistent use: mezu malas (T3, p. 263;
T4, p. 228). In this context we oberve variable uses: mezu rozes (T3, p. 263) or meZa rozes (T4, p. 228). The com-
pound mezroze, which is currently used in standard Latvian, is in line with the principle of forming a compound,
where a word in its genitive form ends with a vowel or where a genitive plural word is used (Skujina, 2002, p. 93)

We also observed a word group with a 2™ declension noun: puku meldris (Butomus umbellatus L.) (Smarods, 1910, p. 158).
In Kurzeme devinviruspéks is also known as saules svece (Edelmane, 1997, p. 65).
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(meZa(-u) + mala — mezZmala). This pattern is approved in the following change: miezu bralis (Phalaris arundina-
cea) (T3, p. 278) — miezbrdlis (T4, p. 240) and raganu zalite (Circaea) (T3, p. 271) — raganzadlite (T4, p. 234).
Specific considerations arise from the figurative description of vilku zobi jeb rudzu tévi, which may then be ob-
served on rye spikes:

48 rudzu varpas biezi redzamie ,vilku zobi” jeb ,rudzu tévi” ir kadas asku sénites (Claviceps)

auglu kermeni (T2, p. 170);

49 rudzu varpas biezi redzamie ,,vilku zobi” jeb “rudzu tévi” ir kada asku sénite (Claviceps) (T3,
p- 187; T4, p. 160); the term asku sénes was also used (T4, p. 159).

Further uses of asku séne can be seen to illustrate inconsistencies: algsénu nodalijums; asku sénu nodalijums
(llzina et al., 1985, p. 109) (this later changed to algsenu un askusénu nodalijumi (llzina et al., 1995, 423)) but
askusénes (llzina et al., 1985, p. 105, 411). The publication also featured these terms: zalalges, mieturalges, and
sdrtalges, although zeltainds alges as an option of a compound was also available: ‘zeltalges’.

From the perspective of the potential to form a compound, specific considerations arise in association with the
multi-word terms sunu stobrs jeb sunu burkans (Conium maculatum) (T2, p. 201), which later became a com-
pound: sunstiebri (Conium maculatum) (T4, p. 200), although the same text also included the multi-word term
sunu smilga (Agrostis canina), which is still used in botany. Other sources featured similar inconsistencies when
the pattern was similar: sunu roze (Rosa canina) (Galenieks, 1950, p. 52) (in the case of all other similar patterns,
a compound was used in the dictionary); sunu roze and sunumirte (Strauhmane, 2008, p. 41, 20); sunakimene
(ZTV,1922, p. 46). In a translation, a compound was used: sunkimenes (Wiebig, 1898, p. 407). Meanwhile, a brief
inquiry indicated that periodicals feature sunu kimenes (Anthriscus sylvestris) and there is just one instance of
the singular genitive in suna kimenes (Skuju, 1921, p. 3).

We should note here that listers’ text (1883) included compounds with the same structure, but a different singular
or plural form of the modifier, compare: sunandve (104) and sunuburkani (76), sunu=vijole (13) or sunupetersilje
(T1, p. 104, 76, 13).

The issue of creating a consistent pattern was observed, for instance, in these units: ddenstvaiki (T2, p. 87) and
adens tvaiki (T2, p. 102); ddens kultdras and ddenskultaras (T4, p. 82); auglu kermeni (T2, p. 112; T4, p. 146) and
auglkermeni (T2, p. 170; T4, p. 100); glotsénes (T2, p. 160; T4, p. 146) and glotsulas vs. piena sulas (T3, p. 70; T4,
p. 58), although the pattern suggested a compound — ‘piensulas’. The compound form piensulas was also used
in several specialized texts in the 1920s, and since then both forms have co-existed (see, for instance, lacteal
fluid — piensula (Strauhmane, 2008, p. 78).

Interestingly, while listers used the compounds lapukoki and skujukoki in 1883 (see above), Galenieks’ texts only
included the word-group form: skuju koki (T3, p. 76; T4, p. 75), lapu koki (T2, p. 77; T4, p. 101). Moreover, Galeni-
eks only uses lapu mezi (T2, p. 202; T4, p. 226) and skuju mezi (T2, p. 178; T4, p. 226), although the multi-word
terms lapukoku meZi has also been used since early 1900s at least. We should note that the word-group form
was even preserved in triple-element terms, in which the necessity for a compound was apparent: lapu koku
suga and skuju koku suga (ZTV, 1922, p. 67) (now, the correct uses are ‘lapkoki’ and ‘skujkoki’ (see lizina et al.,
1995, 293, 230)).

Galenieks also preferred the word-group for in the terms vielu maina (T4, p. 93) and izejas materials (T2, p. 125;
T4, p. 1M). The compound forms vielmaina and izejmateridls were also used at that time (Mikelsons, 1923, p. 31;
Zarin§, 1922, p. 137).

A special group of words was linked to the term augs, we observed varying choices as to the compound or
word-group form: putek3nu augi (T2, p. 51); paparzu augi (T3, p. 83; paparzaugi (T3, p. 253); stinu augi (T4, p.
170) (compare: sunaugi (llzina et al., 1995, p. 115); plavu augi (T2, p. 189); ziedaugi, sporaugi, laponaugi (T2, p.
154); [tja ka gundegu augiem ziedd ir daudz atsevisku auglenicu (T2, 192); [gJundegu augiem par nektarijiem
parveidojas putekslapas (T4, p. 38) — gundegaugu iezimes (T2, p. 191; T4, p. 190); medus augi and medusaugu
ziedi (T2, p. B1); sikaugi (T2, p. 178).
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Some singular genitive elements (this pattern was and is still not a typical case in this type of word groups
(Kuskis, 1976, p. 126)) were replaced by plural: érgla paparde (T2, p. 180; T3, p. 204) — érglu paparde (Pteris
aquilina) (T4, 177).

Specialised lexis and the terminological aspect

The terminology used in the main sources (botany text books) and additional sources of this study covers three
of the five phases of the development of Latvian terminology (mid-19" century — 1918; 1918—1944; 1944-1990) as
defined by Maris Baltins (2013, p. 418). This implies transitive, dynamic language facts, including changes to the
terms used in botany.

The background describing the potential variability of specialised lexis, and even terms (for instance, gada rinki
(T2, p. 80) — gada joslas (T3, p. 80)) was implicitly illustrated by the comments relating to the practical proce-
dures used when developing specialized lexis during the respective time period. Jékabs Primanis explained that
he had collected anatomy terms in multiple ways, including extraction from specialized literature, translation,
conversations (our emphasis) with physicians and the creation of new words based on the recommendations
of linguists (Primanis, 1925, p. 3; Primanis, 1931, p. 3). In 1883, Janis lIsters noted that he had also consulted
lexicographic sources or used the words created by Atis Kronvalds; he also referred to words used by ordinary
people or created new words (lIsters, 1883, p. Ill)**. Meanwhile, the communicative function of textbooks was
also an important aspect — inclusion of synonyms and variants of plant names used in everyday communication
(the issue of the synonymy of plant names was discussed, for instance, by Silga Svike (2013, pp. 96-101) was an
option only available to these authors and not the botanists or linguists who compiled terminological glossaries
or dictionaries. From the terminological perspective, an essential task was and remains defining a term while
other words become secondary synonyms (for further details see Sulcs, 2003, p. 7).

In examining multiple instances lIsters (1883) provided several names of the same plant:
50 Jana paparde (érglapaparde) (Pteris aquilina) (p. 94);
51 melngalvini (zakavilna) (p. 27);
52 kreimene (zakaustinas, véZaustinas, véZauklinas) (Convallaria majalis) (p. 27);

53 meZa=veronika (zemes=appinis, zemteka) (Veronica chamaedrys) (p. 30) (however, Ilsters
noted that the same words had also been assigned to other plants);

54 tuhsku=veronika (plausu=veronika) (Veronica beccabunga) (p. 32);
55 vircele (linuzadle, lauvuriklite?®) (Linaria vulgaris) (p. 33);
56 kotsu=karkls (kurvju=karkls) (Salix viminalis) (p. 36);

57 raiba dzeguzpuke (Joda rocina, Dieva rocina, Jana rocina) (Orchis maculate) (p. 44) (Gale-
nieks included an explanation: [d]zeguzpukem sastopami apali un ketnveidigi gurni (“joda
rocina”) (T4, p. 17));

58 meza=roze (lauka=roze, vilku=dricekles) (Rosa canina) (p. 47);
59 saulespuke (saulgrieze) (Helianthus annus) (p. 87);

60 melna paparde (karpupaparde) (Aspidium filix mas.) (p. 91);

listers is credited for the creation of words that were subsequently widely used in biology; including suga, gundega, pienene,
vizbulite, magone, meZrozite, rudzupuke, purene, kakpédina, maijrozite (Latvijas Dabas muzejs, 2001: p. 11-13). See data about the
names used for rudzupuke and the respective origins in Leskauskaite et al., 2012, p. 56-59.

Later lIsters accepted reviewer’s suggestion to use lauvumute (literally, ‘lion’s mouth’) instead of lauvuriklite (literally, ‘lion’s phar-
ynx’). However, its modern form lauvmutite shows that the initial diminute has been retained lavuriklite - lavmutite.
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61 salda sakne (riemenu=zale) (Polypodium vulgare) (p. 93) (we should note later changes, in-
cluding a nomeclature change: salda sakne (Scorzonera hispanica) (T2, p. 227); melnsaknes
(Scorzonera hispanica) (Galenieks, 1950, p. 41);

62 gridas=piepa (Svams) (Merulius) (p. 101);
63 atraitnite (varnu actinas, bezdeligu actinas, trej’krasu vijole, pamate) (Viola tricolor) (p. 9);

64 gailene (sauc ari par gailubiksitéem, gailapaslavam, elknusiem, debess=atslégu) (Primula of-
ficinalis) (p. 6);

65 melmenuzales (mugurkaulazdles) (Convallaria polygonatum) (p. 28)
66 Maras pukites (spideles) (Bellis perennis) (p. 50);

67 parazta asinszdle (raganukauli) (Hypericum perforatum) (p. 67).

However, essentially terminological changes were also observed (see some illustrations in Table 1). Evidence
that these observations illustrated a typical situation may also be obtained from other sources during the respec-
tive period; for instance: zilkaulis (Isatis tinctoria) (ZTV, 1922, p. 59) — krdsu méles (Isatis tinctoria) (Galemieks,
1950, p. 41) and baltais mdrdbuls (Melilotus albus) (ZTV, 1922, p. 53) — baltais amolins (Galenieks, 1950, p. 7).

The data in Table 1illustrate how some neulogisms are accepted in the language (e.g., spulgnaglene) while others
are a short-time phenomenon (e.g. pldris). Another note should be made regarding the plural forms of plant na-

mes used in Galenieks’ Dictionary — preferably, names of species should be indicated in their singular form.

Table 1. Changes in plant names used in the main source texts and in Botaniska vardnica
(Botany Dictionary, Galenieks, 1950)

™

atraitnite (varnu
actinas, bezdeligu
actinas, trej’krasu
vijole, pamate) (Viola
tricolor) (p. 9)

ara=bérzs (Betula
alba) (p. 18)

Jjuhrmalas kviesis
(Elymus) (p. 66)

See ancient lexis in (sub)dialects (toponym Barsone (currently Bérzaune) in Breidaks, 2007, p. 584.

T2

atraitnite (Viola
tricolor) (223)
(compare: lauka
atraitnite, barenite,
vijolite (Viola tricolor)
(ZTV, 1922, p. 47).

baltais bérzs?®
(Betula verrucosa)
(p. 223)

Jjarmalas kviesis
(Elymus) (p. 214)
jarmalas kviesi
(Elymus arenarius)
(p. 225)

T3

atraitnite

dra bérzs (Betula
verrucosa) (p. 312)

jarmalas kviesis
(Elymus) (p. 245);
jarmalas kviesis
(Elymus arenarius)
(p. 255)

jdrmalas kviesi

(p. 314)

kapu niedre
(Ammophila
arenaria) (p. 255)

T4

atraitnite

ara bérzs (p. 269)

jdrkviesis jeb
jarmalas kviesis
(Elymus arenarius)
(p. 223)

index section:
Jjdrkviesi (Elymus
arenarius) (p. 270)

kapniedre
(Ammophila
arenaria)

(Pp. 223-224)

Galenieks, 1950

atraitnites (Viola
tricolor) (p. 9)

ara bérzs,
kdarpainais. bérzs
(Betula verrucosa,
B. pendula) (p. 1)

pamiezi (Elymus)
(p. 76);

kapu kviesi (skat.
pamiezi) (p. 30)%

kapu niedres
(Ammophila
arenaria) (p. 30)

Other uses include: smiltdja kdpukviesis (Leymus arenarius (L.) (syn. Elymus arenarius L.)) (Latvijas Daba).
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lauktimijans jeb
vecvira=barzdina
(p. 25)

krizdoles (érkskogas)
(p. 47)

linutitenis (Cuscuta)
(p. 53)

rumpausi (Iatsapurni)
(Morchella) (p. 103)
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T2

lauku timijans jeb
vecvira bardina
(p. 205); timijans
(Thymus (p. 228);
vecvira bardina
(Thymus) (p. 229)

lunarijas (p. 194)

darvaspukes
(Coronaria)

(p. 190); darvas
puke (Coronaria flos
cuculi) (p. 224)

ive (Taxus bacata)
(p. 225)

érkskoguldjs (Ribes
grossularia) (p. 224)

abolina zids
(Cuscuta) (p. 25)

lacu purni (p. 170);
lacpurni (Morchella)
(p. 226)

T3

krustpiene (Senecio
Jacobaea) (p. 277)

Maras sils (Thymus
serpyllum)

(p. 275); lielais
Maras sils (Thymus
chamaedrys)

(p. 277); timijans jeb
Maras sils (p. 235);
timijans (Thymus);
vecvira bardina
(Thymus) (p. 318)

lundrijas (p. 221);
ménesvijole
(Lunaria rediviva)
(p. 273)

sparnainda
cuktabaka
(Scrophularia alata)
(p. 264)

darvas puke;
darvaspuke
(Coronaria flos
cuculi) (p. 214)

ive (p. 209); ive jeb
platpaeglis (Taxus
bacata) (p. 17)

érkskoga (p. 53)
abolina zids
(Cuscuta) (p. 26)
platkaji (Potentilla

fruticose) (p. 264)

lacu purni (p. 185);
lacpurni (p. 315)

T4

krustene (Senecio
Jacobaea) (p. 239)

lielie vecisi (Thymus
chamaedrys)

(p. 239), Maras sils
(Thymus serpyllum)
(p. 275); lielais
Maras sils (Thymus
chamaedrys)

(p. 277); timians jeb
Maras sils (p. 205);
timians (Thymus)
(p. 271)

ménesene (Lunaria
rediviva) (p. 236)%®

spdarnaind cuknatre
(Scrophularia alata)
(p. 229)

darvas puke
(p. 186)*°

ive (p. 270)

érkskogas (Ribes
grossularia) (p. 54)

abolina vija
(Cuscuta) (p. 19)
platkdji jeb cuZas
(Potentilla fruticose)
(p. 229)

lacpurni (p. 159)

=)

Galenieks, 1950

plavas krustaines
(Senecio
Jacobaea) (p. 34)

marslili (Thymus);
lielie marsili
(Thymus
chamaedrys) (p. 40)

plaris (Lunaria)
(p. 49)

sparnotads
cuknatres
(Scrophularia alata)
(p. 15)

spulgnaglenes,
darvaspukes
(Lychnis) (p. 59)

parastad ive (Taxus
bacata) (p. 28)

érkskogas (Ribes
grossularia) (p. 21)

vijas (Cuscuta)
(p. 65)

cuzas (Potentilla
fruticose) (p. 107)

A brief inquiry into periodicals indicated the following uses: ménesa puke (Smarods, 1910, p. 158); ménesvijole (Racena, 1927, p.
251); ménesene (Lunaria annua L.) (it is explained that this is an ornamental plant in gardens) and méness vijolite (Strautzels, 1938,
p. 188) (it is explained that this is a wild plant); lunarijas jeb ménesvijoles (Lunaria rediviva) (Zalmans, 1939, p. 106).

A brief inquiry into periodicals indicated that since the 1920s the word spulgnaglene has been used in most cases, although, in
rare instances — darvas puke (1934-1946); the compound darvaspuke was used in a poem (Undere, 1937, p. 1) and later also in some
publications in 1980s. The exile Latgalian newspaper Dzeive (1948-1988) featured the following use: zagiuzu sp/audekli (Coronaria
flos cuculi) (Latkovskis, 1969, p. 21).
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sétlozZnis (uhdrenes,
kustonuzale) (p. 23)

vérsuméle (zila
guZna) (Anchusa
officinalis) (p. 40)

vinapukite
(Majanthemum)
(p- 29)
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T2

sétloznis (Glechoma
hederacea) (p. 228)
(compare: sétlodis,
sétloznis

(ZTV, 1922, p. 48)

vasaras egle (Larix)
(p- 229)

VErsu méle
(Anchusa officinalis)
(p. 229) (compare:
vérsméle, lauka
samtene (Anchusa
arvensis)

(ZTV, 1922, p. 46)

not included in the
1924 publication;
vilka pienenes
(Euphorbia)

(1925, p. 283)

vinpukite
(Majanthemum
bifolium) (p. 229)

vilku kdla (Nardus
stricta) (p. 229)

T3

sétloznis (Glechoma
hederacea) (p. 317)

tikstoslapes
(Myriophyllum)
(p- 282)

vasaras egle
(p- 210)

vérsu méle (p. 318)

vilka pienenes
(Euphorbia) (p. 319)

vinpukite
(Majanthemum
bifolium) (p. 319)

vilku kala (Nardus
stricta) (p. 263)

T4

sétloZni (Glechoma
hederacea) (p. 271)

tikstoslapes
(Myriophyllum)
(p- 243)

lapegle jeb
skujmete (Larix)
(p. 182)

vérsméles (p. 271)

dievkréslins jeb
vilka pienene
(Euphorbia
palustris) (p. 226);
vilkpienenes
(Euphorbia) (p. 271)

Zagatinas jeb
vinpukites
(Majanthemum)
(p. 218); Zagatinas
(Majanthemum
bifolium) (p. 272)

vilku kdla (Nardus
stricta) (p. 228, 237),
vilkukdla (p. 214)
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Galenieks, 1950

sétloZni (Glechoma
hederacea) (p. 74)

daudzlapes
(Myriophyllum)
(p. 16)

lapegle, skujmete
(Larix) (p. 89)

aptieku vérsméles
(Anchusa
officinalis) (p. 65)

dievkréslini,
eiforbijas
(Euphorbia) (p. 92);
purva dievkréslini
(Euphorbia
palustris) (p. 17)*°

divlapu Zagatinas
(Majanthemum
bifolium) (p. 70)
(compare: bifolius —
diviapains (p. 116))

parasta vilkakdla
(Nardus stricta)
(p. 66)

For some plants, the process of gradual changes to their names is particularly elaborate, especially when con-
textualised with other publications (see Table 2).

Some plant names changed their gender or their gender was unstable in the textbooks by listers and Galenieks:
kokubdrzdas (Usnea) (T1, p. 100) — kokbarzi (Usnea) (T2, p. 177); taukusakne (Symphytum) (T1, p. 43) — taukusak-
nis (Symphytum officinale) (T2, p. 228); skabardis (Carpinus betulus) (T2, p. 228) — skabarde (Carpinus betulus)
(T4, p. 271) (compare: parastais skabardis (Carpinus betulus) (Galenieks, 1950, p. 56).

Itis notable that, in specific cases, the names of plants may require additional inquiries into their origin or etymol-
ogy to effectively understand their background. For instance, listers explained that staraind auza was informally
also called skestaines due to its length (T1, p. 60). For the majority of modern Latvians this information afforded
no hint as to the relationship between the name and length, and specific analysis was expected to be necessary
to determine the following information: skérsts ‘malkas $kila, nlija’; skesta or skeista ‘tieva karts, makskeres kats’
(Karulis, 1992, p. 390), thus, the name included an associative link with a narrow stick.

Viesturs Sulcs noted that the new unfavourable practice of forming plant name doublets — Latvian variants of Latin names for
genera — emerged in mid-20" century. Thus, the doublet eiforbjjas along with the name dievkréslini (Euphorbia) exemplifies this
practice (Sulcs, 2003, p. 7).



42 /2023 Studies about Languages / Kalby studijos Q
Table 2. Changes in plant names
pérkoni perkone pérkones lauku rutks
(T, p. 27) (Raphanus jeb svéres (Raphanus
raphanistrum) (Latviesu Avizu raphanistrum L.)
(T2, p. 227) Zemkopibas (Tomsons, 1940,
pielikums, 1906, | p. 166)
p. 36)
plav’eglites purveglite parastas purva plavu eglites Jjaneglites
(Pedicularis) (Pedicularis plaveglites (janeglites) (Pedicularis)
(T, p. 80) palustris) (Zamels, 1924, p. | (Pedicularis (Galenieks,
(T3, p. 317) 399) palustris) (R. L., 1950, p. 93)
1926, p. 128)
nierbuli nérbuli (Janu nérbuli birztalu narbuli | zilgalvites narbuli,
(Melampyrum) (T1, | zales); nérbuli (januzales) (januzales) Jjeb nérbuli zilgalvites,
p. 43) (Melampyrum (T3, p. 237; T4, (Melampyrum (Melampyrum kuodeilas
nemorosum) p. 207) nemorosum) nemorosum) (Melampyrum
(T2, p. 207, 226) (Galenieks, (Senkevica, nemorosum)
1950, p. 83) 1983, p. 2) (Gravitis, 1985,
p. 16)
elsu zale elsi (T4, p. 243) tdensskéres adens usnes adens dadzis
(Stratiotes (H. E., 1918, (Stratiotes (Stratiotes
aloides) p. 56) aloides) (Reizins, | aloides L.)
(T3, p. 283) 1927, p. 170) (Siling, 1932,
p. 57)
piena dadZzi® lauku cuhku pienene mikstais piena mikztd pienene gard cukpiene
(Sonchus) mikstpienes (Sonchus dadzis (Sonchus | (Sonchus (Sonchus
(T2, p. 227) (Sonchus Arvensis, Arvensis L.) Arvensis) (Luke, Arvensis) (B. Z.,
arvensis) Gdnsedistel) (Vilumsons, 1925, p. 38) 1927, p. 389)
(Galenieks, (Semits, 1873, 1937, p. 212)
1950, p. 42) p. 273)

The analysis provided serves as a kind of litmus test for the processes of linguistic stabilisa-

tion in the Latvian language, and for those features that remain variable and dynamic; first,

due to commonly chaotic nature of the use and development of language, second, due to
variations in what was regarded as the language standard at each specific phase of the linguistic embodiment
of Latvian, and, third, due to the functional environment of botany as an area of academic investigation and
everyday interest among people.

When comparing the 1883 text to the textbooks by Galenieks, we observed an apparent shift toward a more
neutral tone and attitude. However, in some direct and implicit ways the reader continues to grasp a sense of
personal involvement and commitment from Galenieks, which is also generally acknowledged to be a strong
impetus for the engagement and interest of students.

Specific syntactic constructions, some of which have become obsolete and may now only be acceptable in the
context of special stylistic needs, illustrate that syntax was an area where changes continued after the period
covered by the main source texts used in this study.

The specialist lexis used in the textbooks indicates that, although a number of lexical and terminological chang-
es, including specific nomenclature updates, were observed, these were to a great extent already well devel-
oped, and had begun to pass into the stabilisation phase. This was largely achieved by the continued efforts of
experts in the field who engaged in linguistic endeavours to identify the most adequate lexical solutions. The

See the uses in Latgalian: da3y (for more details see Breidaks, 2007, p. 391).
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results may, in the form of language facts, be observed in publications like the source texts for this paper, or in
numerous periodical sources.

A specific feature of the dynamic changes in the Latvian language are associated with the variable pace at which
particular new words were accepted by ordinary users and/or experts.

Meanwhile, the study provided evidence that a portion of the lexis has become obsolete to the extent that most
users of Latvian would not include it in their everyday language usage, and are even unlikely to be able to rec-
ognise its meaning or background implications.

The study provides extensive evidence of the productive nature of the compounding technique when develop-
ing both the common names used in everyday language and specialised lexis. However, we support the findings
of those investigations that suggest an unfavourable lack of consistency. Although during the period of late 19"
century this particular trait could be justified by the generally unstable state of the Latvian language, inconsist-
encies in the mid-20™ century suggested that this feature could remain as a permanent linguistic phenomenon.

An important feature of botany vocabulary is synonymy in the use specialised lexis. Although in some instances
this implies vague variations and chaotic use or potential complications in the context of translation needs, it
also represents linguistic abundance, i.e. favourable richness contributing to the vitality of the language, and an
extensive base resource which may be used to further develop the Latvian language.

A specific practical suggestion for botany textbooks or any reference-type texts to be used is the inclusion of an
Index section. Neither the 1883 textbook by listers or the editions of Galenieks’ textbook featured this element,
making it challenging to identify where all the instances where a unit of specialised lexis was discussed.

Recently, botany has attracted increased linguistic interest from both experts in the area and linguists them-
selves. However, a detailed insight into the development of the whole body of specialised lexis used in botany
remains an essential future task, including similar studies about modern botany textbooks.
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Janis Veckracis
Lingvistiné latvisky botanikos vadovéliy (1880-1940) apzvalga: stabilus ir kintantys bruozai

XIX amziaus antroje puséje ir XX amziaus pirmaisiais desimtmeciais tekstai, tarp jy ir botani-
kos vadovéliai, kurie nebuvo iSversti ar adaptuoti i$ vokieciy ar rusy kalbuy, jkinijo intensyvy latviy kalbos lingvis-
tinés raidos etapa. Straipsnyje pateikiama jzvalga apie kalbinius ypatumus, blidingus dviem botanikos vadové-
liams: Janio lIsterio ,Botanika liaudies mokykloms ir saviSvietai“ (,Botanika tautas skolam un pasmacibai*, 1883)
ir Paulo Galenieko ,Botanika“ (“Botanika”) su pataisytais ir papildytais jy leidiniais (1924-1945). Tikslas — apiben-
drinti Siuose tekstuose pastebéty stabiliy ir kintamy morfologiniy, sintaksiniy ir ypac leksiniy vienety duomenis.
Kalbos reiskiniai aptariami keliuose zodynuose ir leidiniuose atsizvelgiant j randamy lingvistiniy fakty konteksta.
Remiantis surinktais duomenimis, nagrinéjamojo laikotarpio pabaigoje (XX amziaus penktajame desimtmety-
je), pasibaigus itin sparciy ir jvairiy kalbiniy pokyciy laikotarpiui, latviy kalboje pastebéta santykinai tolygesné
raida su tam tikrais stabilizavimosi pozymiais, kartu iSlaikomas daugelio pozymiy kintamumas. Nors kai kurie
pagrindiniuose Saltinio tekstuose esantys sintaksiniai ir leksiniai elementai pasikeité arba paseno, vadovéliuose
yra jrodymy, kad nagrinéjamojo laikotarpio pabaigoje tiek latviy kalboje apskritai, tiek botanikoje naudojama
lingvistiné medziaga i§ esmés pasieké visaveréio vystymosi etapa, kuris tuo paciu skatino siekti stabilumo. Siuo
metu pastebima, kad tiek botanikai, tiek kalbininkai vis labiau domisi botanikos terminologija kaip kalbos sritimi,
taciau iSsamis duomenys apie visos botanikoje naudojamos specializuotos leksikos raida — uzduotis ateiciai. Tai
taikytina ir panasiems lingvistiniams Siuolaikiniy botanikos vadovéliy teksty tyrimams.
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