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Anexcannp E. AHUKUWH (HoBocubupck)

BMECTO HEKPOJIOT A:
W3 BOCIIOMUHAHHMI O E. A. XEJIMMCKOM

1.

Kak munnmywMm rosa 3a nBa o cBoeit konunasl E. A. Xemumckuit (E.) cran
TOBOPUTH O TOM, UTO S JOJDKEH Oyay HamucaTh 0 HeM Hekposor. “O tebe mu-
caTh S He CTaHy, — OyIb 10o0p JKUTh MoA0IbIIe!”

Korma cmycrs ron B HoBocuOmpcke Hawanmach moArotoBka “CHOMPCKOM
SHIMKJIONENNN”, U B HEll OBUIO PEIIeHO MOMECTHTHh HEOOINBIIYI0 CTAThIO, IO-
cBsanieHHyo E., s o3Hakomui ero ¢ Heil. OH yke 4yBCTBOBaJ ceOsl IUIOX0, HO
MpUYuHa eile He Oblaa u3BecTHa. O0cyxaeHue (1o TenedoHy) Kacanoch U KaH-
pa tekcrta: “CraThs Ui cpa3y Hekposor?” Takoil oMop He Ka3ajcsl uepecuyp
YepHBIM: eIlle¢ Oblla YBEPEHHOCTh, YTO MYTh K BBI3ZOPOBJICHHUIO Haiimercs.
Cwmepts E. monoxwuina KoHeIl BceM HaJlexk1aM | TTO/IBeJIa UTOTH €ro )XU3HH U Jie-
ATeIbHOCTH. MacmTalObl ero GUrypsl B HayKe BIIEUATIISIONINE, YTO MOXKHO BH-
JIETh JTaXKe M0 YIOMSHYTOM cTaTeiike.

Boigaromuticss muareuct. Crienuaiuct B 00JIACTH UCTOPUYSCKOM U omuca-
TETFHON CaMOEI0JIOTHH, MTUAJICKTOJIIOTHH yPadbCKUX SI3BIKOB M OOIIEH ypaiu-
CTHKH, TIOPKOJIOTUH W JITANCTUKH, CITABUCTHKH, HOCTPATUIECKOTO SA3BIKO3HAHUS,
STHOJMHTBUCTHKN W UCTOPHUYECKOW AHTPOIIONOTHH, SI3BIKOBBIX W KYIBTYPHBIX
koHTakTOB B Cubupu um EBpa3um, uccienoBaHus paHHUX HCTOYHHUKOB I1O
Cubupu, mpoOieM sS3BIKOBOM MOIUTHKU M SI3BIKOBOTO CTPOUTENLCTBA. B 1968-
1999 rr. — y4acTHHK M OpraHU3aTOP MOJICBBIX MCCICAOBAHHUI B pailoHax oOHTa-
HUS KOMH, HEHIICB, CEIBKYIIOB, DHIIEB, HTaHAacaH U KeToB (0oee 20 SKCIeuimii).
ABTOp OCHOBOIIOJIATAIONINX MCCICAOBAHWA B 00JACTH paHHEH STHUYECKOH M
SI3BIKOBOM WCTOPHH TIpaypasblieB, CaMOIWHIEB W (PHHHO-YTpOB (TpOOIEMBI
MPapOJINHbBI), IPEBHUX KOHTAKTOB YPAIbCKUX HAPOAOB, YPAIbCKOW U CaMOJUH-
CKOH PEKOHCTPYKIIMM Ha BCEX €€ YPOBHAX U JUAIICKTHOTO WICHEHUS CaMOJU-
CKUX SI3bIKOB (B TOM YHKCJIC Ha OCHOBE aHAJIN3a PYKOIUCHBIX apXHBHBIX MaTe-
PHAJIOB IO BBIMEPIIMM FOKHOCAMOJAMUCKUM SI3bIKaM), ONMUCAHMS CaMOJAMUCKUX
SI3BIKOB (CIOBaph, (HOHOIOTHS, MOPQOJIOTHs, COUMOIUHTBUCTUKA) U KYJIBTYP
(puxcanmst ¥ aHATU3 YCTHOW TPAUIMA — METP U PUTM CEBEPHOCAMOUICKOTO
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CTHXa, MO3THKA MIaMaHCKUX TIECHOTIEHUH U JIp.). ABTOp MHOTOYHCIIEHHBIX paboT
[0 UCTOPUHM U JUANEKTOJOTHH JPYIMX YpPaJbCKHX SI3BIKOB, PAHHHUM CIIABSHO-
BEHTePCKAM W CIIAaBIHO-(UHCKHM S3BIKOBBIM OTHOIICHUSM, CJIABSHCKOW M
PYCCKOH STUMOJOTHH, HCTOPUIECKOH (DOHETHKE TIOPKCKHUX SI3BIKOB, S3BIKY aBa-
POB U IPYTUM TIpoOIeMaM YPaTUCTHKH, CIAaBUCTHKH, aNTaUCTUKU, CUOUPEBE/Ie-
HUSA U 00IIEro S36IKO3HAHMSL.

ITo xpyry cOOCTBEHHBIX MHTEPECOB MHE OJIMKE BCErO 3HAKOMBI HAyUYHBIC
noctuxeHud E. mo pycckoil U ClaBIHCKON 3THUMOJIOTHH, XOTS B €r0 JIeSTelNlb-
HOCTH OHM 3aHUMAlOT CKOpEE MapruHalbHOE MOJOKEHHE. TeM He MeHee, ero
BKJIaJ B 3Ty OO0JIaCTh HaykH BechMa 3HaumTeneH. Crolla OTHOCSTCS aHaIn3
MpuOANTUHCKO-PUHCKOTO ¥ HMHOTO S3bIKOBOT'O MaTepualla B HOBIOPOJCKUX
OepecTSIHBIX TPaMOTaX, a TAK)KE PAHHUX CJIABSIHCKHMX 3aMMCTBOBaHHM B (pUHHO-
YTOPCKHX SI3BIKAX; STUMOJIOTHUECKOE OMMCAHNE PAHHUX TOIMOHOMACTUYCCKUX U
aNeJUTATUBHBIX JAHHBIX 10 MCTOPHH PYCCKOTO OCBOCHHS ceBepa BocTouHoi
EBporier 1 Cubupu (Hanpumep, yOeaWTeNbHBIE STHUMOJOTHH CIOB EHucell,
MAMOHM); CYIIECTBEHHOE PacUIMpEeHUe CBEJeHH 00 UCTOPUN PYyCCKUX CHOMp-
ckuXx cinoB 1o apxuBHbIM Matepuanam X VIII B. (I'. ®@. Mumnep u ap.); uccneno-
BaHUE PYCCKOW CyOCTpaTHOW TONMOHMMHUU ceBepa EBpomeiickoii yactu Poccum,
TIOBJICKINIEE BAXKHBIC BBIBOJALI O PAHHEM THAJICKTHOM WICHCHHH YPaTbCKUX
SI3bIKOB; BBISBJICHHE PAaHEE MPAKTUYECKU HE M3YYECHHOI'O IUIACTA CEJIbKYIICKHX
3aMMCTBOBaHHMIA B PYCCKUX roBopax 3amamHoii Cubupu. IlpencraBieHHbie Ha
TMoOIITHCKOM che3ie cnaBucToB (2003 r.) aBapcko-crnaBsHCKUE 3TONB E. mpo-
JIEMOHCTPUPOBAIHN MPABIONOAO0HBIE CBHJETEILCTBA JIOMHHUPYIOLIEH POJIH
TYHTYCO-MaHBWKYPCKOTO KOMIIOHEHTa B ABapCKOM KaraHarte, a BMECTE C TeM —
HECKOJIFKO KPACHBBIX M YOCIUTEIBHBIX 3THUMOJOTHUN BAXKHBIX U TPYIHBIX IS
00BSICHEHUS PYCCKUX CIIOB (00vpe, bospe, xopyess U np.). Ero obpamenns x Te-
M€ paHHUX BEHI'€PCKO-CIABSHCKUX CBA3EH Aalli KpOME IPOYETO CYIIECTBEHHBIE
YTOUHEHHS, KACAIOIIMECS] PEKOHCTPYKIUU U 3TUMOJIOTUU Psiia MPACIaBIHCKUX
JIEKCEM Tesp. COOTBETCTBYIOILINX PYCCKHUX JIEKCEM (Depyosas Kocmb U Ap.).

OOpaTUBIINCH K JICKCUKE COOCTBEHHO CIIABSHCKOTO IPOMCXOXKICHUS, OH
pa3pabotan OoraThlii MEPCICKTUBHBIMH HACSIMU 3THOJ 00 ITHMOJIOTUH CJIaB.
*velje, *bolje, mpoaHanM3MPOBaB BOZMOKHOCTb TPAKTOBKH ITHX U pSAAa APYTHX
JIEKCEM KakK CJIOXEHUH YacTHUL.

OdYeHb EHUBIINN «33aYHOCThY, KaK OH BBIPAXKaJCs, STUMOJIOTHH (U BO-
obmie nuHrBUCTHKH), E. A. XemuMcKkuii ¢ OrpOMHBIM HHTEPECOM U YOBOJb-
CTBHEM YIIyOJsUICS B KOHKPETHBIC 3a/laddl HMCTOJIKOBAHUS MHOTHX PYCCKHX
(KOHEYHO, M HE TOJIBKO PYCCKUX) CJIOB.

Macmrabam XennMCKOTO-YI€HOTO BIIOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET €T0 HEOOBIKHO-
BEHHAsI INYHOCTb.
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MHe 10Benoch OBITh OJIM3KO 3HAKOMBIM C E., 0COOCHHO B MOCIEIHNE TOBI
ero xwusnn. Cyzp0a, IIeApo HAJCIMBIIAS €r0 HEe3aypAAHBIMU 1apOBaHHAMH,'
Obuta K HeMy OecriomiagHa, IMOABEpPras ero — W 4eM Jajbllle TeM OOoJbIIe —
TSOKEIICHIIMM UCTIBITAHHUSIM: TTOTEPH OJIM3KUX JIFOJIEH, JoNras My4YuTelbHas
OoJie3Hb C 3apaHee MpeApelIeHHbBIM UTOTOM. Bce 3To He MOTJI0 He cKa3aThes Ha
ero HacTpoeHHsX U Ha BHemHocTH. E. oOpasma 2001 r. (0ocoOeHHO MaMSTHBIN
o ero npuesny B HoBocubupck B dheBpaie), E. mociie cMepT eIMHCTBEHHOTO
cerHa B 2002 1. — coBceM HE OAHO | TO XKe€.

CranoBuBiunecs ¢ Hayaiaa 2006 r. Bce Oojiee IBCTBEHHBIMHU OO0/, Ka3aB-
mvecs CHavana (4To CIIOCOOCTBOBAIO Ipy0ol BpaueOHOU OMIMOKE) PeIHIUBOM
ciyumBineiics eme B 90-x r. 6ose3nu kocteid, k ocenn 2007 T. cTaliu COBEpIICH-
HO HEBBIHOCUMBIMH. BOJH JHIIATN BCIKOH BO3MOKHOCTH PadOTaTh U TOBOIAHIH
JI0 MBICTH 0 camoyoOwmiictBe. “TIpuBe3u mue u3 [lapwka MaleHbKYIO THIBOTHH-
Ky” — mryTui oH B anpene 2006 r., korga camoe XyJiee ObUIO ele BIEepeIn.

AnekBaTHBIA AuarHo3 (cancer), MMOCTaBJICHHBIN, ¢ HEITPOCTHTEILHBIM OIIO-
3nanueM, B jaekabpe 2006 r., ka3alics HOBBIM W TOCIEIHUM YAapOM CYIbOBI.
Opnako E. Obuto mo cuiaM NpeBpaTHTh €ro B CHIBHEHIINN MOOWIN3YIOIIUHA
¢axTop. TaliHBII Bpar, OTpaBJISIBILMIA )KHU3Hb, ObLT pazobnaveH, u E., npeObiBas-
IIMK B IETIPECCHU M CTPAJaHUsIX OT MYYHTENLHBIX 00Jel, OeccTpalIHoO BCTYIIHT
B TIOCIEAHUNA OTPE30K CBOETO >KM3HEHHOTO IyTH, 0e3 ocTaTka MOCBSTHB IIO-
CIEIHHE MECSLbl CBOEU >KU3HU TOJBKO CIyXeHHIO Hayke. OauH W3 Bpayei
JIOBOJIbHO TOYHO OMPEIENNT OCTABIIAKCS €My CpPOK >KH3HH — OKOJIO TOJa.
Y IMBHUTENBHO, YTO OH CYMeJ CTOJIBKO Tpofiepskathes: B ¢peBpaie 2007 T. caydu-
cs1 MUKporH(papkT 1 aumb npucytcreue O. Jlopodeesoii, noanepxupasmieii E.
B TIOCJICJIHHE MECSIIbI €T0 KHU3HHU (M OKa3aBIIeH eMy OOJIBIIYIO IOMOIIb TAKKE B
HaydyHOW paboTe), OTCPOUMIIO €ro KOHYMHY, KOTOpas MOTJIa HACTYIHTh YXKe
torma. Cpenn Mopsl CTpafaHuil OH HU HOTY HE TEPsT CBOCH OOBIIHOM KOPPEKT-
HOCTH, BBICOTHI M TIOYTH HEYEIIOBEUECKOW TBEPIOCTU AyXa, HE MU3MEHSS CBOMM
NPUHIMIIAM U TJIaBHOMY yCTpeMyeHuIo. “CracTd CBOIO IyIly 3HAYHT I KOM-
napaTHBHCTA — IPUIYMaTh XOPOILIYI0 PEKOHCTPYKLUIO” (OKTA0ph 2007 T.).

Hocnenuuii pasrosop ¢ E. no tenedony 6bu1 y Menst 22 HosiOps 2007 1. —
OH, BUINMO, YyBCTBOBAJ, 4TO 0OOJE3Hb OEpeT CBOE M KOHEIl YK€ COBCEM OJIh-
30K: pedb 3amuia o Jp.-pyc. buruH4s, U B Tonoce E., 3BydaBmem tak, OyaTo y

! E. xoHuunn IIKOJYy B Opecce ¢ 30JI0TOM MEAAJIbIO, IMTOCTYNINII HA MaTEMATUYCCKOEC OT-

JeneHre MOCKOBCKOTO YHUBEPCUTETA U YCIEIIHO YYUIICS, HO Hallled JTUHTBUCTUKY
Gosee “3amaqHON” (CM. BBIIIE) U CMEHIJI CIICHANBHOCTE. OH OBIIT 01apEHHBIM IIax-
MaTHCTOM, UMEJl HECOMHEHHBIE JMTEPaTypHBIC, a TAKXKE MEJarOorHUecKHe CIoco0-
HOCTH, 4TO NPOSIBUIIOCH B €0 PabOTE KaK HAYYHOTO PYKOBOAUTEISI M IPOCBETHTEIS
(Hay4HO-IIOIYJISIPHBIE CTAaThH). Y HEro ObUIM U 33JaTKH KPYITHOT'O MOJUTHYECKOTO
nesTenst. OTOT nepedyeHb HETPYAHO MPOAOIIKHUTD.
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HEro ObUIa OYEHb CHIIBHAS TIPOCTYIA,” YyBCTBOBANACH TOCKA OT CO3HAHMS TOTO,
YTO OH JIMIIAETCS PalOCTH OOCYXIaTh Takhe MPEAMETHI, KaK MPOUCXOXKICHHIE
CJIOB.

Co3zHaBasi BCIO Cephe3HOCTh CBOETO MOJOKEHHUS U MY>KECTBEHHO CMOTpS B
JUIO CMEPTENbHOI O0JIe3HH, OH CyMes HU3BECTH €€ 0 MOJIOKEHUS HaJd0eIIn-
BOH TMOCETUTEIBHHUIIBI, JIUIIIb MEIIAMIIEH padoTaTh ¥ BBIHYKAAMOIIEH UATH Ha
Besikne yxumpeHus. Kak ocnmabute 0onb (3aBS3bIBAHWE MANIBIEB U TOJIOBBI;
repeMeHa o036l IPY CHACHWU U TOJKJIaIbIBaHNE TMOIYIIEK; TOA00p JIEKapCTB,
WHBEKINH MOp(HA ¥ TPOU.) U MIPHU STOM MO BO3MOKHOCTH HE TEPATH SICHOCTH
CO3HaHHWS W HE BIAJaTh B COH; KaKk HAOWpaTh TEKCT, KOT/Ia MpaBasi pyka Iepe-
CTaeT JEICTBOBAaTh, a JIeBas HE XOUYET €€ 3aMEHsTh, a B INla3ax BCE JABOUTCS —
€KEYacCHO M €KEMHUHYTHO €My NPUXOIWIOCH pelliaTh 3TH U MOJ0OHBIE MOYTH
HepaspeumMbie podiiemsbl. [locnenusist nmpobieMa Takoro ponia, 0 KOTOPOU st
ycnblman, Opljla TOYTH TPArnKOMHYEcKask — Kak MPUOJIU3UTH CBOE TEJIO K CTOITY
C KOMIIBIOTEPOM, €CIIM BBIPOCIIMN H3-32 JIEKAPCTB JKUBOT HE JAET 3TOTO Cle-
JaTh, a OIMyXOIlb BBIHYXKJAET CHAETh TOJHKO OOKOM M TOJIBKO OOJIOKHBIIUCH
noayukamMu? Paznuuus MeXIy AHEM W HOYBIO CTepiauch. MHOTHE 4Yachl OH
MPOBOJMI B TMOJyCHE, W JIMIIb 3-4 4aca B CyTKH (€CJIM Be3JO, TO 5-6) MOriH
OBITh MCTIIOJB30BaHbI IO HAa3HAUCHHIO. TeM He MeHee, 1aXKe B 3THX yCJIOBHUSX 3a
2007 r. 6BLTO CIeTaHO HEMAJIO.

Ocennio 2006 1. oH He 6€3 Topeyr MoKa3al MHE JOBOJBHO TOJCTYIO MAYKY
KapTO4YeK, Ha KOTOPBIX €ro MPEBOCXOTHBIM IMOYEPKOM OBLI 3alucaH MepeyeHb
3aja4, MEJIKUX U 0ojee KPYMHBIX, KOTOPbIE OH OBUI B COCTOSHMM IpH Onaro-
NPUATHBIX YCIOBHSX PEIIMTh B ONvKaiimeM OyaylieMm, HO yXe IOYTH He
HAJESUICS C 3TUM CHpaBUThC. W uepes roj BBISICHUIIOCH, YTO Ma4yKa YMEHbBIIHU-
yach OOJBIIIE YeM HAIOJIOBUHY (MHOTOE BCE-TaKH OCTAJIOCh HEPEATM30BAHHBIM).
MeHs yTemaeT MBICIb, YTO K €€ YMEHBIIEHUI0 ObUT pudacTeH u a1. Ha omHOi
M3 KapTo4eK OBLJIO HAKMCaHO “WHBECTHPOBATH Oouble BpeMeHH B Camonuii-
CKO-TYHI'YCCKHE CBS3H” — M 3TOT HPOEKT YIaloCh 3aBEPUIMTh,” MOCKOIBbKY E.
JIEHCTBUTENBHO “WHBECTHpOBAI” B HEro Hemayno Bpemenu. Kak ceituac mpen-
craBisito E., nmukryromiero mae B okTs10pe 2007 1. “BBenenue” k “Marginalia ad
UEW” — gaca Tak B 3 HOUH, cpeau TabagHOTOo JbIMa (KypHil OH MHOTO JIO CaMo-
ro kKoHua'), ¢ epephIBaAMH Ha KYIIAHbE — KEKChI ¥ ITHPOXKHBIE — 4 HHOT/IA TAKKE

ITo ero o6wsicHEHHIO, 3TO OBUIO OAHUM U3 CIIEACTBHNA HOBOTO YBEIWIEHHS OITyXOJIH,
KOTOpoe ObLT0 0OHAPYKEHO MPH TOCeIHEM 00CIeI0BaHUH.

Anukul A. E., Xenmumckuii E. A. Camoouiicko-myneycckue nexcuueckue césizu. Mo-
ckBa, 2007. 51 ObLI 10 MPEUMYIIECTBY TEXHHYECKHM CEKPETapeM-NUCIIOIHUTENIEM 3TON
kuuru. Ho E. HacTosu, 4ToOB! hamMuiimy aBTOPOB OBUIN TTOCTaBIICHBI 10 all(paBHTY.
“Sl 3aBoeBas MpaBO KypUTh IOPOTOH IEHOH’; “Kak TOJBKO MOMpY, cpasy Opomry”.
OH KOHEYHO, CO3HABAJ, KAKyIO POJIb B PA3BUTHHU €T0 OOJIE3HHU CHITPANIo KypeHue (1o
HECKOJIBKO IaueK B JJEHb MHOTHE JECATUIETHs — HEMHOTHE TaKkoe Belaepikat). bymy-
yu B 6onpHuLEe (Dnnennopd B ['aMOypre), OH HIOKMPOBAN IPYTUX KypUIIBIIUKOB, B
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Ha BBIPpAXXCHUE HCYAOBOJIBCTBHA IO MMOBOAY CBOCI0O CIMUIIIKOM 0):[HOO6pa3HOFO
HCMCIKOI'O A3bIKA.

2.

CrnenaB ycwmine, 9TOOBI HE COCPEIOTAYNBATHCS HA OJHUX TOJBKO TEYalhb-
HBIX BOCIIOMHMHAHHUSX O TociieaHeM nepuone xu3uu E. (oH xe XKens, Taxxe
EBrenuit ApHOJIBIOBHY WM TPOCTO APHOIBAOBHY; U JIIOOMMOM KOIIKH
Kcrommm — “menymika’), monpoOyro Ha3BaTh HEKOTOPHIE CBOMCTBA €T0 JIMYHOCTH
Y TIOBEJICHUS, KOTOPBIC JIeTalld €r0 TAKUM, KAKUM OH OCTAJICS B HAIIICH MMaMsTH.
Caenatb 5TO Henerko. Sl HMKak He MOTY MPETEHIOBaTh Ha CKOJBKO-HUOYIb
nosHbIN cioBecHbIN mopTpeT E. Ho Bee ke monpobyto. MHOroe gaercst co cioB
camoro E.

* Cgobooonrodue u ceobodomvicaue. E. ObLTH 9y bl TFOOBIE TPEIPACCYAKH,
BCsAKasi KOCHOCTh M po0oCTh MbIcid. OH OBUI HE3aBUCHM M BHYTPEHHE CBO-
0o/ieH, a ero aKTUBHOCTD U SHEPTHsl 00YCIOBIMBAIN €T0 CTPEMIICHHE K CBOOOAE
U B OKpY’KarollleM ero Mupe. B 3ToM 0iMH U3 BaXKHBIX MOTHBOB €r0 MOJUTHYEC-
Kol nesitenbHoCcTH B KoHIe 80-x — nagane 90-x rr. XX B.

* OpucunanvHas 6HeUWHOCHb, COeOUHABUIAL UHMENIEKM U KYIbIMYPY C OpU-
EeHMAbHbIM Koopumom (MHOTHE JaMbl CYATAIN ero KpacaBiieM). OauH ObIBIIHi
komtera E. B MockBe, M3BECTHBI aHEKIOTHYECKHMHU TOCTYNKAMH U H3pede-
HUSMU, KaK-TO TI0 CEKpeTy cooOIImiI eMy: “Bbl 0U4eHb MOX0KH Ha aBTOMOPTPET
Hymkuna”.” E. 1eiiCTBUTEIFHO HEMHOTO ITOXOIHI Ha BEIMKOTO PyCCKOro M03Ta
(umeBIIETO 3(PHOTICKOTO MPEsIKa) — U Ha €ro aBTOMOPTPET TOXKeE.

* brazonpuamuo enusaowas Ha opyeux auyHocms. ETo ycriokanBaromuii u
Bpa3yMIISIOLINH TOJIOC, pa3yMHBIE M MATKO-OCTPOYMHBIE PEYH, BEKIHBO-TPOTa-
TEJIbHBIE MaHEPHl U YYTKOCTh K COOECETHUKY MOTJIH 3aMEHUTh BHU3UT K HEBPO-
natosory. Bo Bcsikom citydae, aiist MeHs. To, 4To MOTJIo OBl pa3ipakath B IPYTUX
JIOJSIX, B €r0 WCIOJHEHWU BBITIIAICIO CKOpee MPUSITHO W/wnm 3abaBHO. OH
JIOBOJIBHO TPOMKO YaBKaJl BO BPEMs €/1bl, HO €T0 YaBKaHbE MPOH3BOINIO TaKOe
’Ke BIICUAaTJICHHE, KaK BeCelIoe YaBKaHbe COOaKM MIIM KOIIKH. BBII0 HEOOBIKHO-
BEHHO TIPUSATHO BHIETh M CIBIIIATh, Kak OH ecT! OH mMen OOBIKHOBEHHE Tpe-
naTth cebe yX0, U CMEIIHbIE 3BYKH OT TaKOTO TPETaHusl pa3HOCUIINCH JOBOIBHO
JIaJIeKo.

OCHOBHOM MeJHKOB: “CMOTpHTE Ha MEHS — BOT YTO OBIBaeT C TEMH, KTO MHOTO
kyput!” A eme B 2004 r. on xBamun I'epmaHuIo Kak “TIOCIENHIONI0 CTpaHy, IAe
MOJKHO KHTB TI0-UeJIOBEUECKH” (T.€. KypUTh I/I€ YTOIHO).

ITo pacckasy E., 3T0T Kojuiera, BbICIYIIAB NIPOCTPaHHBIN JOKIaL rocTs u3 'omian-
JIUU O CIIABUCTHKE B 3TOHM CTpaHe, 3a/1ajl JWIIbh oJuH Bompoc: “EcTs mu B AMcTep-
Jame 300mapk?”’
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VY E., kcTatu, coBceM He ObITO MY3BIKaJBHOTO CIyXa, HO OH ObUT HE MPOYb
TeTh W MOYYacTBOBaTh B XOPOBOM IeHHH® (HE TOBOPS O TOTOBHOCTH TIOILIS-
caTb), ¥ CIIylIaTh €ro ObUIO rOpa30 MHTEPECHEe, YeM MHOTUX IEBLIOB CO CIIy-
XOM U TOJI0COM. DTO OblJIa CBOEr0 poja Mapoausl Ha MEHUE — TaJaHTINBasA, OT
nymu U Becenas. Kak-to pas, B pespane 2007 ., MO3AHUM BEUEPOM, C BHICOKOM
TEMIIEpaTypol U ¢ MOBSI3KOHW Ha IOJOBE, OH CHJEN 3a KOMIIBIOTEPOM U IeJl —
JlaXKe TOPJIAHUJI — U3BECTHYIO NIECHIO PO repost TPaXAaHCKOW BOMHBI HA YKpa-
uHe lllopca, uxymero noj KpacHbIM 3HAMEHEM:!

Tonosa o6ss3ana, Kpoew Ha pyKaee,
Cned Kposagulii cmeiemcs no Cblpoll mpase.

» Ecmecmesennas nompebnocmv 6bimv 6ce20a 6 yenmpe cooblmuil U cno-
COOHOCMb 8IUAMb HA UX passumue. ITO KAcalloCh HE TOJBKO €r0 OCHOBHOM
CHEMaTbHOCTH — YPAJUCTUKH W CaMOEIOJIOTHH, TIe OH 3aJaBayl TOH B pelle-
HUU BaXHEHIMX mpoOiieM. Tak mamMsATHBI €ro BEIHKOJEIHBIE BRICTYIUICHUS Ha
Pa3IMYHBIX HAYYHBIX (hOpyMax — 0COOCHHO TOT/Ia, KOT/Ia HaI0 OBLIO BBHICTYIIATh
c xoxy, 0€3 MOATOTOBKM M BCTYINAaTh B TUCKyccUU. Henb3s HE HAlIOMHUTH, YTO
€ro JIeATeNIbHOCTh Kacanach He TOJNbKO Hayku. bpons mo Bene mepen Havamom
CHUMITO3WyMa TI0 CIIABSHCKOW 3THMojoruu mamsatu @. Muxiommda (0CEHBIO
1991 1.), HEKOTOpBIE €r0 YYACTHUKH CTATH CBHIACTEISIMU UMIIPOBH3UPOBAHHOTO
BbICTyIUIeHUs E. Ha MuTuHre B MOAAEpKKY XopBatoB. B konue 80-x u 1o
naaenus CCCP MuTuHrH BoOOIIe OBUIM €r0 CTUXHEH, U MHE JIOBEIIOCH Mapy pas
y4acTBOBaTh C HUM B 3TUX MepomnpusTtusx. B suBape 1991 r., korna Bcs mpo-
rpeccuBHas MOCKBa BBILUIA ITPOTECTOBATh MPOTUB JNEUCTBUM COBETCKUX BOMCK
B BwiibHIOCE, MHE BBITIaza 4ecTh HeCTH ¢ E. HammcaHHBIC UM HOYBIO TUIAKATHI.
OnuH 3 HEX racun: “Jlonoit Ganmy ropGaueBies-nennnnes!”’ [Ipu stom E.

® Om 6GbUT HE Uy My3bIKATHHBIX HHTEPECOB M Pa3bUpancs B My3bIKe, HACKOJIBKO S

ycren yOeauTbcs MO0 HEMHOTMM pPa3roBOpaM Ha 3Ty Temy. s Hero oTHIOAL HE
OBUIO MYCTHIM 3BYKOM, Hanpumep, umMsi P. Barnepa. OH, moMHUTCSI, paccKasbiBall O
pa3nuuusaX BocmpusTUa BeHrpamu My3biku @. Jlucra u b. Baproxa. M npexpacHo
3HAJI TIECEHHBIH perepTyap TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIX 0apJoB (HE3aBHCHUMBIX OT BIIACTH
COYMHHTEJICH N UCIIONHUTENEH NeCeH) COBETCKOTo neproaa — b. Okymkasa u 1p.
Boo0mie, ero KyiabpTypHBIE 3alpOCH M TO3HAHHA (KUHO, TeaTp, MO33HUs) OBLIH
BechMa HIMpokH. OH XOpOIIO 3HAJ, HApUMEp, MO33UI0 yKpauHCKOro reHus — T.
[leBuenko. Kak-to pa3 Mbl Tynsuid no mapky Hepaneko ot Winterhudemarkt B
I'amOypre u E., Ha KOTOpOro BAPYT CHU30ILIO BIOXHOBEHHWE, LENBIH Yac Oriamal
aJUIe Tapka TPOMKHMM YTeHHeM cTuxoB Kob3aps HanzycTs.
Uwurapmme m3rorosieHHble E. makaTel yuacTHHKE MHTHHTA ToBopwii: “Hy, pebsra,
3a Takoe MOTyT M mocaxuTs!” Ho co cTOpoHsI BiacTeil IBHO OBUT IPHKa3 HUKOTO HE
TporaTh. [locie MHUTHHTra TUTaKaThl MPHILIOCH OCTABUTH HA CTaHIUU MeTpo “bu-
omuoreka umenu JleHnHa”, mpsIMO y TAHHO ¢ H300paxenueM Jlenuna. Psgom crosia
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“MeN OOBIKHOBEHHE MPOOHpaThCsl K caMol TpuOyHe (a MpH ciiydae U BBICTY-
MUTH), TIOTy4as 3aTeM U3 Pa3HBIX CTPaH COOOUICHHS O TOM, YTO TOT WJIM MHOM
3HAaKOMBIHA BUJEN ero no renaeBuzopy. Ha noxoponax akan. A. J[. Caxaposa E.
OBLT OTHUM M3 T€X, KTO HEC KPBIIIKY rpoda 1 Tak MOMall Ha CTPAHMIIBI Ta3eT.

OH mpuHAN aKTHBHOE Y4YacTHE B OCTpeHIIeld MOMUTHYEeCKOi Ooproe,
pasBepHyBIeiics B Mockse Ha 3akaTte CCCP, cHauana kak mpecTaBUTe b KaH-
nunata B Hapoaneie aenytatel CCCP (3aTeM u nermyTaTa), i3BECTHOTO YUYCHOTO
Bsa. Be. MBanoBa. “Sl X014y 0CTaBUTh MOEMY CHIHY CBOOOIHYIO CTpaHy” — Tak
roBopun E. 00 3T0il cBOel NesTenbHOCTH, OTHSBIIEH Yy HEr0 MHOTO BpEMEHH,
CHIT 1 370poBba.” TTepes HUM OTKpHIBATAach Kapbepa MpohecCHOHATBHOTO TOITH-
THKa, HO OH, K CUacTblO, HE BOCIOJb30BAJICA ITHM HIaHCOM. M MMEHHO TeMm
IyTeM, KakuM Mor noutu E., koraa-to nomen genyrtar ['ocypapcrsenHon Jly-
MbI Poccun C. FO1eHKoB, He Tak TaBHO 3aCTPENICHHBIN KuuiepaMu B MOCKBe.

* HeykocnumenvHoe 8blnOAHeHUe 3A0YMAHHO20 HEe3A8UCUMO OMm 0OCmos-
menbcmg. HUKaKWX OTCTYIUIEHUI OT NPHUHIIMIIA, €CTH TOJNBKO OH He OyneT
nmpu3HaH HemenecooOpasHbeM! [TpuOmmkaBmiascs cMepTh U HEOIpeIeICHHbIC
MEPCHEKTHUBEl YPaMCTUKU B raMOyprcKOM YHUBEPCHUTETE HH B KOG Mepe He
3aCTaBHJIM €r0 OTCTYNUThH OT MPAKTUKU MOMOJHEHUS U COOCTBEHHON M WHCTH-

MUJIMOHUOHEP, U OH HE CKa3aJl HU CJIOBA. HOMHHTCS{, Ha ToM MmutuHre E. MEXKIY ac-
JIOM JI0JITO TOBOPHUJI C KEM-TO O MECTOMMEHUSX B BEHI€PCKOM.

Brpouem, otHomenune E. Kk KOMMyHHCTHYECKUM HpaeaniaM, JIeHHHy Morno ObITh
U MHPOIIIOOMBO-IOMOPUCTHYECKUM. BoT 11Ba 06pasna To jm counHeHnHsix E., To nn
3aIUCaHHBIX UM OT KOT0-TO TEKCTOB, MOCBSIIEHHbIX B. 1. JleHuny:

“He ecT, He TBET, B cepAre XuBeT — 3aranka (uMs JIeHnHa, Kak yTBepkaaja co-
BETCKasl IPOMaranja, >KUBET B CEp/IIe KaKIOr0 COBETCKOTO YETI0BEKa);

“Jleayiika ymep, a JEJIO JKUBET, Jydiie Obl ObLI0 HaoO0OpoT” (“UMs u meno”

JlennHa, MO YTBEPKICHUIO COBETCKOM MPOTAraHpbl, “OyJeT *KUTh B BeKax'’; JCTIM
JlennH HepeIKO MPENOJHOCHIICS KaK “IeaymKa’).
Boonymesnenne smoxu “Jomoit KIICC” cMeHHMIOCH 3aTeM TIyOOKHM pa3odapo-
BaHHWEM M JaX€ TyBCTBOM BHHBI (HE TOBOpS O TOM, YTO CHIHY Oopnrba oTma He
nmpuroaujiacb: OH OBLI YBE3CH U3 MockBeI B I/Iapapmb, A€ BOOCJICACTBHUU U YIIET U3
YKU3HU — MOYTH Ha IIecTh jeT pasblie E.). “Hamkoann u yexan” — kak-To pa3 u3
yer E. npo3Byuana, yxe B 'epMaHuy, ¥ Takasi OllEHKa UTOrOB COOCTBEHHOH MOJIUTH-
yeckol aedarensHocTd B Poccun. Muenue E. 0 monutuueckod, KyJIbTypHOH U T.IL
9BOJTFOLIMHM TOCTKOMMYHHCTHYeCKOH Poccun — u Bo Bpemena EnblniHa 1 B HBIHEII-
HHUE BpeMeHa — ObITo cyry0o meccuMucTHudecknM. Brpouewm, 06 asrycre 1991 r. on
COXpaHsJI CaMbI€ CBETJIbIC BOCIIOMUHAHWA. Ouennb JKaJib, YTO B3TJIAbI E. ocramuce
W3BECTHBI, B O0IIEM, JIMIIb CPABHUTEIBHO Y3KOMY KpYTY Jtojeil. botock, uto u ceii-
Yac BIIOJIHE aKTyaJlbHbI TaKHe, HallpUMep, €ro MBICJIN (BBICKA3aHHBIE B KOHIIE MPO-
IIIJIOTO BEKa B CBSI3M € 00CY’XKAEHHEM IpoOieM BEDKMBAHUS camoauiines): “B cambie
TOCTIeIHUE ECSITIIIETHS pa3BepHyIachk no0kda He(TH 1 ra3a B Cubupm, Beayrascs
C HapyIIEeHHEM BCEX HKOJIOTHUECKUX M MOPAIBHBIX HOPM... O NMpaBOBBIX HOPMAX B
CCCP u coBpemenHoii Poccum, K COXKaleHHIO, HENb3s TOBOPUTH Beephe3” (Xer.
2000: 33).
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TyTcKoi Oubnmotek. Enie B okta6pe 2007 T. 0H ¢ OONBIIMM HHTEPECOM 3HAKO-
MWJICSL C NOCTYNAaBIIMMM K HEMY KHUTAaMH M IPOCWI O JOCTaBKE HOBBIX. B
COOCTBEHHO HAy4YHOM paboTe NPHHLUI HEYKOCHUTEIBHOCTH MpOSBISUICA, B
YaCTHOCTH, B TOM, YTO OH BCEraa A0 KOHLA OMIICS 32 KaXKIyI0 CBOIO 3THMOJIOTHUIO,
HEYCTaHHO yCHJIMBas €€ HOBBIMHM apryMEHTaMH, BIUIOTH O HOJHOTO HCYepria-
HUS pecypcoB. “MBI ellle MOXKEM CIAcTH 3Ty 3THUMOJOTHIO” — MHOIO pa3
CIIBIIIIANT OT HEro MpHW padoTe HaJl KHUTOH O caMOJHMICKO-TYHT'YCCKHX CBSI3SIX.
“Cmacenne”, oqHAKO, HEMEIJICHHO MPEKPaIIaioch, €CIH O0HAPYKUBAINCH HE-
OIIPOBEPKHUMBIE CBHIETEIbCTBA HEIIPABUIBHOCTH 3TUMOIOruH. B cdepe monu-
THUKH paccMaTrpuBaeMblil mpuHImn E., moxanyii, 0pu1 01m30k K “Pereat mundus,
fiat democratia”.

3a HEYKOCHUTENIHLHOCTBIO 33 JyMaHHOT'O CTOsUIa TBepast U cuiibHas Bois E.,
BpeMEHaMH JieNiaBiuasi oOlIeHNe ¢ HAM, HECMOTpPS Ha BCIO €ro KOPPEKTHOCTH,
HE CTOJIb YK 0e300auapiM. OOIICHIE ¢ HUM OCIIOKHSIIOCH M €T0 CKIIOHHOCTBIO
K TOMY, YTOOBI 033Ja4uTh COOECEIHHKA MapaJOKCAJbHBIM CY)KICHHEM MU
HEOXXHMIAHHBIM BOMpOCcOM, 3ajnaued. [locmeTh 3a ero OBICTPEIM YMOM OBLIO
HEMpOoCTO.

* Yymrocme kpumuxa. 11omoOHO TOMY Kak XOPOIIMH TUPWKEP CIBIIIUT
BCSKYIO (albIIMBYIO HOTY, E. 4yTKO yiaBmuBaig U oTMeual, 9acTto He 0e3 caTu-
PHUECKOr0 OTTEHKA, BCSKYIO JIMHTBUCTUYECKYIO (M HHYIO) Hecypasuly. Bot on
YUTaeT TOJIKOBAHHWE B PYCCKOM THAIIEKTHOM CJIOBape: dy2yoyuika ‘Tr0OO0BHUIIA
(o xxenmuHe)’. Ha momsx mosBiseTcs ero momerka: “A xak OyneT ‘imoOoBHHIIA
(o myxumnue)’?”.

Ero To4HbIE 1 OCTPOYMHBIE KPUTHYECKHE 3aMEUYaHUsI HPABUIHCH HE BCEM,
a KOe-KOTO BBIBOJIWIIM M3 cebs. JlenaBmmii Kak-To pa3 JOKJIaa O CaMOAMKHCKON
OHOMACTHKE W3BECTHBIN dTHOrpad, CIyIias pa3 3a pa3oM MoJI0OOHbIE 3aMEUaHus,
cTay TepsATh caMooObiamanne. B utore on cran HaspBaTh E. EBrenmem A6pamo-
BuueM. “Sl He EBrenuii AOpamoBud4, s EBrennit ApHOJIBIOBUY — TPO3BYYaT
HakoHel npotecT. [lobnenHeBILINI TOKIAMYUK BKOHEI YTPaTuil KOHTPOJIb HaZ
coboii: “UzBunute, EBrennii AGpamoBudy, s He xoten Bac obuners!”

A m3penka ObIBaJiO M TaK, YTO KPUTHUECKHE HaklIoHHOCTH E. mepexomumm
B BO3MYIIICHHE U OH CO BCEH CHJION CBOETO TEMIIEpaMeHTa OOpyIITUBaI Ha TOJIO-
BY “TIPOBHHMBIIIETOCS” HEIITYTOYHBIH THEB — B YCTHOW WJIM MMUCEMEHHOHU (hopMe.
Taxoe cimy4anock, Korja 3aTparuBajich 0cOOEHHO BaxkHble i E. HaydHbIC U
npouune HeHHOCTH. [IpuMepoM MOXKET CITy>KUTh MOMCTHHE YHUUTOXKAIOIIAs KPHU-
tuka E. B agpec uccnenoBaHus, 3aTPOHYBILETO MPOOJIEMBI STHHYECKOTO CaMo-
co3HaHus oOuTareneit TaiimbIpa.

“Oramueckas po3Hs” Ha TaiiMbipckom CeBepe (KTO HWINET, TOT BCETJa HAMIET...).
Pentensus Ha xuury: . x. Augepcod. TyHIpoBUKH: DKOJOTHA U CaMOCO3HAHHE
TaliMBIPCKHX DBEHKOB ¥ jgosran. HoBocubupck, 2000 // Dmuoepaghuueckoe 0bospe-
nue. Ne 5. Mockasa, 2001. Ctp. 173-180.
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YMecTHO cka3aThb, YTO OH ObUI, MOXKalyi, MaTPHOTOM MAaJbIX HAapOJIOB,
ocobenHo cubmpckux. [Ipu »TOM OH B IIEJIOM BeChMa OTPHUIIATEIBHO (ECIH HE
PE3KO OTPHIIATENHHO) OTHOCWIICA K CaMOW HJee MaTpHOTH3Ma — PYCCKOTO HITH
WHOTO — OIpaBJbIBasi €€ JMILIb B TOW Mepe, B KAKOW 3aTparuBajiuCh S3bIK U
KyJbTypa Hapo/ia, a TAKXKE IKOJOTHUECKOHN Cpellbl ero OOUTaHHUS.

OH pe3Ko OTPULIATEIFHO OTHOCHIICS K TOIBITKAM HEKOTOPBIX apXeoJOroB
OTCTaWBaTh KOHIICTIIIUIO CEBEPHOTO MPOUCXOXKICHUS caMoAuiien (“mapasm’),
OYCHb HE OAOOPSUI YacTO BCTPEUAIONIYIOCS B HAYYHOH IMPAKTUKE dTHUYECCKYIO
MPUBSA3KY apXEOJIOTMYECKUX KyJIbTYp HAa OCHOBE OJHHUX TOJIBKO apXEOJIOru-
YecKUX AaHHBIX. CUUTaT METONUYECKH YS3BHMBIMH Pa3pabOTKH T€HETUKOB IO
npeBHeifiell sTHUYecKoi ucTopun Cubupu. '° Kateropuueckoe HempusiTHe
BBI3bIBAJIa Y HETO HEpPEJKas B COBETCKO-POCCUHCKON UCTOpHOTpaduu TCHIICH-
IS OTCUMTHIBATH KYJbTYPHYIO HCTOpUi0 CHOMPH TOJIBKO C TOSBICHHS TaMm
PYCCKUX, Y€MYy IMPOTHBOPEUYUT YK€ TOT (PAKT, UTO PyCCKHE Topoaa HEPeIKo
CTPOMIINCH Ha MeCTe TMoceneHnii abopureHoB. EMy Obliia COBEpIIEHHO UyXK/aa U
MOTIPOCTy BpaxkaeOHa Ype3BhIUaiiHO monyispHas B Poccun ¢urypa akan. M. B.
JlomonocoBa. E. Bumen B JlomoHOCOBe He Oollee YeM MPOTHBHHUKA YYEHOTO C
Oonbmioit OykBel — akaa. . @. Musuiepa, uccieoBaHUI0 HAcleaus M BKIaJa
KOTOpOTO B pa3Hble 00NacTH Haykd (MCTOpHS, MCTOpHYecKas STHOrpadus H
TormoHoMactuka Crubupu, popMUpOBaHKE HAYYHO-HMHTEIUICKTYaILHON CPEIbl B
Poccnn m mipod.) OH MOCBATHII OY€HB MHOTO BpeMeHHU. Takue B3TJISAbI Tuame-
TpalbHO IPOTUBOIOJIOXKHBI HEpeakoMy B Poccuu npeacrasnenuto o Muiepe-
HEMIle — HeIoOpoKenaTene PyCCKOTO THTaHa MbICIH W marpuora JIomoHO-
copa.''

E. cuuran, yro Poccuiickas AkaaeMus HayK JTOJDKHA ObUTa Obl OTMEKEBATh-
Cs OT TIOCBSIIIICHHOW PYCCKO-EBPEHCKUM OTHOMICHHSIM B Poccum xuuru A. U.
ComxennnpbiHa (wieHa Axagemun) “200 meT BMecTe”, monaras, 9To 3TOT TPy
He Ge3ynpedeH ¢ HPaBCTBEHHON TOYKH 3peHns. '

EnuHCTBEHHBIH pa3roBOp Ha ATy TeMy BO3HHK y HAC B CBSI3U CO cTaThel: Bomoapko
H. B., Jlep6enea O. A., Yitnyk-Ooxn T. C., Cykepuuk P. 1. I'enernueckas ucropus
aneytoB KomMaHIOpCKMX OCTPOBOB MO pe3yibTaraM HU3MeHuuBOCTH HLA-reHos 11
knacca // I'enemuxa. Tom 39. Ne 12. M., 2003. Ctp. 1710-1718.

E. Bugen B BhICcTymuieHusX JlomoHOocoBa mpoTtuB Muinepa npeaBecTUE TOHEHHI
CTAJIMHCKOM 3II0XM HA YYEHBIX — T€HETUKOB, JINHIBUCTOB | JAp. Hano 3ametuts, 4To
E., HecoMHeHHO, ObUT KPYNHBIM 3HATOKOM HMCTOpHM Poccuiickoil AkageMuu Hayk,
ocoberno B XVIII B. O koyum3usix MEXIy akaJeMHKaMH TOrO BPEMEHHU OH paccKa-
3bIBaJI TaK >KMBO, OyATO OBLI HX COBPEMEHHUKOM.

Xotst E. GeccriopHO OBUT OZHMM W3 KPYMHEHIINX POCCHHUCKUX JIMHTBHCTOB, €TO
TPYZIHO MpPENCTaBUTh YWieHOM Poccuiickoil AkaleMuu HayK — CJIMIIKOM CUJIBHO €ro
B3MIAABI HA HayKy M YYEHBIX OTIMYAINCh OT XapaKTEPHBIX Ui OOJBIIMHCTBA €€
ywieHoB. EfBa nu ciydaifHO TO, 4TO €ro MOMbITKAa 0aJIOTUPOBATECS B AKaJIEMHUIO B
2003 r. 3akoHuniach HuueM: OH BBIOBLT U3 TOJIOCOBAHUS YK€ B IEPBOM TYpE.
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CnocoGHOCTh KPUTHYECKH W OPUTHHAIBHO MBICIUTH JAeiaiu B3risaasl E.
10 JTFOOOMY BOTIPOCY MOCTOWHBIMH BHUMaHUA. K O0pp0e “cekcyaabHBIX MEHB-
ITUHCTB” 32 CBOM IpaBa OH OTHOCHJICS 0€3 BCAKOW CHMITATHH, KaK U K CaMUM
STUM MEHBIIMHCTBaM. ‘Sl MOTYy MpHU3HATh WX MpaBa, HO JIUIIb MPU YCIOBUH, YTO
OyIyT CHayana y3aKOHEHBI MHOTOXCHCTBO U MHOTOMYXECTBO — OHH TOpasjio
Oosee ectecTBeHHBI!”

CoOcTBeHHOE MHEHHE, CYIIECTBEHHO OTJIMYaBIIeecss OT MHEHUs BpaueH, E.
HMeJI U TI0 TIOBOTy COOCTBEHHOM OOJIE3HU U €€ JICUCHHSI. ITO TPUBOIIIO K Tpe-
HUSM C Bpa4aMH{ U K HEOAHOKPATHBIM 1moberam u3 OOJbHUIIBL.

* [ybuna u KoMnblOMepHAs CKOpocmb ymozakioueHuu. Bcerma mopa-
kKallo, YTO MPU OOpaIleHUU K JIF0OOMY BOINPOCY OH OOHAPYKUBACT 3HAHUE U
MMOHMMAaHUE CaMOM CYTH JieJia, CYTH JIF000i MPOOJIEeMbl — STHMOJIOTMYSCKON MU
nHOM. DakThl sA3bIKa (PYCCKOro, CaMOJAUKUCKUX — JIFOOBIX) OH BUET Kak Obl B
00BEMHOM H300paKEHUH, pacCMaTPUBAst UX OAHOBPEMEHHO B XPOHOJIOTHIECKOH
MEPCIIEKTHBE, COBOKYITHOCTH JINHUHM (DOHETHUECKOW 3BOJIOINH, Teorpaduyec-
KHX KOOPJIWHAT, OCOOCHHOCTEW AualieKTHOW (ukcanuu u mpod. U Bce 310 C
OBICTPOTOI KOMIBIOTEPA.

YMesi TOHKO MOHSATh WHIMBUAYAJILHOCTh OTHIEIBHOTO ciioBa ((akra), OH
BMECTE C TeM yMeJ BHJETh €ro KaK YacTHYKY S3bIKa B 1I€JIOM M OYEHBb BBICOKO
HeHWT QaKTop CUCTeMHOCTH. KpuTHdeckne BBHICTYIUICHHS POTHUB JTOCTHKEHHHA
B M3y4YEHHUH JIPEBHEHOBIOPOICKOTO JUANEKTa (ITOydeHHBIX A. A. 3aiu3HIKOM,
C. JI. HuxonaeBsIM M IPYTHMH, BKJIFOUYasi caMoro E.) oH ympekan Kak pa3 B He-
KEIIaHUHM WM HECTIOCOOHOCTH YBHJIETh 32 OTJICIBHBIMH YepTaMU CIEIH(rIec-
KYIO SI3BIKOBYIO cucteMy. CxomHbM oOpa3om oH oTHocuiicsi K kputuke (b. U.
TarapuHIeB) B aIpec ero 3TUMOJIOTHH, MOCBSIICHHBIX MPOOJIEMe TIOPKCKOTO
“porarnm3ma-3eTanm3ma’.

Unen poxpanucs oaHa 3a apyroi. Kaxnas 3axurana E., xoTopbiit
CTpeMuics 0e30TiaraTellbHO MPEBPATUTh €€ B OTTOYCHHYIO (OPMYIHPOBKY.
OTOT Ipolecc MHE MOCYACTIMBUIOCH HE pa3 BUAETh. 3HAKOMACH KaK-TO pa3 ¢
CYIIECTBYIOUIMMH OOBSICHEHHSIMU CJIOBA pyC. ducm, OH 3amymancs. Ero ot-
PELIEHHBINA B3MJIA YCTPEMIIICS CHayasla KyJa-To B IIOTOJIOK, 3aT€M Ha OJHY M3
MOJIOK €ro OTrpoMHON OmbOmmoTekn. Uepe3 HECKONBKO CEKyHI B €ro pykax
okasajack MoHorpadus A. A. 3ammsniaka “/IpeBHCHOBTOPOACKHN TUAICKT .
[TocnenoBano Bocknuuanue “Hy koHeuHo!”, a ellle yepe3 OJHY-ABE MUHYTHI OH
yKe U3Jarai coJiep:KaHue CBOSH 3TUMOIIOTHU: duch MOXKET OBITh IEPUBATOM OT
claB. *aje ‘A0’ ¢ OTCYTCTBHEM HOTawmu,'” KaKk U B IPEBHEHOBIOPOICKOM Py-
raTelbCTBE aecosd, OYKB. ‘COBATEINb sTa’.

13 . .
Ota sTEMonorus u3NokeHa B kHure: AHUKHH A. E. Pycckuil smumonocuueckuti

cnosaps. Bem. 1. M., 2007. Ctp. 117. Bmecte ¢ TeMm, E. mocBsTri eif crienuaabHyIo
MyOIUKaLKIo (CM. B 0OYEPETHOM BBIITYCKE hanmo-ciasaHckux ucciedo8anutl, oCBs-
merHoM namsaTu B. H. TomopoBa; HaXoauTCst B meyaTH).
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Bosne3nu He ynanoch HU WOTY MOAOpPBAaTH MOIIL MHTENJIEKTa E., KOTOpbIi
repecTan AeWCTBOBATh JIMII TOT/IA, KOT/Ia €r0 TEJO MPHILI0 K OKOHYATEIbHO-
My YIaJIKYy.

* Hosamopcmeo 6 pamxax axademuueckoii cmpozocmu. OCTaBasich Bep-
HBIM JIyYIIHM TPaJuLMsAM aKaJeMHUECKON CTPOTrOCTH B YPAIHUCTHKE (CITaBUCTHKE
u ap.), E. Obl1 BBIIAIOMIMMCS HOBATOPOM B HayKe, HACTOMYMBO pPa3BUBABILUM
B3TJIS1/1bI, YTOUHSIBIIIME U JTOTIONIHSABIINE — HE pa3pylaBIIne! — CyIIecTBYIOUIYIO
cucteMy 3HaHMA. Ero BKIag B ypaSMCTHKY OLEHST €ro KOJUIETH-YPaJUCTHI.
MHe 10BeNoCh CTaTh CBUAETENIEM CO3/IaHUS HAYYHOTO 3aBemanus E. B obmacTu
YpanbCKOM PEeKOHCTPYKLUUH U 3TUMoioruu — “Marginalia ad UEW”, roe Gopos-
LIMACS CO CMEPTENbHON 0OJIE3HBIO aBTOP YETKO OYEPTUII HOBBIE MEPCHEKTHUBEI
BO BCEX OTpacisaX dTOH 00NacTH 3HAHUS resp. IJIsl BCeX YPalbCKUX SI3bIKOB. OH
HE TMoJKaJleJl HEeMAJIOW YacTH OCTAaBILETOCS €My CKYAHOTO CPOKa KH3HHU, YTOOBI
IepenucaTh BCIO CAMOJUMNCKYIO YacTh YIOMMHABIIEHCS KHUTH O CAMOJUHCKO-
TYHTYCCKHX CBSI3IX Ha OCHOBE YTOYHEHHOW KOHIENIMH MPacaMOIUHCKOTO
BOKaJIM3Ma.

HoBusHa ero B3risfoB M pelIeHUI HEpeKo Iljia Bpas3pe3 C CYIIECTBY-
IOLIEH HccIen0BaTeNbCKOM MpakTUKOM. 31ech YMECTHO MPUBECTH NMPOCTPAHHBIE
IUTATHl U3 MPECTABISIONINXCSI BEChMa BAKHBIMU CYX/IeHHH E. OTHOCHTENBHO
TOTO “pacHpOCTPAHEHHOTO HANPABICHHUS STUMOJIOTHYECKOTO TOWCKAa B HHIO-
eBPOIICHCTHKE (CIIABUCTHKE, TePMAHHCTHKE, OAITHCTHKE, KEIbTOIOTHH), " KO-
TOpOE OPHUEHTHPOBAHO Ha TIOMCK MHOECBPOIEHCKAX ITHMOHOB ISl MAaKCUMAITb-
HOTO yucina (B uaeaie, MoKalyi, JUId BCeX) CIIOB, MPEACTABICHHBIX B APEBHUX
¥ coBpeMeHHBIX a3bikax”." Cp. nanee: “Ilpu 3TOM OCTaeTCs HEYUYTEHHBIM TO
00CTOSTENHCTBO, YTO BCE MHIOEBPOIEHCKHE S3bIKM EBpOMBI BIUTANN B ceds
OTPOMHYIO Maccy IOWHIOEpONeiicKkoro cydcTpara, W IMO3TOMY JUISL JIFOOOTO
cjoBa 6€3 OYEBHIHBIX HHIOCBPOIIEHCKHIX CBsI3eH (0COOCHHO €ClTM OHO OTHOCHT-
cs K cepaM Ha3BaHW PacTEHUI U )KUBOTHBIX, JIAHIIMIA(THOW TEPMHUHOJIOTHH,
SKCIPECCUBHOM JIGKCHUKH...) CyOCTpaTHOE M BOOOIINEC KOHTAKTHOE IPOMCXOXK-
JICHUE a priori HaMHOro OoJieee BEPOSTHO, Y€M HCKOHHOE. B mrTore MoxHO
3aMoJ03pUTh, YTO, HAaNpUMep, OoJiee WM MEHee MpPaBIONoJ00HON MHI0EBPO-
MEHCKOM 3TUMOJIOTHEN y)ke CHAOKEHO B MOJITOpa-/1Ba pa3a OOoJIbIIIe CIaBIHCKUX
CJIOB, Y€M HMMEETCS CIIOB HHOEBPOIEWCKOTO MPOHMCXOXKACHUS B CIIABIHCKOM.
MOo>KHO, KOHEYHO, TICHXOJIOTHYECKH TOHATh HEXKEIaHWe W3 pa3a B pa3 MOBTO-
PATH Ha CTpaHMLIAX STHMOJIOTHUECKUX ClIoBapeil koMMeHTapuil Thma “Ckopee
BCEro, 3aMMCTBOBaHME U3 HECOXPAaHUBLIETOCs JOMHA0EBpOIeickoro s3bpika EB-

'* K coxareHuio, MHE He JI0BEJIOCH IOMHTEPECOBATHCA Y E. OTHOCHTENBHO €ro MHEHHs
0 TIOBOXY “TIpaeBporieiickoro cydctpata” B. Maxeka M CXOIHBIX HAEH y APYrux
YYEHBIX.

Xemumckuii E. A. TpaHcheBpa3uiicKue acIeKThl PYCCKOM atumosoruu // Pycckuil
361K 6 HayyHoMm oceeupernuu. Ne 2(4), 2000. Ctp. 84.
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POTIBI, HEMTOCPEACTBEHHBIM NCTOYHHK HE MOAIAETCs YCTAaHOBJICHUIO U aHANN3Y
XOTS UMEHHO Takoro poJia KOMMEHTapHid JOJDKEH, Ha MOM B3TJISA, BO MHOTHUX
ClIyyasix MpeABapsTh BCE AajbHEHIINE raJaHusl Ha HHI0EBPOIEUCKON ryme”.16

He 3naro, m3noxwun au E. B kakol-mu0o0 cBoel myOIMKaIiy CBOU B3TIIS B
Ha Pa3BUTUE MHAOEBPONEHCKOrO SI3bIKO3HAHUS, KOTOPOE, KaK eMy IPeICTaBIIs-
JIOCh, IBOJIIOIMOHUPYET “Kyaa-To He Tyna”. Ero HacropaxuBaio OyiiHOe pa3Bu-
THE JTAPUHTATMCTHKY, CO3/1aBaBIIeHi, HApATy ¢ JIPYTMMH pecypcaMiu HHIO0EBPO-
MEHCKOW ATUMOJIOTHH, BO3MOXXHOCTH JUII Pa3HOTO poJa WCKYCCTBEHHBIX
TTOCTPOEHUH B 00JIaCTH H3yUCHUS HHIO0CBPOIECHCKO-YPATbCKUX CBSI3CH.

* Umnynvcusnocms — ochogamenbHochy. ‘S HUKOTa HE BRIMYYHUBAIO TO,
yTo nuury. Mnu nomyvaercst cpasy Wi He Mojydaercs coBcem. M3penka g Ha-
YHHAIO YTO-TO JieJaTh TTOBTOPHO, HO €CJIM M TOTZa HE BBIXOIUT, OpOCaro OKOH-
yaTtenbHO” — Tak E. mpuMepHo 3a rof 10 KOHYHHBI TOBOPHJI O CBOEH MaHepe Mu-
caTthb craThl. ET0 MMITyTbCHBHOCTP IMPOSBISIIACH HE TONBKO B OCYIIECTBICHHUU
HAyYHBIX 3aMBICIIOB, HO U B ObITy. OH MOT, HaIIpuMep, MPsIMO TIOCPETN YITHLIBI
ynacTh Ha KOJICHH Tiepe]] BCTPEUHOUW CO0aKoi M BCTYMUTH C HEH B JAPYKECKYIO
Oeceny.

OMorus, Kak ¥ Wjesi, Morja 3aXBaTuTh E. 1enukoMm u cpasy, ¢ orpoMHON
cwioif. S xopomo momuio Beuep 30 cenrs6ps 2005 r., xade “bouxa” Ha
Mummonno# ynure B I[lerepOypre mocie 3acenanus THIIOJIOTHIECKONH KOH(e-
peHnn B MHCTUTYTEe TMHTBUCTHYECKHX HCCenoBaHmid. Jlerycramnus coueTanus
“Bozka ¢ mepiieM + mUBO” (10 3TOro — OOMNbIoe Bo3nusHUEe B WHCTUTYTE), U
BAPYT 3BOHOK Ha MoOmibHBIN Tenedon (B. B. Hanmonbckux) u cooOmienue o
cmeptu C. A. Crapoctuna. Ha E., emie MuHyTy Ha3aj npeObIBaBILETO B COCTO-
STHUU CTIOKOWCTBHSI M1 YMHPOTBOPEHHS, OBUIO CTPALIHO CMOTpeTh. OH coTpscaics
OT PBIIAHHIA ¥ JOJIFO HE MOT BHIMOJIBHTH HH CIIOBa.'’

Emy ObII0 cKOpee 4y XObIM CTpemiIeHHe K KPYITHOW (popMe COuMHEeHHA U
yX TeM 0oJee MOBOJIBHO PaclpOCTpaHEHHas TCHISHIIMS YCMaTPUBATh B KOJIH-
YeCTBE HAIMUCAHHOTO (B TOJIIIMHE KHHWTH) €[Ba JII HE OCHOBHOW KPHUTEPHIA
oleHKH paGoThl yueHoro.'® ChopMyIupoBaTh 3aMbIcen (MBICIb) U OTAATh €ro

Tam xe. “NunoeBporieiickas ryma” OTChUIAET K BBIPAXKEHHIO “TajaTh Ha KoheiHon
ryme”. He Mory cka3ath, cimydaitHo i y E. coBmagenue ¢ “kodeitHoil rymeii” B
mBectHOHU crathe M. B. Cramuna 1952 r., roe pasobmavanocs ydenne akan. H. 5.
Mappa o sA3bIKe.

E. pacckasbiBai, 4yTo o3HakoMmiIcs co CTapocTHHBIM Oyaydn MEpPBOKYPCHUKOM, BO
BpeMs [JHsI OTKPBITBIX ABEpei, Korna Oyaymye abuTypUeHThl TPUXOAAT 3HAKOMHUTHCS
¢ yHuBepcuteroM. Ilomyunnocs tak, uro E. nogan mkonsHuKy CTapoCTHHY HaJbTO.
E. ouensp mobw ero, ype3BbIYaifHO BBICOKO IIEHMJI €TO JIMHIBUCTHYECKUI TalaHT,
XOTSI M PACXOAWIICS C HUIM B TIOHUMAaHUH METOJIOB PEKOHCTPYKTHBHO-3THMOJIOTHIEC-
KOH paboTEHI.

Onnax el s noaenwiics ¢ E. coobpaxkenueM, uto @. ne Coccrop Mor Obl HE MPOUTH
B COBETCKOM Hay4YHOM MHCTUTYTE aTTeCTaluIo, U E. co MHOU cornacuics.
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JUTSL pean3alyy MOAXOAAIIEMY COaBTOPY — TaKoBa Obla TEHJEHIIHS MOCiel-
HUX JieT xu3HU E., ueMy criocoOcTBOBanu 4acTele Aenpeccuu. M mpuBoauTh
JMIIb HEOOXOAWMBIA M IOCTATOYHBIH MHUHHMYM MaTepHana — 3TOT HPUHLIUI
OTUETIINBO TPOSBWICSA, Hampumep, B ero kHure “Die matorische Sprache”,
KOTOPYIO IPH KeJIaHUH JIETKO OBbIIO OBl CAeTaTh HAMHOTO TONIIE. Y HOMSHYTAas
KHUTA O CAMOAMHCKO-TYHTYCCKHX JIGKCHYECKUX CBSI3sIX, eciii Obl E. mucain ee B
OJIMHOYKY, CKOpee BCero Obula Obl HE KHUTOM, a cTarbeil. OH ObUT aBTOPOM U
coaBTOpoM Ooylee 4YeMm [necsiTka MOHorpaduil, HO BCe-TaKl HUMEHHO COTHH
cTaTeil U TE3UCOB AOKIAJOB K KOH(pEpeHUusIM, T.e. Ooiee WM MEHee KpaTKue
BOIUJIOLICHUS] PAa3MYHBIX €ro WAEH, COCTAaBISIOT OCHOBHOE COJEp)KaHHE €ro
HAy4YHOT'O HaCleaMs.

W BMecTe ¢ TeM OH MOT roJjlaMH BECTH Hay4HbBIE pa3bICKaHMs 10 OJAHOHN U
TOH xe TeMe (Hampumep, IO pykomucHoMy Hacieauio . @. Mumnepa). He
CIIela ¢ 3aBepUIeHNEM, TOJJaMH TIIATeFHO HAKAITUBAaTh MaTepHall 10 MHOXKe-
CTBY TeM M Kiaccu(uUUpoBaTh €ro. Pe3yiapraToM Takod pabOTHI CTal OrpoM-
HBI apXuB, cOIEpXallui OOIIMpPHBIC AAaHHBIE [0 MHOXECTBY 3aIyMaHHBIX,
HAYaThIX WM HE3aBEPIIEHHBIX MPOeKTOB. HekoTopele, Kak MOKHO HaJEesATHCS,
emle OyayT 3aBepuICHBl. A OBUIM U TaKHe MPOEKTHI, OT pealn3ali KOTOPbIX OH
OTKa3aycs — HallpuMep, OT JI0Ka3aTeNIbCTBA CBSA3M MEXY JaThIIICKUMUA WHTOHA-
LMAMH U 3CTOHCKUMU CTEIIEHAMH JIOJITOThL. A CKOJIBKO MIEH U 3aMbICIIOB OH YHEC
¢ co0oi... B oktsa6pe 2007 r. 0H Bcepbe3 coOMpacs 3aHAThCS, HaIpUMep, aHa-
JIM30M OTHOILIEHUH CIIABSHCKMX MMEH W TJIAroJIOB THIIA 2HOU — 2HOUMb U C
0100peHHeM BCIIOMUHAN B 3TOW CBA3M paboThl Mo cioBoobOpasoBanuio 0. B.
Orxynmukosa (“OTKyHIIMKOB — 3T0 ronosa!”)."”

* Dcmemuyecku cosepuiennas hopma evipadcenuss CMENION U pa3MalIiCTo
MBICTTH, HEpeaKo (pY HATWYUH KPUTHIECKOTO 3apsiaa) OKpalleHHas HPOHUEH —
spKasi yepTa CTHJIS Hay4yHbIX padoT E.

Bort xapakrepHbiii mpumep: “nipecnoByThie Hapyst Hectopa — He Hapon u
HE IJIeMs, a CO03, MPUYEM COI03 He IUIEMEHHOH, a rpammarndeckuii” (Xeu.
2000: 333).%°

Ananorom ctuns E. sBNsieTcs ero yJIMBUTENbHBIH IOUYepK’ — GBICTpHII,
paz0opuuBEIi, 0€3 U3HIIECTB U B TO YK€ BPEMST U3SIIHBIH.

CwMm. B ocobennoctu: OtkymmukoB Y0. B. Ouepxu no unooesponeiickomy cio8006-
paszosanuto. Jlenunrpan, 1967. [IpaBaa, k pa3pIiCKaHHUsIM TOTO K€ aBTOpa IO CyO-
CTpaTHOM OaNTUHCKOW THAPOHUMUU E. OTHOCHIICS BeCbMa KPUTHYECKHU.

OroT o0paszel] cTpagaeT TeM HeJOCTaTKOM, YTO KakK pa3 B JaHHOM ciydae E., mo-
BUANMOMY, OBLT HETIPaB, XOTs U HE TIPU3HAI 3TOTO.

K ocenn 2007 . E. IOTHOCTBIO MOTEPSIT CIIOCOOHOCTH MHCATh MPABOW PYKOH U ¢
TPYZOM OCBaMBaJ JIEBOH PyKOI HCKYCCTBO MOIHCHIBATHCSI.

20
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» “I'ogopum, xax nuwem » 22 ¢ kak-To moxenuics ¢ E. HaOJIIOJICHUEM, YTO
€ro MaHepa roBOPUTh HAlIOMUHAET U3BeCTHOro ckpunaya ['mpona Kpemepa. E.
OTBETHJI, YTO CXOJCTBO IEHCTBUTEIBHO €CTb, U COCTOMUT OHO B KHMXKHOCTH
ycTHOM peun. OH Mor oOpatuthesi K Kommke Kcrome co cremyromeil pedpro:
“Ouepennas mopuus «Pemukcay umn «FOmHu» > MoXKeT GBITH TONOKEHA B
OJIOCYKO JHMIIL TP TOM YCIOBWH, YTO TMPEIBIAYIIas ChEAeHa IMOTHOCTHIO.
Hckmiouenns HEBO3MOXHBI, KaK U yBeJHUeHHe pazMepa nopruu. Ho ects Bo3-
MOKHOCTb BOCTIOJIB30BAThCA TeM OIIOZEYKOM, TAe JEKHUT cyxas muma’. Bce
3TO MPOU3HOCUIIOCH TaK, KaK €CJId Obl OH BBICTYIAJ C OQHULINAIEHON PEUbIo.

Koneuno, mpu HEOOXOAMMOCTH | XeJaHuu E. MOT TroBOpHUTH mpolie — HO
BCErJa M3SIIHO U OCTPOYMHO, YacTO IEepEeHHauYnBas CKazaHHOE COOECEeTHUKOM.
Bot nBa o0Opasua auanoros ¢ yuactueM E. B kauecTBe 0TBeYaroel CTOPOHBI:

— HaBepHoe, pyKoBOJICTBO yHUBEpPCHTETa OBUIO OBl HENPHUSTHO YAWUBICHO,
ecny OBl y3HAJIO, YTO MPHUOBIBIINN HA CTAKUPOBKY B YHHBEPCUTET COTPYIHUK
no6biBan Ha Penep6ane?”!

— OHo Ob1I0 ObI HENPUATHO YAUBIICHO, €CIIK OBl y3HAJIO, YTO OH TaM He I0-
OniBam!;

— Tebe npuxoAnIOCh UMETh OTHOLICHUS C aHTUCEMUTaMHK?

— I uMero OTHOWIEHHs ¢ Moell keHoH MpMmoi, OHa coO MHOMW, 51 aHTHUCe-
MHT,”” — 3HAYHT, 5 TOCTOSHHO HMEIO OTHOIICHHS C aHTHCEMHTOM!

* Ackemusm & cedonusm. E. Bcerma Mao e u (B JIyqIie ToJIbl) JOBOJIHHO
MaJIO CTial, U B 3TOM CMbICIE ObUT ackeToM. BmecTte ¢ Tem, OH ObUT HE 4yKA
YIOBOJLCTBUH, CBA3aHHBIX C MUINEH U OCOOCHHO ¢ muTheM. “‘Hemelkoe muBo
OHO U B M3panse HeMelkoe MUBO~ — FOBOPUJ OH TOCJE MOE3AKH B 3Ty CTpaHy B
2005 T.

IlonsTre 3aBTpaka ObIIO €My 4yX10. JleHb HauMHAJICS C CHTapeT, IpHUIaT-
KOM K KOTOPbIM 4acoB B 8-9 yTpa cTaHOBHWJICA cTakaH Kode 0e3 caxapa, mpuiem,
Ko(e pacTBOPHUMOTO M JIOBOIBHO TocpencTBeHHOro. YacoB B 11-12 oH mor
CbECTb, CKa)KE€M, OJHY-ABE STOJIKH (MaJMHA, KIyOHWKA) WIM BHUHOTPAIUHBIL.
Ob6ena, B obmieM, Toke Kak MpaBuio He ObUIo — dame OyrepOpoa win cia-
JOCTH. Y>KUH, TIpaB/ia UMell MECTO, — B MTOCTIETHHUE OBl 3TO OBUIO YTO-HUOYIb
BpOJie KOTJIETHI WM TaMOyprepa. B menom, mprueM MUIM BOCIIPHHAMAJICS MM
KaK TIrOCTHas HEOOXOOMMOCTh MM Jaxke 3510. Tem, KTo, IO €ro MHEHHIO,
MHOT0 €J1 (HallpuMep, aBTOPY 3THX CTPOK), OH COYYBCTBOBAJL.

Hmest oObIKHOBEHME pabOTaTh 4yTh HE AO yTpa, OH JIIOOMI HOYBIO IMOJ-
KpenuThest iecepToM. [loma ObIIO Beeraa MosHO KOH(PHUTIOPOB, CIaIKOro Cry-

* Cp. B 3uamenuroii komenun A. C. IpuGoenosa I'ope om yma: “Uro ropoput! 1 ro-

BOPHT, KaK mumiet!”.

W3BecTHBIC MapKK KOLIAYbUX KOHCEPBOB, KOTOPBIMU E. KOPMUII CBOIO KOIIIKY.
Paiion ["'amOypra, T11e pacmoyioKeHbI MyOJInIHbIE JOMA.

CwM. pum. 26.

23
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IIEHOTO MOJIOKA, IIOKOJIaAa, KEKCOB, MUPOXKHBIX, CIAJKUX OyJIo4yeK, HOTypTOoB.
Crydanace xanBa, JKelaTeJIbHO poccuiickas. Bee 310 chemanock ¢ Gonplinm
YAOBOJIBCTBUEM. M KOHEWHO, JMO0MMOe OI0J0 — MOpPOKEHOe, KOTOpOe Ha-
CTOJBKO OnarotBopHO neiictBoBano Ha E., 4To BeIcTynano ¢axkTHYecKu W B
KauecTBe JIEKapCTBa.

* Xumpocmo. B Haudane 90-x rr. st xui B oOmexutnn Akagemun Hayk
CCCP B MockBe, 1 OZHaKABI MOH cOCell 10 KOMHATe, OCOOEHHO HE CKPBIBaB-
IV CBOM HAIMOHAJIMCTHYECKHE BO33PEHHs, HEe 0e3 S3BUTEIHHOCTH COOOIINIT
mue: “K TeGe mpHXommT Kakoi-To xutpsiii epeit”.”® E., KOTOpEIi 1 GbUI TeM
CaMbIM €BpEeM, MO-BUAMMOMY, HAILEN 3Ty CIIOHTAHHYIO XapaKTePUCTUKY IPO-
HULATEITbHOW M HE BO3pakaJl NMpPOTHB HEe, — KaK WU IPOTHB €LIe OAHOM,
npo3BydaBiued npu MHe oaHaxabl (1993 r.) us ycr Hapexnasl Koctepkunoii,
JoyepH Hranacanckoro ckasurens Ty0siky Kocrepkuna: “Teor, XKens, npsimo kak
crapsiit epeii”.”” Orger E. 6611 “TloueMy «kax»?”.

YM 1 XUTPOCTh — HE OAHO U TO €. XUTPOCTh y E. OblTa, XOTS U HE OTHO-
cuiiack K HanOoJee BayKHBIM YepTaM ero XapakTepa, U KHU3Hb HHOTIa BEIHYKIasa
ero MoJjb30BaThCs 3TOi YepToil. Botr mpumep. B Hauane 90-x rr. oH npuobdpen
kBapTupy B ComnHIieBo 1o MockBoi, HO MOJIYYHIIOCH TaK, YTO HA 3TY KBapTHPY
TOSIBUJICS €I1le OJIMH MPETEH/ICHT, OTYECTBO KOTOPOTo ObLIO HE Kakoe-HUOY b, a
PropukoBuu. Hu o miianax ero AeicTBUi, HI O HEM CaMOM HHMYET0, KpOME ajpe-
ca, He ObUIO U3BECTHO, U E. mpuaymai pasBenky ¢ MOMM y4acTHEM: 51 IPUXOXKY
K PropukoBudy nOMOH, NpeACTaBISAIOCH COLMAJIBHBIM PAOOTHUKOM M Y3HAIO,
YTO MOTY, O €TO HAMEPEeHMAX. XUTPOCTh B LIEJIOM yaajack. [ 1aBHOe OBLIO B TOM,
YTO y MPOTUBHUKA COBCEM HE TAaKHME€ YXK IIJIOXHE KBapTHPHBIE YCIOBUS (COBCEM
He OelCTBYET), B TO BpeMsl Kak E. HHYEero Kpome YIOMSHYTOW KBapTHUpHI HE
nMmedn. [IpaBna 6su1a Ha cTopone E. m 60prda PropukoBuda ¢ ApHOJIBIOBHYIEM
3aKOHYMWJIACh B KOHEYHOM CYETE B I10JIb3Y [IOCIIETHETO.

* ['ycapckue 3amawiky. B mydiime rogpl XU3HH — KOT/Aa OBIJIO 340POBBE —
E. yacto nemoHcTpHpOBaN rycapckyro JUXOCTb. BOT JMIIB OJMH 3MU30] €T0
rycapcTBa, CBSA3aHHBIN ¢ €ro mocienIHuM npue3noM B HoBocubupck B deBpaie
2001 r., rmaBHBIM 00pa3oM JUIst IPUOOPETEHHUS CENbKYIICKUX MaTepuayioB A. M.
Ky3munoii.

Hopora n3 asponopTa B FOCTHHMILY IIJIa IO OTAAJIEHHBIM paiioHam HoBo-
cubupcka (“3atynuuka”). Bpul mo3mHUI Beuep, XOJNOZHO M TEMHO, Meja

%06 antucemutisMe E. OXHAKIBI BHICKA3ANCS MPUMEPHO TAK: “DTO KaK MHBAIMI-

HOCTh. byaTo y yenoBeka HeT pyku Wi Horw”. JIist Jiydinero mpencraBiieHHs 00
YIOMSHYTOM “aHtucemMutuiMe” E. yMecTHO MpOIUTHPOBATh COUMHEHHYIO UM MPUT-
qy. “OiHmTelH 1 ['nTiep He ObUTH COBpeMEHHUKAMM: DHHIITEHH paHbIle POIHIC,
a T'mtnep pasbwie ymep. Ilostomy I'mTiiep MbUICS MO HECKOJBKY pa3 B IE€Hb, a
OiHIITEeH coBceM He JTr00m MeIThCs. Dirty Jews live long — long live dirty Jews!”.

W Hans, u ee myx Toms, u Tybsxy Kocrepkun — moau, 6muskue E., — Bce yxe
OTOLUIA B MUP MHOM.
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MeTenb. B TecHOM aBToOyce TOSBWICS COMHHTENBHOIO BHAA TPaKIaHWH,
KOTOPBIH BCKOpE M3BJIEK M3 KapMaHa MUCTONET, SIBHO HAcTosumit.”® OH XoTen
pa3Biedbcs, IPUBJIEYb K ce0e BHUMaHHe, MOIyTraTh MmaccakupoB. “Bot, 3aprura-
Ty HOJXy4wI, Ky nymky!” Beem crano He mo cebde, — Tonbko He E. OH ObLT B
BECEJIOM PacHojoKeHuH ayxa. [logoOHO peBONIOLIMOHHOMY MaTpoOCy, OH PBIB-
KOM paccTerayn nainpto. “Crpensii, cBooub!” — KPUKHYJI OH POBHO Tak, Kak
3TO cnenan Obl repol Kakoro-HUOyIb COBETCKOTO (HIIbMa MPO PEBOIIIOLUIO
TPKIAHCKYIO BOIMHY, TIOJICTABIIONTNH TPY/Ib MO Bpakeckue mymu. C ero cro-
poHEbI 3T0 ObLTa OpaBazaa, ryTka. JsapKka ¢ micToneToM pacrepsuics. Beckope oH
BBIIIIEN U3 aBTOOYCa M UCYE3 CO CBOUM ITHCTOJIETOM B CHE)KHOU MTIIE.

U eme oguH 3nM304, — CBA3aHHBIN C myTeniecTBUEeM o O0H Ha TeIioxoue
(mauasio cents0ps 2005 r.) no maBHemy mapuipyty I'. @. Munnepa u napai-
JieNbHOM KoH(pepeHmuer Ha Oopry. Ha mpucrann OKTSIOphCKOE HEOXKUIAHHO
JUTA Bcex W s ce0st camoro E. ObuT IpHHAT B MECTHOE Ka3aybe BOWCKO. ATa-
MaHOM OKa3aJiCsl AUPEKTOP PbI003aBOMa, BEIMKAH C TPOMOBBIM TojiocoM. “KTto
y Bac crapmmii!? Tei, EBrennii? [laBaii BeIITbeM ¢ TOOOH MO CTakaHy BOJKH U
ThI CTaHEUIb HAIIUM Ka3akoM!”. Ataman Bpyunn E. kazankyto mamky u coBep-
i o0psi MOCBAIEHHs B Ka3aku. E. 3aTem mepenan opykue B My3eil XaHTbI-
Mamncuiicka. I xopoio ciena, IOCKOJbKY U OH CaM, M €ro MOIyTYUKHU TaK WH-
TEHCHUBHO UM Pa3MaxWBaJIH, YTO AOOPOM ObI HCTOPHS C IIAMIKOW HE KOHYMUIOCH.
Ho B mamsaru cBomx nomyTuukoB E. ocrancs ¢ mamkod B pykax, HOCpeau
MHOeCTBa OyThUIOK. OH MOT MTUTh MHOTO ¥ BOJKH M TIMBA U YETO yrOJIHO, BCE
MOZIPSIAL, U3YMIISASL OKPYIKAIOIIMX TEM, YTO HUCKOJIBKO HE TEPSIET CaMOKOHTPOJIS,
SICHOCTH MbICIEeH M peuu. Ha Teroxome OH copuil J€HbraMH, Tak 4YTO €ro
0aHKOBCKHI CUET B KOHIIE MTOE3JIKH 3aMETHO yMeHbInmics. Cunsmuii cpenu Oy-
TBUIOK JTOBOJIbHEBIN E. m300paskeH Ha MHOTHX (hoTOorpadusx pasHOTO BPEMEHHU.
[a u s cam BOepBbIE B *KU3HU YBUZEI €ro B Hayase 80-X IT. 32 CTAKAHOM PaKHH.

[IposiBnennem rycapctBa y E. Obl10, KOHEYHO, M HECKOJIBKO OeciadanrHoe
OTHOIIIEHUE K CBOEMY 370POBbIO (“MEHSI HUKaKasi XBOPb HEe Oeper”’) U Takoe ke
— | J]ayKe HECKOJIbKO MUHUYHOE — OTHOILIEHHE K CMepTH. BOT 00 3TOM CTOUT 10~
KaleTh. ..

* JIto606b k xncusomnwvim. B HacnencTso oT mmorudmero ceiHa E. mocranace
komka Kcrorma — u3smiHoe 1 BechMa CBOEHPaBHOE CYIIECTBO, KOTOpOe OH O0Tro-
TBOpWI. KOHEUHO Ha €ro OTHOILIEHUHU K HEH CKa3aJloCh TO, YTO OHA OJMIIETBO-
psina maMATh o cbiHe. B mociennue roasl E. uil TOBOJIBHO 3aMKHYTO, U KOIIIKa
B HEMaJIOH CTENeHH 3aMEeH:Ia eMy OOILECTBO JItoJei. XOTs OHA M COAEpIKaIach
JIOBOJIBHO CTPOTO B TOM, YTO KacajJoCh MUIIM (31€Ch CKAa3bIBAJIHMCH M MPHUBBIUKH
camoro E., KoTopsie, KCTaTH, KOMIKE IUTA TOJBKO Ha TOJB3Y), BO BCEM OCTalb-

* Jlns xenaommx noexats B HOBOCHOHPCK CIEIMATBHO COOOIIAKD, YTO OMHCHIBAC-
MBIM Clly4ail ¢ MUCTOJETOM HE TUMHYEH. J[pyrux Takux ciiyyaeB Ha MOEH MaMsTH
HET.
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HOM €H, KaK CBSIICHHOMY >XHBOTHOMY, MPEIOCTaBIsUIACh TOJHAs CBOOOIA —
HalpuMep, B IIpaBe XOAUTH 10 KJIaBUAType KOMIIBIOTEpA WJIM HEMHOXKO I10-
JpaTh KaKylo-HHOYIb KHHTY. Pa3sroBOpbI ¢ KOMIKOH> M MIPHI ¢ Heil, COBMECT-
HBII OTABIX HA IMBAHE WIM B KpEclie 3aHUMajll MHOTO BpeMeHU. “YX, moimMaro
9Ty KomKy! Ceifuac noiimaro!” — 1 HaUMHaAIach Urpa B IPATKU A0 yNafy.

“Kcromra, oOpaTu, moskanyiicta, BHUMaHue, Ha CyMKy Anekcannpa EBre-
ubeBuua!’’ Heyxenn TeGe He XoueTcs y3HaTh, uTo B Heil? HaBepHska TaMm, eciu
MOKOIAThCSI XOPOILIEHbKO, MOXXHO HaTH MHOTO MHTEPECHBIX Belle. Sl oueHb
pEeKOMEHIyI0 Tebe 3aHAThCS CYMKOW M KaK CIEQyeT MOoApaTh €€ U COAEPKIMOE
kortamu! WM BoOOIIE, TH ynensiens ANeKkcaHapy EBreHbeBUYY CIUIIKO Malio
BHuMaHus. [loyemy Obl TeOe He MONMPOOOBaTH, HACKOJIBKO y HEro KpPENKHE
mTane?!”

Hang muckoi ¢ komauybed €40 BHCENI JUCTHK CO CTHUXaMH OT JIHIA
Kcrommu:

B 6nrooeuxo nonoacero
To, umo mHue nonodHcero.
A umo He nonodicero,

To mne ne nonosiceno.

IIpu orcyrerBun E. Kcroma He Haxoxumna cebe mecTa, a 1o ero BO3Bpallle-
HUU JIOMOH He OCTaBisia HA Ha MUHYTY. [logxonst (ocobeHHO Bedepom, Koraa
BCE CTHUXAIl0) K cBoeMy nomy Ha Alsterdorferstrasse B 'amOypre, E. moganMan
B3IJIS11 Ha TPETUH 3TaX, K OKHY CBOEH KBapTHpPHI U €llle C YJIMIBI BCTyNal B
oOIIeHne ¢ KOIIKOM, HapyIiast TOKOW TUXOH yJIOYKH M TPOMKO KpH4a Ha KoIla-
gnif mana: “Msy-may, Kcroma!”. MoXHO OBIIO yCHBIIIaTh M OTBETHOE MSyKa-
HHe. YBHI, koraa E. B HosOpe 2007 T. clier u moTepsul CrmocoOOHOCTh XOIUTh U
roBopuTh, Kcrola nepecrana 0TOXIECTBIATh €T0 C MPEKHUM CBOUM XO3IUHOM
U 1peObIBaa B COCTOSIHUM MOCTOSTHHOTO CTpecca — Moka ee He 3a0panu [layna
u VBe,”' B 10Me KOTOpBIX OHa ObIBANa M PAHbIIE U IJ¢ YyBCTBOBaNA (H IyBC-
TBYET) ce0sl OUeHb XOPOIIIO.

Pazymeercs, ornomenwne E. xk Kciomre 65110 posiBIeHreM ero Jt00BH K K-
BOTHBIM BOOOIIE, KOTOpasi MPOSBIUIack U B Teopun. OH BO3MyIIAJCs, HAIPH-
Mep, TeM, 4TO JJIsl KOIIeK M CO0aK CYIIECTBYIOT OTPaHHUYEHHS TpHU Iepees3nax
camoinetoM. ‘“JKMBOTHBIC KyJa MEHEE OMAaCHBI, 4yeM Jroau!”

2 Pe‘{I/I, o6pan1eHHLIe K KONIKEC, OBUIN ITOCTOSHHLEIMU U OTJIMYATIUCH OT Ppa3roBopos ¢

JIIOJIbMU JIMIIB UCHOJIb30BaHUEM MexaoMeTui: “Msy, Kcroma, My, — Hy KOHEYHO
THI 1IpaBa!”.

T.e. aBTOpa ATHX CTPOK, MpHexanmiero B ['amOypr.

Paula Jadsalmi-Krueger (Institut fiir Finno-Ugristik/Uralistik, Universitdt Hamburg)
u ee myx, Uwe Krueger.
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E. ObUI TOTOB TIPU3HATH, YTO MPHUBSI3aHHOCTH K KOIIKE B yIIEpO OTHOIIE-
HISIM C JTIOABMH HEHOpMaibHa (“KHBY GHPIOKOM™>), HO He MOT HHYETO C 3TUM
nozaenats, CTpeMlIeHHE YEIUHUTHCS ¢ KOUIKOM, 3aMEHUBLIEH €My CEMBIO, IO
OT JICTIPECCUBHBIX COCTOSHHIA, KOTOPbIE HAYAIINCh ele B 90-X IT., HO CTalld 0CO-
OCHHO YacThIMU mocie cMeptu cbiHa B 2002 1. E. roBopmi, 4To CKIOHHOCTH K
JIETIPECCHUSIM HACIEACTBEHHAS — OT OTIIA.

* *

Urto cka3zarh B 3aKJIIOUEHHUE ATUX OTPHIBOYHBIX 3aMeToK? E. yiien u3 xu3z-
HU PaHO, W 3Ty yTpary HuU4eM He 3ameHuTb. Ero oree3n u3 Poccum cran
norepen A Poccun,” ero CMEpTh CTaja MOoTepel NI eBPONEUCKOM U MHUPO-
BOHM Hayku. M ero *u3Hb M €ro CMepTh OKa3aJMCh MOJHBI Tparm3ma. OH He
OCYLIECTBMJI MHOXXECTBA 3aMbICIIOB, HA HEM IpepBaJICA poA ero npeakoB. OH
OJIMH M3 YUYEHBIX TE€X MOKOJICHUN, KOTOPOE COCTOSUINCH B HayKe B IEpPBbLIC IO-
CJICBOCHHBIC JCCATUICTUS — U CMOTYT Ji OyayInue TMOKOJCHHS NaTh aJeKBaT-
HBIE 3aMEHBl TakuM KpymHbIM ¢urypam, kak E.? Urto xzer B Oyaymem Te
Hay4YHbIE HalpaBJIeHNs, KOTOPHIE OH pa3BUBAJ?

CaMm OH CMOTpeET BIEPEn C ONMTHMH3MOM. Y3Ke Oymydn OOJBHBIM, OH OBLI
HE [IPOYb MOPACCYAKAATh HACUET TOTO, UTO JeT yepe3 200 uCTOpuYECKoe S3bIKO-
3HaHWE OYJIeT JKUTh, M, CKAXKEM, €ro aBapCKO-CIIaBIHCKHE Pa3bICKaHHS COXpa-
HSAT CBOIO 3HAYMMOCTb.

Ham ocraercst 3apsauThCsl 3TUM ONTUMU3MOM U Bepoil E. B mydmme cyb-
Ob1 Hayku. Ham ocraeTcst ero HayyHOe Haclene U ero o0pas — eJMHCTBEHHOE B
CBOEM DPOJIE COYETaHHE MOIIHOTO MHTEJUIEKTa, TeMIepaMeHTa U 00assHHsA, TIPO-
COHSIBIIIEE NIPOYb PYTHUHY, KOCHOCTb U HEJICTIHILY.

Vitabit Libitinam.

Anexcauap E. AHukun
yi. XemayxHnas, 1. 28, kB. 28
RUS — 630090 HoBocubupck

> EgBa M Hy’XHO TOBOPHTE, 4TO B JIyYIIHE OB KPyr obmenns E. Gbu1 upe3BbruaiiHo

LIHPOK.
OH yexan m3-3a 0€37IeHEeXbsI, TUIOXUX JKWIMIIHBIX YCIOBUUA U T.M. OTYero Ciryqu-
JIOCh TaK, 4YT0 POCCHIO MOKMHYIM OOJIBIIMHCTBO KPYIHBIX YYCHBIX?
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ERINNERUNGEN AN EINEN GROBEN SIBIRISTEN
— ZUM TODE VON E. A. HELIMSKI

Uberschattet wurden die Weihnachtsfeiertage des Jahres 2007 von einem
traurigen, jedoch nicht ganz unerwartet eingetretenen Ereignis — dem Verschei-
den des in Hamburg lehrenden Uralisten Prof. Dr. Eugen Helimski (Jevgenij
Arnoldovi¢ Chelimskij) in der Nacht vom 24. auf den 25. Dezember. Es war
dies ein Heimgang, durch den freilich nicht nur die Uralistik eines ihrer be-
deutendsten Vertreter beraubt wurde, sondern vielmehr auch die Sibiristik in
einer sehr viel umfassenderen Breite — war Prof. Helimski doch iiber die Ura-
listik hinausgreifend auf den Forschungsfeldern der sogenannten “Paldoasiatik”
und der Altaistik ebenso wirksam wie an iiber eine reine Linguistik hinausrei-
chenden historisch-vergleichenden Fragestellungen — etwa zu kulturhistorischen
und religionswissenschaftlichen Zusammenhingen — interessiert und in der Lage
auch hier Bemerkenswertes zu leisten. Der V{. des vorliegenden Beitrags moch-
te an dieser Stelle nicht bei den zahllosen Verdiensten des Verstorbenen in so
unterschiedlichen Bereichen wie der Samojedologie, der allgemeinen Uralistik,
der Altaistik, ling. Rekonstruktionen, der Nostratik etc. etc. verweilen (diese
mogen anderenorts gewiirdigt werden), sondern bloB einige vereinzelte person-
liche Erinnerungen Revue passieren lassen.

Gern erinnert sich der Vf. dieser Zeilen zuriick an die vielen interessanten
und fruchtbaren Begegnungen mit Prof. Helimski, der mit diesem das Interesse
an den Sprachen und Kulturen des nordlichen Eurasien in ihrer faszinierenden
Vielfalt teilte. Niemals war hier der Blickwinkel des Verstorbenen “nur” auf die
ural. Volker und Sprachen beschrénkt, nie erblickte er — ganz im Gegensatz zu
bedauerlich vielen anderen — in Sibirien ein zusammenhangsloses Nebeneinan-
der verschiedener Volker, Sprachen und Kulturen. Und selbst dann, wenn Prof.
Helimski sich zu rein uralist. Fragestellungen duBerte, war sein Blick stets {iber
den engeren Gegenstand hinausgerichtet und der Fundus, auf den er hier zu-
riickzugreifen vermochte, wirklich beeindruckend.

Mit Dankbarkeit erinnert sich der Vf. an die zahllosen Ermutigungen, sich
weiter und immer eingehender mit den Vilkern Nordeurasiens, ihren Sprachen,
Religionen und Kulturen auseinanderzusetzen und die unzidhligen Anregungen,
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die hier stets von dem leider viel zu frith Verstorbenen kamen. Dies umso mehr
als die Befassung mit den Volkern und Sprachen allzu vielen anderen “Kolle-
gen” als geradezu befremdend erschien und bisweilen noch immer erscheint.
Das babylonische Sprachengewirr an den Réndern und in den sibirischen Eis-
wisten und die Namen von Volkern in diesem geographischen Grofiraum, die
nur wenigen “Eingeweihten” bekannt zu sein scheinen, mufiten jeden Tiirkei-
Kundler, der sich fiir einen Turkologen hielt, natiirlich ebenso abschrecken, wie
jene Hungarologen und Fennisten, die in der ural. Verwandtschaft im Osten allen-
falls so etwas wie ein Argernis erblickten. Nicht selten wurde die Befassung
auch des Vf.s dieser Zeilen mit den Volkern und Sprachen Sibiriens in armseli-
ger Begrenztheit und vollkommener Verkennung der Bedeutung dieses Raumes
fiir die Turkologie, wie auch fiir nicht gerade wenige andere Forschungsrichtun-
gen, als “abwegig”, “zu weit am Rande liegend” oder gar als “reine Zeitver-
schwendung” abgetan. Welch einen Gegensatz zu solcher Ignoranz bildete doch
die Haltung Prof. Helimskis, der nicht nur stets unterstiitzend wirkte und inte-
ressiert war, sondern zudem durch einen beeindruckenden Erfahrungsschatz und
einen bisweilen iibermenschlich erscheinenden Fleill dazu beféhigt war, hier in
einer Weise disziplineniibergreifend Hilfestellung zu leisten, wie dies nur ganz
wenigen Vertretern der verschiedenen, von seinen Interessen beriihrten For-
schungsfeldern moglich gewesen wire und moglich ist!

Nicht selten waren die Vortrdge Prof. Helimskis auf diversen Tagungen
und Symposien einer der Hohepunkte — wenn nicht gar der Hohepunkt — der be-
treffenden Veranstaltung und mitunter waren die Plaudereien mit dem Verstor-
benen am Rande dieser Veranstaltungen — etwa am Buffet oder beim Kaffee —
lehrreicher und fruchtbarer als die Vortrdge aller iibrigen Referenten. Der Vf.
erinnert sich hier an die von ihm hiufig nach erfolgten Einladungen gestellten
Fragen, die etwa lauteten: “Kommt Helimski auch dort hin?” oder “Wird
Helimski einen Vortrag halten?”. Stets waren diese Begegnungen dann die Ge-
legenheit, sich entweder iiber die jeweils eigenen laufenden Arbeiten und zu-
kiinftige Projekte oder gerade aktuelle Entwicklungen, Neuerscheinungen oder
die Ergebnisse der Arbeiten der Kollegen aus den verschiedenen Disziplinen,
die selbst keine Gelegenheit fanden, teilzunehmen, auszutauschen. So erinnert
der Vf. sich noch der mit dem Verstorbenen am Rande der Jahrestagung der
SUA im Goéttinger Michaelishaus lebhaft gefiihrten Diskussion hinsichtlich des
in einem seiner jlingsten Beitrige (cf. Komparativistika, uralistika. Stati i lekcii.
Moskva 2000, pp. 243-266) gewahlten methodischen Zugangs zur altaischen
Frage. Eine faszinierende Diskussion, iiber die beinahe die folgenden Veranstal-
tungsteile vergessen worden wiren. Es war eine wirkliche Freude, mit Prof. He-
limski solche Diskussionen zu fiihren. Einerseits, weil dieser die Diskussion und
Kontroverse ja offenkundig schétzte (so liel er den Vf. bei einer Gelegenheit
einmal wissen, da3 eine erfolgreich angeregte Kontroverse, eine “kleine Provo-
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kation”, die den wissenschaftlichen Diskurs in Gang bringt, hdufig mehr wert
sein kann, als die — oftmals nur vermeintliche — Losung eines Problems, was
zweifellos zutreffen diirfte) und andererseits weil der Verstorbene ein wirklich
angenehmer Diskussionspartner war — offen fiir andere Ansichten, stets in der
Lage seinen Standpunkt mit gewichtigen und messerscharfen Argumenten, ohne
jeden Anflug von Uberheblichkeit, zu verteidigen und vor allem stets kom-
petent! Wie lehrreich und unterhaltsam zugleich konnte dieser Austausch doch
immer wieder sein. Um wie Vieles werden in dieser Hinsicht kiinftige Veran-
staltungen drmer sein? — Und dies diirfte sicher nicht nur eine Befiirchtung des
Vf.s sein.

Bemerkenswert war freilich auch der Umstand, dall mit Prof. Helimski ein
ausgedehnter Austausch auf Forschungsfeldern moglich war, fiir die es ja sonst
so gut wie keine Ansprechpartner auerhalb Rufllands gab. Der Vf. mdchte hier
bloB an die jukagirischen Studien erinnern — eines der zahllosen gemeinsamen
Interessen. Gerade hier bestand ein besonders fiir den Vf. lehrreicher und inte-
ressanter Kontakt, obgleich Prof. Helimski und selbiger etwa in der Frage der
“uralo-jukagirischen Frage” bekanntlich recht unterschiedliche Auffassungen
vertraten: war die genet. Verwandtschaft des Jukagirischen mit den ural. Spra-
chen vor rund 5-7.000 Jahren fiir Prof. Helimski eine konkrete Moglichkeit, stand
(und steht) der Vf. solchen entfernten Verwandtschaftsverhéltnissen schon aus
prinzipiellen Griinden skeptisch bis ablehnend gegeniiber. Die recht unterschied-
liche Sicht des Problems der Verwandtschaftsverhéltnisse der jukag. Idiome
(wie auch die Haltung zu anderen Forschungsrichtungen, welche “entferntere
Verwandtschaftsverhdltnisse” zum Gegenstand haben) hat den Austausch je-
doch in keinerlei Weise getriibt — dies nicht zuletzt, da Prof. Helimski {iber dem
kleinlichen Gezéink stand, in welches sich die meisten Verfechter wie Gegner
der “uralo-jukag. Frage” so gern verzettelt haben (fiir die altaische Frage gilt im
Ubrigen Ahnliches). Stets war Prof. Helimski an allen Neuigkeiten interessiert
und bereit seine teils iiberragenden Kenntnisse und Erkenntnisse in Bezug auf
das Jukagirische zu teilen. Wohl nur ganz wenige diirften auf diesem Felde Ver-
gleichbares vorweisen kdnnen. So lie3 er dem Vf. stets Kopien neuerer (zumeist
eher schwer zuginglicher) Beitrdge zum Jukagirischen ebenso zukommen, wie
die Unterrichtsmaterialien und Tischvorlagen seiner eigenen Veranstaltungen
im Hamburger Institut. Dartiber hinaus fand Prof. Helimski immer auch die Zeit
zu wahrhaft ausgedehnten Behandlungen interessanter Einzelprobleme der jukag.
Idiome iiber Telephon und Internet. So erinnert sich der Vf. noch mit grofer
Freude an Prof. Helimskis Ausfiihrungen hinsichtlich seiner Betrachtungen zum
jukag. Satz-Focus-System — ein Telephonat von mehr als zweieinhalb Stunden!
Wer findet heutzutage — trotz flatrate — noch die Zeit fiir solche “Fernseminare”,
von dem Problem, daB sich ja offenbar kaum jemand ndher mit dem Jukagiri-
schen befafit hat oder befassen mdchte, einmal ganz abgesehen. Welchen Ver-



30 MICHAEL KNUPPEL

lust die jukag. Studien mit dem Tode Prof. Helimskis — nicht nur in Deutsch-
land, sondern ganz allgemein — erlitten haben, wird sich wohl nur den wenigsten
erschliefen.

Ahnlich wie mit der Teilnahme an diversen Tagungen und Kongressen ver-
hielt es sich mit den jeweils neuesten Publikationen Prof. Helimskis, denen der
Vf. — ebenso, wie zahlreiche Kollegen — mit Spannung und groBen Erwartungen
entgegensahen. Erwartungen, die dann nicht enttduscht wurden. Und nach der
Lektiire jedes Beitrages, dessen Erscheinen so sehr entgegengefiebert wurde,
stand fiir den Vf., wie fir viele andere, stets fest, dal3 Warten wie Lektiire sich
unbedingt gelohnt hatten. Sehr gut noch vermag der Vf., der der Lektiire russi-
scher Texte nur bedingt befdhigt war, sich an die fiir ein wirkliches Verstindnis
der russ. Arbeiten Helimskis erforderlichen Ubersetzungsarbeiten mit der Hilfe
“Pawlowskis” zu erinnern. Aufwendige und bisweilen zeitraubende Unterneh-
mungen, die nach dem Empfinden des Vf.s ohnehin nur die Publikationen einiger
bestimmter Sibiristen — unter diesen natiirlich jene Prof. Helimskis — zu recht-
fertigen schienen. War die Arbeit dann vollbracht, so stellte sich niemals das
Gefiihl ein, Zeit vertan zu haben. Wenn nun auch hoffentlich noch fiir die fol-
genden Jahre mit posthum erscheinenden Beitrdgen Prof. Helimskis zu rechnen
sein wird, so wird dies doch niemals mehr dasselbe sein konnen wie zuvor: fehlt
doch zum einen der in der Vergangenheit hdufig folgende Austausch mit dem
Vf1. derselben und werden zum anderen mit kiinftigen posthumen Schriften wohl
kaum noch AnstoBe zu Kontroversen gegeben, “die den wissenschaftlichen
Diskurs in Gang bringen” (dies entweder aus falsch verstandener Pietét oder aus
schlichter Ignoranz).

All jenen, die das Vergniigen der Diskussion mit dem Verstorbenen hatten
—und wohl mehr noch jenen, die in einem sehr viel unmittelbareren Kontakt mit
ihm gestanden haben, als der Vf. dieser Zeilen, war der Verlust, den das Ver-
scheiden Prof. Helimskis fiir die verschiedenen Forschungsfelder, auf denen er
lange Jahre gewirkt hat, bedeutet, ohnehin schon beim Empfang der betriibli-
chen Nachricht gegenwiértig — vielen anderen wird sich dieser wohl erst allméh-
lich offenbaren. Ohne in die bei solchen traurigen Anldssen leider allzu iiblichen
Lobhudeleien verfallen zu miissen, kann an dieser Stelle der Heimgang eines
grofen Sibiristen bedauert werden.

Michael Kniippel

Seminar fiir Turkologie und Zentralasienkunde
der Georg-August-Universitit Gottingen
Waldweg 26

D - 37073 Géttingen
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ERINNERUNG AN EUGEN HELIMSKI

Obwohl ich von Erinnerungen an Eugen Helimski auch vier Monate nach
seinem Tod unverdndert durchflutet bin, fallt es mir schwer, von thm zu schrei-
ben, ohne seine Laufbahn und die Ergebnisse seiner wissenschaftlichen Arbeit
zu fokussieren. Er war einfach durch und durch Wissenschaftler.

Ende der 80er Jahre bin ich dem Namen Evgenij Arnoldovi¢ Chelimskijs
zum ersten Mal begegnet, im Selkupisch-Unterricht meines damaligen Lehrers
Hartmut Katz an der Universitdt Miinchen — sein samojedologisches Werk wur-
de von Hartmut Katz, ebenfalls Spezialist der samojedischen Sprachen, hoch
geschitzt und immer wieder zitiert. Bald darauf, im Sommer 1990, beim Con-
gressus Septimus Internationalis Fenno-Ugristarum in Debrecen/Ungarn, bin
ich ihm auch personlich begegnet: Es ergab sich, daB3 wir bei einem Vortrag
nebeneinander zu sitzen kamen, und Hartmut Katz sagte mir, um wen es sich
beim jungen, schlanken, schwarzlockigen, bartigen Mann mit der fein geschnit-
tenen Nase und den grof3en, leicht schrig stehenden Augen handelte. An den
Vortrag selbst erinnere ich mich nicht mehr, aber an Eugen Helimski in der
betreffenden Situation umso deutlicher: Nach dem Vortrag meldete er sich zu
Wort und lieferte einen seiner Diskussionsbeitrdge, die ich noch so oft in &hnli-
cher Weise erleben durfte. Er erhob sich mit einer leichten Bewegung zur Seite
hin und sprach, unbeirrt durch seine Suche nach Woértern in der entsprechenden
Fremdsprache, mit ungeheurer Autoritit, Dynamik, Energie und Konzentration.

Ein Jahr spiter, im November 1991, sahen wir uns in Groningen wieder,
bei dem Symposium aus Anlass des 25-jdhrigen Bestehens der Finnougristik an
der Rijksuniversiteit Groningen mit dem Titel “Finnisch-ugrische Sprachen
zwischen dem germanischen und dem slavischen Sprachraum”. Wir wurden
einander vorgestellt und zu viert — mit ihm, Hartmut Katz und meinem spéteren
Kollegen Tiborc Fazekas, der damals schon am Finnisch-Ugrischen Seminar in
Hamburg arbeitete, wo Eugen Helimski fast zehn Jahre spiter mein Vorgesetz-
ter werden sollte — gingen wir in ein Restaurant. Die Samojedologen bestellten
status- und standesgemal gleich mehrere der winzig kleinen Gléser niederlandi-
schen Bieres gleichzeitig, um nicht so lange aufs nichste warten zu miissen, und
rauchten die stirksten Zigaretten, die im Handel erhéltlich waren. Mangels Pa-
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pier wurden die Bierdeckel zweckentfremdet und mit Etymologien vollgekrit-
zelt, man tauschte sich iiber die letzten Vortridge aus und iiber finnougristische
Werke, die in letzter Zeit erschienen waren. Ich war von der Gesellschaft und in
erster Linie von Eugen Helimski so fasziniert, dal Hartmut Katz nach dieser
KongreBreise im Unterricht iiber ihn zum Vergniigen meiner Kommilitonen und
zu meinem Verdrul3 immer nur als “dein Eugen” sprach.

Gespriache wie dieses erste in Groningen, bei Bier und dichtem Tabakrauch,
sollten zwischen uns noch ofter stattfinden — {iber Sprachwissenschaft, seine
Forschungsreisen, Literatur, Musik, Religion, Politik, Geschichte, Fu3ball, seine
Familie und Freunde, Emanzipation — und nicht zuletzt {iber die moralische,
motorische und dsthetische Uberlegenheit der Familie der Felidae. Auch als ich
seine Assistentin am [FUU Hamburg war, bedienten wir uns im nahegelegenen
Restaurant “Backatelle” haufiger der polyfunktionalen Bierdeckel. Da wurden
nun auch weniger erfreuliche Sachen skizziert als Etymologien, manchmal ver-
suchten wir so naiverweise den herangaloppierenden Amts- und Verwaltungs-
schimmel zu zdhmen.

Das deutsche Universitétssystem, das er im Anschluf3 an seine diesbeziig-
lich noch idyllisch angenehmen Forschungsaufenthalte in Berlin mit seiner Be-
rufung auf den Hamburger Lehrstuhl im Jahre 1998 noch sehr gut kennenlernen
sollte, war ihm in vielen Punkten zuwider. So klagte er auch zunehmend {iber
die biirokratischen Pflichten, die er als Institutsvorstand zu erfiillen hatte und
die ihn daran hinderten, seine Forschungen im gewohnten Ausmal} weiterzutrei-
ben. Den Unterricht hingegen genof3 er und er investierte viel Zeit in die Vorbe-
reitung seiner Veranstaltungen.

Diese fiir ihn nach seiner Tatigkeit in Ruflland ungewohnten Pflichten in
der Institutsverwaltung und den universitiren Gremien — er hatte zunichst als
Wissenschaftlicher Mitarbeiter der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Moskau
(1978-1997) und dann als Professor an der Russischen Staatlichen Universitét
der Geisteswissenschaften (1992-1998) gearbeitet — zehrten zusehends an seinen
Kréften. Er empfand seine neue Situation als belastend und teilweise sogar
lahmend, er fiihlte sich regelrecht hineingeworfen in das deutsche universitére
System mit seinen — in Hamburg jedenfalls bis Ende 2006 — vergleichsweise
antiautoritdren Strukturen, und merkte zugleich, daB3 es fiir AuBlenstehende prak-
tisch unmoglich war, die lebensnotwendigen Seilschaften an den Universititen
zu durchschauen, geschweige denn sich mit der ndtigen Chuzpe einzuklinken.
Die deutsche Gesellschaft mitsamt ihren politischen, wirtschaftlichen und sozia-
len Hintergriinden blieb ihm bis zum Schlufl suspekt, was jedoch keineswegs
bedeutet, dal3 er sich mit ihr nicht weiterhin griindlich und kritisch auseinander-
gesetzt hitte. Das hat er im iibrigen auch mit dem politischen Leben in Ruflland
getan, an dem er bis Ende der 90er Jahre aktiv teilnahm. So groB3 der wissen-
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schaftliche Respekt auch war, der ihm von der internationalen Fachwelt entge-
gengebracht wurde, seinen Platz in Hamburg fand Eugen Helimski nie wirklich.

Diese Verlorenheit verschwand jedoch schlagartig in wissenschaftlichem
Kontext. Bei Tagungen 16sten die Vortrage und Fachgespriache bei ihm schon
fast eine Art Euphorie aus. Er blithte auf, wirkte ausgesprochen selbstsicher,
stiirzte sich in Diskussionen, und er tat dies, seinem bemerkenswert breiten wis-
senschaftlichen Spektrum entsprechend, zu unzihligen Themen. Dies zeichnete
thn aus bei seinen 6ffentlichen Auftritten: fokussierte Konzentration, Zielstre-
bigkeit, autoritire Beitrdge. Von seiner Meinung lie8 er sich denn auch selten
abbringen. So vertrat er auch diejenigen seiner Thesen, die von vielen seiner
Kollegen heftig kritisiert worden waren, unbeirrt weiter, so seine Erklérung des
Stufenwechsels in verschiedenen uralischen Sprachen als Zeugnisse eines ge-
meinuralischen Stufenwechsels, oder bestimmte Phdnomene des Ungarischen
als Merkmale einer Tonsprache, oder auch zu Fragen benachbarter Disziplinen
wie der Indogermanistik, der er stets iiber die Mallen kritisch gegeniiberstand.
Zugleich wies er aber z.B. im Unterricht darauf hin, daf} die nostratische Theorie,
die er ebenfalls vertrat, nicht der communis opinio der Finnougristik entspriche
und auch aus seiner Sicht nicht vollig gesichert wire.

Zum Teil wurde er in der Diskussion — anders als im Privatleben, in denen
er Konflikten eher aus dem Weg ging — liberdeutlich, es entwickelten sich hitzige
Streitgespréche, v.a., wenn er das Gefiihl hatte, dafl der Vortragende seine intel-
lektuellen Kréfte nicht so nutzte, wie er es seinen Féhigkeiten nach hitte tun
koénnen und, der wissenschaftlichen Ethik folgend, auch miissen. Er fate Ober-
flachlichkeiten dieser Art als eine Beleidigung der Wissenschaft auf, und fiihlte
sich gewissermallen auch personlich angegriffen, wohl weil er sich so sehr mit
den wissenschaftlichen Inhalten identifizierte.

Diese Phasen auBergewohnlicher mentaler Aktivitdt bei Tagungen und
Kongressen wirkten sich auch auf den zwischenmenschlichen Bereich aus. Sein
SelbstbewuBtsein blithte in der fachlichen Umgebung auf und in der Folge ent-
faltete sich bei Tagungen oder in sonstigen wissenschaftlichen Kontexten auch
sein Charme in nicht-fachlichen Bereichen. Seine sonst im allgemeinen zuriick-
haltende, teilweise sogar schiichterne Art wich einer von Geisteswitz sprithen-
den Offenheit. Er entpuppte sich als Mensch mit auBergew6hnlichem Humor,
oftmals jagte ein Witz — liberwiegend politischer, aber meist politisch gar nicht
korrekter Art — den néachsten, und man lachte Tréanen.

In den letzten Jahren, in denen er durch Krankheits- und Todesflle in seiner
niachsten Umgebung gebeutelt war und zeitweise mit starken Selbstzweifeln zu
kampfen hatte, zog er sich zuriick, nahm auch seltener an Konferenzen teil, aber
nur um die Energie, die ihm die Schicksalsschldge iibrig lieBen, in die For-
schung zu investieren. Auch in seinen letzten Monaten zeigte sich deutlich, daf3
er buchstiblich fir die Wissenschaft lebte. Wohl wissend, dal3 er nicht mehr
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lange zu leben hatte, nahm er sich mit fast iibermenschlicher Anstrengung der
Arbeiten an, die er noch nicht abgeschlossen hatte, ordnete seinen Nachlall mi-
nutids, bestimmte bis in alle Einzelheiten die Fortfiihrung seiner Projekte durch
seine Mitarbeiter und Kollegen. Ich glaube, es ist sehr bezeichnend fiir ihn, daf3
er auch in dieser letzten Phase seines Lebens keine “Schwéiche” zulassen wollte,
sich nicht scheute, unertragliche Schmerzen auf sich zu nehmen, nur um seine
Arbeiten weiter voranbringen zu kdnnen. Systematisch nahm er nacheinander,
in der von ihm nach Dringlichkeitsgrad festgelegten Reihenfolge, noch nicht ab-
geschlossene Arbeiten hervor, sein wertvolles Feldforschungsmaterial aus Sibi-
rien, Notizen und Aufsdtze zu etymologischen Fragen, zum Schamanismus, zu
Sprachkontaktphédnomenen, alten Quellen, Ortsnamen und auch zu nicht-finno-
ugristischen Disziplinen wie der Slavistik und Turkologie.

Weit iiberdurchschnittliche Intelligenz, Eigenstdndigkeit, Unbeirrbarkeit,
mal uniibertrefflich griindlich, mal — vollig begeistert von den neu zu beackern-
den Feldern — zu Schnellschiissen neigend, witzig, wilbegierig, sich selbst und
anderen gegeniiber streng, aber auch voller Liebe und Verstindnis, konsequent
und widerspriichlich wie alle Menschen, die ich schitze — so wird er mir in Er-
innerung bleiben.

Man kann iiber die Trinkgewohnheiten der einzelnen Volker und Volker-
schaften gewil} geteilter Meinung sein. Zhenja stammt aus einer Sozialisierung,
die diesbeziiglich eindeutig ist. So mochte ich ihm diese letzte Ehrerweisung
nicht vorenthalten und erhebe hier ein virtuelles Glas und lade alle Leser dieser
Zeilen ein, in memoriam suam anzustoen oder zumindest ihm im Geiste das
Trinkopfer zu spenden.

Anna Widmer

Institut fiir Finnougristik/Uralistik
Johnsallee 35/37

D —20148 Hamburg
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Einleitung

Schon als junger Mann kam Eugen Helimski auf die Idee, ein allumfassen-
des historisch-etymologisches Worterbuch der slawischen Lehnworter im Un-
garischen zu schreiben. Ungefédhr Anfang der 80er Jahre des 20. Jh.s begann er
damit, Materialien fiir das geplante Werk zu sammeln, doch bald muBte er sich
auch mit anderen Aufgaben beschiftigen, so da3 die Arbeit an den ungarischen
Slawismen nur langsam voranschritt. Dafl ihm das Thema der slawischen Lehn-
worter im Ungarischen weniger dringend erschien, lag zum einen am enorm
breiten Interessenkreis Helimskis, zum anderen aber auch an seiner Uberzeu-
gung, man miisse in erster Linie die aussterbenden samojedischen Sprachen fiir
die Wissenschaft retten, weswegen er es immer wieder nur am Rande anderer
Aufgaben, wenn auch stets mit viel Eifer bearbeitete. Wie wichtig ihm die eilige,
aber solide Feldforschung war, zeigt die Tatsache, da3 er mir einmal, kurz nach-
dem mein Dolganischer Wortschatz (Krakow 1993) erschienen war, zum Teil
im Scherz (denn er liebte paradoxe Formulierungen), zum Teil aber mit einem
gewissen Kummer sagte, dafl ich das Gliick gehabt habe, den Dolganischen
Wortschatz verdffentlichen zu kdnnen, bevor ich nach Tajmyr reisen und dort
erfahren konnte, daf} in dem und dem Dorf noch ein weiterer alter Mann lebt,
der viele Mirchen kennt und altertiimliche Worter, die heute allenfalls noch in
alten Liedern vorkommen, versteht und erkldren kann. Er selbst hatte dieses
“Gliick” nicht, er kannte die Dorfer und die alten Méanner, und er wollte sie
noch alle besuchen, solange sie lebten. Es war ihm sehr wohl bewuBt, da$3 er die
Arbeit mit ihnen nicht ohne weiteres auf spéter verschieben konnte. Das sla-
wisch-ungarische Worterbuch mufite warten. Ein Teil seiner Materialien konnte



36 MAREK STACHOWSKI

Helimski jedoch in Form von Artikeln veréffentlichen, die zeigen, dal} er das
Thema griindlich verstand. Mit der Zeit spielte er mit dem Gedanken, auf ein
Worterbuch ganz zu verzichten, und stattdessen das Problem der slawisch-ungari-
schen Sprachkontakte in zwei Monographien darzustellen. Die eine wiirde dann
das Thema von der ungarischen Seite darstellen (“Slawisches im Ungarischen”),
die andere — von der slawischen Seite (“Slawisches anhand des Ungarischen”).
Auch diesmal gab sich Helimski nicht mit bloBer Traumerei zufrieden, sondern
bedachte den Inhalt und die Struktur der beiden Monographien ganz genau — so
hat er Konzepte ausgearbeitet, und in einem dieser Konzepte sogar bereits die un-
gefdhre Seitenzahl der einzelnen Kapitel geplant (s. Anhang 1). Heute kénnen wir
nur bedauern, dal} er es nicht mehr geschafft hat, die beiden Biicher zu schreiben.

Als er mir im Februar 2007 seine slawisch-ungarischen Materialien iiber-
gab, wullte er schon, dal} er sie nicht mehr zu Ende wird bearbeiten konnen. Ich
meinerseits konnte seinen Vorschlag, daf ich das Thema unter Mitheranziehung
dieser Materialien bearbeiten und als meine Arbeit veréffentlichen sollte, nicht
akzeptieren. Helimski selbst wire es, meinte er, genug gewesen, im Vorwort
genannt zu werden. Das konnte ich, wie schon gesagt, nicht akzeptieren — und
so habe ich ihm versprochen, zumindest das zu edieren, was seinen Standpunkt
prasentiert. Solange er noch lebte, wollte ich die Materialien gar nicht beriihren,
denn ich hitte mich gefiihlt, als schriebe ich seine Todesanzeige schon zu seinen
Lebzeiten. Jetzt aber scheint die Zeit gekommen.

Es ist mein Ziel, Eugen Helimskis Etymologien, Notizen und Kommentare
an dieser Stelle in einer Form darzustellen, die es moglich macht, seine Ideen
und zum Teil auch den ForschungsprozeB zu verstehen. Die umfangreichste
Quelle dieser Publikation ist Helimskis Kartei, aber ich habe in das Worterver-
zeichnis auch seine Notizen, die er auf losen Bléttern und teilweise in Heften
gemacht hat, eingearbeitet. Ob er selbst all diese Notizen hier ebenfalls in dieser
Form darstellen wiirde, wird sicherlich fiir immer unbekannt bleiben.'

Man darf hochstens hoffen, dal er diese Arbeit billigen wiirde. Jedenfalls schétzte
Helimski selbst Arbeit mit Archivmaterialien sehr hoch und er hat sich auch in die-
ser Hinsicht verdient gemacht, so z.B. durch groere Artikel wie “ApxuBHble MaTe-
puansl XVIII Beka mo enuncedickum si3eikam’ (Ilaneoasuamckuii cooprux. JleHnH-
rpax, 1986, 179-212) und eine ganze Reihe von Monographien: [zus. mit U. Kahrs]
Nordselkupisches Wérterbuch von F. G. Malcev (1903) (Hamburg 2001); [zus. mit
H. Katz (1)] Gerhard Friedrich Mueller — Nachrichten iiber Vélker Sibiriens (1736-
1742) (Hamburg 2003); I'. @. Muanep u usyuenue ypanvckux napooos & I'. . Mu-
nep: Onucanue dxcusyuux 6 Kazanckoii 2ybepHu A3viueckux Hapooos, AKo mo uepe-
MUC, 4ysaui u OMAKOS... (penpunm uzoanus 1791 2.) (Hamburg 2005); FOoxcnocens-
xkynckuu crogape H. I1. I'pueoposckozo (Hamburg 2007). Obwohl es sich dem Titel
weniger eindeutig entnehmen 146t, stiitzen sich auch seine Monographien The lan-
guage of the first Selkup books (Szeged 1983) und Die matorische Sprache (Szeged
1997) hauptsachlich auf Archivmaterialien.
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Ein Teil der Materialien wurde aus der Publikation ausgeschlossen. So z.B.
diejenigen Zettel, die keine eigenen Ideen von Helimski beinhalten, sondern le-
diglich Angaben aus fremden Werken (meistens Kn., TESz oder Gyorffy). Un-
beriicksichtigt geblieben sind weiterhin alle Notizen von klarem Arbeitscharak-
ter (Sdtze wie “zu iiberpriifen ist noch, ob...” u.a.) sowie Fragen, Kommentare,
Satze usw., die von Helimski gestrichen wurden.

Eine Mahnung bei der Wahl des zu verodffentlichenden Materials war mir
das Schicksal der Zettel aus der koreanischen Kartei von G. J. Ramstedt, der sie
in seinem koreanischen etymologischen Worterbuch nicht beriicksichtigt hat.
Ihre unkritische Veroffentlichung durch Songmoo Kho (Paralipomena of Korean
etymologies, Helsinki 1982) war ein wahrer Birendienst. Von den von Ram-
stedt gesammelten ca. 5000 Stichwortzetteln wurden ndmlich von ihm selbst fiir
sein Worterbuch nur knapp 2000 herangezogen, und er hatte offensichtlich seine
Griinde, die tibrigen 3000 auszuschlieBen. Die Tatsache, dal3 sie 30 Jahre nach
seinem Tod ungesichtet verdffentlicht wurden, bedeutete daher, da3 auch dieje-
nigen ediert wurden, die Ramstedt zwar (vermutlich in der Anfangsphase seiner
Arbeit) notiert, dann jedoch als unsicher oder gar irrtiimlich aus der Publikation
ausgeschlossen hat. So wurde z.B. korean. mail ‘village, settlement’ mit nur
einem Wort, und zwar mit kirg. mal ‘xBaprai, cenenue’ zusammengestellt. Das
kirgisische Wort ist natiirlich ein Reflex des arab. mahalla(t) (> osman.-tiirk.
mahalle ‘Stadtteil, -viertel’). Offensichtlich wurde Ramstedt das erst spéter klar,
denn er hat diese Zusammenstellung in seinem Worterbuch nicht beriicksichtigt
— schade nur, dal3 er den entsprechenden Zettel nicht vernichtet hat.

Um Situationen dieser Art zu vermeiden und den Autor nicht (ungewollt)
zu blamieren, wurden hier alle unsicheren Notizen ignoriert, obwohl man sich
denken kann, dal} die Tatsache allein, dal3 Helimski selbst sie nicht vernichtet
hat, eher darauf hinzuweisen scheint, dal3 er sie nicht unbedingt alle fiir wertlos
hielt. Jedoch noch einmal: ob Helimski genau dieselbe Wahl treffen wiirde (auch
im Fall des Umschlags mit der Aufschrift “Ommubounsie 3TuM.”), werden wir
wohl nie erfahren.

Mein eigenes Eingreifen in die Materialien wurde hier auf ein Minimum
reduziert. Der russische Text stammt prinzipiell von Helimski, der deutsche von
mir. Wo dies eventuell zu MiBlverstindnissen hitte filhren konnen, steht mein
Text in { }, und dem Text von Helimski ist die Abkiirzung “Hel.” vorangestellt.
Die FuBlnoten stammen immer von mir. Die Sternchen vor rekonstruierten slawi-
schen Etyma stammen von Helimski. Ungarische historische Angaben werden
nur teilweise angefiihrt, denn sie wurden alle von Helimski aus TESz oder
OklISz exzerpiert. Die éltere Literatur wird im Stichwortartikel in [ ] angegeben;
nach der Quellensigle dagegen steht in () eine von Helimski formulierte kurze
Inhaltsangabe zu dieser Quelle — gegebenenfalls mit Helimskis Kommentar. Die
von Helimski im Manuskript hie und da abgekiirzten Worter (wie z.B. npoucx.
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= ‘mpoucxoxaenue’) werden im Abkiirzungsverzeichnis nicht aufgeldst, denn

sie bilden kein System. Sie sind im Text einfach ohne Losung gelassen, wo sie

leicht versténdlich sind, oder aber in { } direkt im Text mit einer Losung ver-
sehen. Die einzelnen Stichwortartikel sind fast alle nach einem einheitlichen

Schema strukturiert worden, es sei denn, Helimski hat einen Artikel selber an-

ders gebildet (was sehr selten der Fall war).

Dem Worterverzeichnis folgen die nachstehenden Anhéinge:

Anhang 1: Inhaltsverzeichnisse von zwei geplanten Monographien (s.o.).

Anhang 2: Eine kurze Liste von Wortern, die Helimski fiir aus der Sicht der un-
garischen Sprachgeschichte besonders interessant hielt.

Anhang 3-24: Listen mit Beispielen fiir verschiedene Lauterscheinungen. — Die-
se stammen von Helimski. Nur relativ wenige dieser Worter befinden sich
auch im Worterverzeichnis. Andererseits lassen sich im Worterverzeichnis
wiederum zusédtzliche Beispiele finden, die in den Listen fehlen; ich habe
die Listen jedoch nicht vervollstdndigt, um so das Originalbild zu erhalten.
— Vgl. Anhang 25.

Anhang 25: Worter mit Reflexen des slawischen Suffixes -ica. Auch an dieser
Stelle haben wir es mit keiner vollstindigen Liste zu tun (so fehlen hier
z.B. ung. gérlice ‘Turteltaube’ < slaw. gorlica; ung. kaboca ‘Heuschrecke’
<slaw. kobylica, u.a.m.). — Vgl. Anhang 3-24.

Anhang 26: Notizen oder fertig redigierte Fragmente, die vermutlich Teile von
Kapiteln der geplanten Monographien sein sollten. — Der Gebrauch der 2.Sg.

“TBOsl cucrema’, “myMaemib au THL...”, usw.) macht den Eindruck, die
Notizen seien fiir eine dritte Person geschrieben worden. An wen genau
sich hier Helimski wandte, bleibt unbekannt. Oder war das eine Art Dialog
mit sich selbst? Aber dagegen spricht der Umstand, dal die 1. und die 2.Sg.
auch in ein und demselben Abschnitt gebraucht werden kénnen.

Eugen Helimskis hungaro-slawistische Publikationen

1988

1. [abstract] Benrepckuii s3pIK KaK WCTOYHHK ISl MPACIaBSHCKOW PEKOH-
CTPYKLMHU U PEKOHCTPYKLMUH CIaBSIHCKOTO si3bika [laHHOHMM. — X Meowcoy-
HapooeH Kouepec Ha ciagucmume.: Peztomema na odoxnaoume. Codus,
1988, 78.

2. Benrepckwii S3bIK KaK MCTOYHHMK JJISI TPACIAaBIHCKON PEKOHCTPYKIUH H
PEKOHCTPYKLIUH CIABSIHCKOro si3bika IlanHoHMU. — Craganckoe A3biKo3HA-
Hue. X MeowcOyHapooHulil cve30 cragucmos. Joknaosl cosemckoli oeieaa-
yuu. Mocksa, 1988, 347-368 [nachgedruckt in Xemumckuit 2000 (s. Biblio-
graphie): 416-432; auch: www.helimski.com].
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Kirdly n olasz. K ncTtopun paHHHX CIaBSHO-TIOPKO-BEHI'€PCKUX CBS3€Hl. —
Cnassane u ux coceou. Mecmo 83aumnblx 61UAHUL 8 Npoyecce 0OujecmaeH-
HO20 U KyTbmypHo2o passumus. Dnoxa geodanusma: COOPHUK me3ucos.
MockBa, 1988, 53-55 [nachgedruckt in Xemumckuit 2000 (s. Bibliogra-
phie): 433-435; auch: www.helimski.com].

CnaBsiHckul nHTepauanekT B Benrpuu Apmnanos? — Crassne u ux coceou.
Mecmo 63aumnvix 61usHUll 6 npoyecce 0OWECMBEHHO20 U KYAbHYPHO2O0
pazsumus. Inoxa gpeooanusma: Coopuux meszucos. Mockna, 1988, 63-66.

1989

CrnaBsiHCKOE KOWHE B BeHrpun AprajgoB U NPOUCXOXKICHHUE CIIaBSIHO-BCH-
repckux TonoHuMoB B TpancunbBanuu. — Mamepuanwt x VI Meacoynapoo-
HOMY KOHepeccy no uzyuenuio cmpan KOzo-Bocmounoti Eeponsi. Jlunesuc-
muka. Mocksa, 1989, 48-55 [nachgedruckt in Xemmmckuit 2000 (s. Biblio-
graphie): 462-466; auch: www.helimski.com].

W3ydeHne paHHHUX CIIaBIHO-BEHTEPCKHX S3BIKOBBIX OTHOMIeHNH (MaTepua-
JBl U WHTEpHpeTanuu. Borpoc 00 3THOS3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTaX BEHTPOB C
BOCTOYHBIMH cliaBsiHaMu). — Craganosedenue u 6arKanucmuka @ Cmpanax
3apybexcnoti Esponvt u CIIIA. Mockpa, 1989, 184-198 [nachgedruckt in
Xemumckwmii 2000 (s. Bibliographie): 404-415; auch: www.helimski.com].

1990
K xoprnycy paHHHMX CIaBSHCKHX 3aMMCTBOBAaHHH BEHIEPCKOTO SI3BIKA. —
Uralo-Indogermanica. barmo-ciaesnckue s3viku u npobiema ypaio-unoo-

esponetickux ceszei: Mamepuanvl 3-eil 6anmo-ciassaHCKol KoHgpepenyuu,
I. Mocksa, 1990, 76-82 [auch: www.helimski.com].

1991

[abstract] Slavic/Latin/German stress and Hungarian vowel harmony. —
Finnisch-ugrische Sprachen zwischen dem germanischen und dem slavi-
schen Sprachraum: Symposium aus Anlafy des 25-jdhrigen Bestehens der
Finnougristik an der Rijksuniversiteit Groningen. Groningen, 1991, 14.

1992

Slavic/Latin/German stress and Hungarian vowel harmony. — Finnisch-ug-
rische Sprachen zwischen dem germanischen und dem slavischen Sprach-
raum. Vortrdige des Symposiums aus Anlafy des 25-jihrigen Bestehens der
Finnougristik an der Rijksuniversiteit Groningen. Amsterdam — Atlanta,
1992, 45-54 [nachgedruckt in Xemnmckuit 2000 (s. Bibliographie): 456-
461; auch: www.helimski.com].
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

1993

[abstract] Panmsis cnaBsHCKAsE XpUCTHAHCKAS TEPMHHOJIOTHS B BEHTEPCKOM
s3eike. — XI Medzindarodny zjazd slavistov: Zbornik resumé. Bratislava,
1993, 117-118.

PaHHsis cllaBSHCKass XpUCTHAHCKAS TEPMUHOJIOTHS B BEHITEPCKOM SI3BIKE. —
XI Meswcoynapoousiii cve3d cragucmos. Cnasanckoe a3viko3uanue. /loxna-
0wl poccutickotui denecayuu. Mocksa, 1993, 46-64 [nachgedruckt in Xemum-
ckuit 2000 (s. Bibliographie): 436-451; auch: www.helimski.com].

1998

[Diskussionsbeitrage]. — XI Medzinarodny zjazd slavistov. Zaznamy z dis-
kusje k predmesenym referatom. Bratislava, 1998, 32-35, 63-65, 82-84,
136-137, 443-444 [auch: www.helimski.com)].

2000

JIeKCHKO-CEeMaHTHYECKUE PAapUTETHl B PAHHHUX CIIABSIHCKUX 3aMMCTBOBa-
HUSIX BeHrepckoro si3eika. — [Urspriinglich auf dem Symposium zum 100.
Todestag von F. Miklosich (Wien 1991) vorgetragen. Publiziert erst in Xe-
mamckuit 2000 (s. Bibliographie): 452-455; auch: www.helimski.com)].

2003

Bécs und Pécs vor dem Hintergrund der ungarischen Vertretung der slawi-
schen Nasalvokale. — Bakro-Nagy M. / Rédei K. (ed.): Unnepi konyv Honti
LaszIo tiszteletére. Budapest 2003, 181-193 [auch: www.helimski.com].

Worterverzeichnis

abajdoc dial. (1320/1325) (vgl. auch 1590: abajnac; abajnoc (UMTSz) u.a.) ‘1.

CMEIIaHHBIN; 2. CMECh P)KAHOTO U MIICHUYHOTO 3€pHA; 3. 3aMyCOpEHHOE
3epHO’ [Kn. 1: 55 und TESz 1: 88 (< *obalidvojbcw); EtSz 1: 34]. — Hel.:
{EtSz, Kn., TESz:} < *obojvonuce, cp. ciaBil. muain. obojenec ‘repmadpo-
IUT’, CT.-CJIaB. OBOHHN'® 0bojnb; ciH. obdjen ‘zu beiden gehorig’. — {Dazu
Hel. noch:} umu < *obojodwcy uepes abajondoc, abajndoc; cp. ct.-cnas.
OBOKRAQY ‘EXTEP®IEV’, CIH. 0bojod ‘TIo 06e CTOPOHBI’, IP.-P. OROKAY,
pyc. 060100nwiii — @acm. 3: 106. — {Spiter ohne Kommentar darunter dazu-
geschrieben:} obojedvnvco. — {Auf der Umseite:} Cwm. eme: TpyOades in
EsukoBejcko-eTHOrpad)cKu m3cieoBanus B namer Ha akaj. Cr. Poman-
cku, C. {= Codus}, 1960, 142-143.

abajnac, abajnoc — s. abajdoc.
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abal (1580) ~ abarol (1561) ~ aball (dial. 19.Jh.) ‘o6Baputs’ [EtSz 1: 5 (cxpB.
WIN CNH., TAe goiaruid a); Kn. 1: 55-56 (monrora BTOpHUYHA M €€ BO3PACT
nemsBecTeH); TESz 1: 89]. — Hel.: < slaw. *obari < *obvari-: cXpB. CIH.
obariti, cnBu. obarit.

abarol —s. abdl.

Ablanc(-patak) (1233: in vallem ... Ablanch) ‘mputok p. Pemnue B M. Baur’
[Stan. 2: 8 & Kiss 37 — 06a u3 Jablonscwy; Moor 1936: 19]. — Hel.: < ? slaw.
obvlanicy. Cp. @acm. 3: 103 *obslv < *obvblv.

abraz (< altung. abraz) (1372/1448 bis 1617) ‘o6pa3’ [RMGI. 62 (ca. 1560:
<abraazy — abrdz daxTudecku HEW3BECTHO; dbra, abrdzat — ocHOBa s
TaKOro Hamucanwus; auan.: abrdzat Gyergyo, Cekerihénn); Kn. 1: 57-58 (c
npet. 06 accum. — manmiine); TESz 1: 90-91]. — Hel.: < slaw. obraze. —
Vgl. rdsza.

abrosz (1372/1448; ca. 1395; ca. 1405: abru3z [!, mit -u-]) ‘ckarepts’ [Kn. 1:
59; TESz 1: 92-93]. — Hel.: < slaw. obrusws id.

agar (1193: Agar hn.; ca. 1395: agar) ~ dial. ogar ‘ronyas cobaka’ [Kn. 2: 584-
585; TESz 1: 101]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. ogars. — Zu diesem Wort s. heute Sta-
chowski 1995 (2003).

Aka (seit 1437) Ortsname, Komitat Komarom-Esztergom [Kiss 43 (zum Perso-
nennamen Ok oder Ortsnamen Akes). — Hel.: < slaw. oko.”

akal — s. akol.

akna (1197/1337: Acnahege; 1222: Akana (comn. {= consHasi} xomb); 1621: ako-
naja) ~ dial. akona ‘maxra, MmuHa; (CT.-BeHT.) coystHas Konb u ap.” [EtSz 1:
48-49 (rnacHblil B akana, akona — Ha BEHT. TMOYBE M HE IMOITBEPKIAcT
*okwvno); Kn. 1: 60-61 (uet, noareepxnaaetr)]. — Hel.: < slaw. okwvno —
OOBIYHO ‘OKHO’, HO Cp. 4ell. okna Pl. ‘MBI, IIaXTHI’; CXPB. 0kno TK. ‘TIax-
Ta’; OOJT. OKHO TK. ‘coll. {= consgHas} komb’ . — @acwm. 3: 128: He *okno.

akol (*akal) (akolok, akola — aklok, akla) (1037: Okul ropon; 1130-40: Ocol ro-
pon) ‘oBuapHhs, xieB’ [EtSz 1: 49-50; Kn. 1: 62; TESz 1: 118 (Cym1. ommo.
9TUM. {= CyLIECTBEHHO OUIMOOYHAast STUMOIIOTHsA} U3 TIOpK. (Munkacsi NyK
27, 161). Ho cp. B. o/ < Tiopk. *ayul (TESz 2: 1072-1073) ‘xneB’, oTpaskeH-
HOE B CT.-BeHTI. Kak 1211 Bureuohul hn., Luoul. T.o., konTamunanusa *akal
{ *ayul — akul > akol. Bo3M0O>XHO, HCXOTHBIA B-T {= BapHaHT} COXpaHECH B
akal)]. — Hel.: < slaw. okol» (cnH. okol ‘oBuapHs, 3aron’, 4ak. okol ‘cBu-
HAapHUK’, CT.-TIOJILCK. 0kOf ‘3aroH, OBUApHS’, YKP. OKill, OKOy ‘3aroH’.

* Wortl. ‘Auge’, aber das Wort wird im Slaw. auch als Bezeichnung von Teichen,

Seen und Quellen gebraucht, vgl. poln. Morskie Oko, See im Tatragebirge; ukr.dial.
60K0 ‘yrIyONleHHe B CKalle, W3 KOTOpOro tedeT Bozma’; sonst vgl. auch den krimtat.
Ortsnamen Karagoz, urspr. sicherlich ‘Schwarze Quelle’ (Jankowski 2006: 824f.)
sowie estn. silm ‘1. Auge; 2. Meeresarm, Meerenge’; fiir andere Beispiele s. auch
Helimski 2008.
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akona —s. akna.

alaj —s. olaj.

alé(jos) — s. olaj.

Aranyosgadany —s. Gadany.

atracél (1401: Atrochel szn) ‘pacrenne Anchusa’ [Kn. 1: 67; TESz 2: 196 (j- >
¢- B Benr.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. etrocélv. — Cp. DCCH 6: 72-73 (*etro) u 3:
179-180 (*célv); uem. jitrocel ‘Plantago’, cnuk. jitrocel ~ jatrocel id. (Ma-
chek 229 c yka3. ma npem. F. V. Mares’em *jedro-celv).

babona (1533: babonakual; 1697: babonas) ‘cyeBepue; (CT.-BEHT. TK.:) KOJIOB-
cTBO, Bopoxko6a’ [Kn. 1: 70-71; TESz 1: 211]. — Hel.: < slaw. bobona. Cp.
OCCA 1: 111 *bobonw | *babunw /| *babona ¢ vemooueHkoi Gopm ¢ bo-:
cnBil. bobona ‘cyeBepue’, MONbCK. zabobon, yKp. 3a0000H, 6060Ha, pyC.
3a6060mub1, cM. ECYM 1: 106 u 2: 214; dacwm. 2: 70; SP 1: 288 (bo- ~ ba-).
—Iozmu{ee}?

Babot (1217: Bobeth) Ortsname, Komitat Gy6ér-Moson-Sopron [Kiss 71 (mera-
71 HeHaAekHBI); Stan. 2: 15]. — Hel.: < slaw. Bobovscs.

Bag Ortsname. — Jlp.-Benr. Bdg (1278 Bog), Benr. Bag < cnas. bogs? — B kaue-
CTBE CJIABSIHCKOT'O MCTOYHHKA MOXKHO TpeAronaraTh Jimbo *bogs (> Mak.
602 ‘tumor’, yKp.auall. 60e ‘XKeIyAOoK; TIePBOe OTICICHUE JKeIyIKa >KBad-
HBIX XKUBOTHBIX, pyOeI’, cp. Takke CXpB. bogav ‘OTEKIIHA, HAOYXIIIHA ,
ciH. zbogati se ‘ucnoptutbes’, bogor, -orja ‘tumor, unpeit’; cm. DCCA 2:
159-160 u ECYM 1: 219-220), mu6o aHamor (Wi MEPEeHOC) THAPOHNMA
*Bogw ‘FOwxmbiit Byr’ (ap.-pyc. Bor, ykp. Boe, nonsck.” Bég > pyc. Bye,
cp. Takxke Boyod B Const. Porph. DAI 42; cm. @acwm. 1: 227). 3HauutensHO
MeHee BepOosTHO ciaB. *bogwv ‘deus’. — [lo Bcell BEpPOSATHOCTH, TOTO Ke
npoucxoxjenus ¥ MH Bag B menbe Ilem, kotopoe JI. Kuiiin BO3BOAUT K
np.-BeHr. JIM Bogu (1138/1329) n manee mpenroioXKUTENIEHO CPAaBHUBACT
¢ cr.-monbck. JIM Bog (Kiss 73). OmHako He MEHBIIME OCHOBAaHUS UMEET
nont coboli cpaBHenue JIM Bogu ¢ BeHT. bog ‘y3en’, CIOBOM (UHHO-YTOp-
ckoro npoucxoxaenus (tak B TESz 1: 321).

Bagamér (1281: Bagomer; 1225: Bagamerium) Ortsname, Komitat Hajdu-Bi-
har [Kn. 73 (BemBoaut u3 borommp, etc.); Stan. 2: 17 (*Bugumir, -mér, co
cceutkoit Ha Mopomkua 16)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. Bogomeéry (Bogomeérs).
[Mouemy we {ung.} Bagmer? — Vgl. Budmér.

Bagota —s. Bakta.

Bajot (1202: Boiotth; 1244: Bayoth) Ortsname, Komitat Komarom-Esztergom
[Stan. 2: 20-21; Kiss 75 (unaue, HO HeyOen.: bajat ‘pon ory3or’)]. — Hel.:
< ? slaw. bojevbco.

> Hier wurde vermutlich poln. Bok (Kiss® 1: 262) mit poln. Bug verwechselt. Zu dem

letzteren s. insb. Babik 2001: 104-106.
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Bakéca (1332: Bokolcha) Ortsname, Komitat Baranya [Stan. 2: 22 und Kiss 76:
< Bukovica]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. bekovica wim bokovica (3CCA 1: 183 *beka
—uBa Salix vitellina i Salix viminalis).

Bakta Ortsname. — [Ip.-Benr. Bdgotd (1232/1360 Bagotha, 1338-1339 Bokcha
[o: Boktha]), Benr. Bakta (Nagy-, Kisbakta) < cmaB. *bogata (x.p.) (3CCA
2: 158) wm *Boguta (runokopuctudeckas dhopma k JIWM tuna *Bogwvdanw,
*Bogumilw, *Boguslave u on.). K poneTrueckomMy pa3BuTHio (BO BTOPOM
OTKPBITOM CJIoTe ciaB. *a > np.-BeHr. *d@ > o > () wiu cnaB. *u > Jp.-BeHT.
u > 0> ()) cp. BEHT. pajta (np.-BeHT. payata- 1363) ‘capaii’ < cnas. *pojata,
BEHT. szolga (np.-BeHT. zuluga 1222) ‘cnyra’ < cnaB. *sluga. — Ha Teppu-
Topuu BeHrpun mpexactasieHsl enie no KpaiHei mepe 4 TonoHuma Bakta
(ob1B1L. Meabe Cabomu, Abayit, Xesemn, ['€mep), cm. Stan. 2: 23-24 (¢ mpo-
W3BOJILHOM 3TUMOJIOTHEH OT bak- + -ta); Kiss (sub Baktakék, Baktalorantha-
za, Egerbakta, naercs cpaBHeHue co cT.-cxpB. JIU Bokta). Kpome Toro,
nmeetcs (Pécs)bagota B menpe bapanss (1262/1413 Bagatha), cm. Stan. 2:
17-18 (cnaB. *bogata nnm, cxopee, *Boguta); Kiss 505 (cnaB. *Boguta, ato
Xy’e corjlacyeTcs ¢ Ip.-BeHrI. HancanueM Bagatha); Gyorffy 1: 275.

Balastya (seit 1760) Ortsname, Komitat Csongrad [Kiss 80: < dial. balustya
‘egyligyli’ ?7]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. boltisce (3CCA 2: 179).

Balsa (seit 1291/1383) Ortsname, Komitat Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg [Kiss 86: <
bal ‘newwrit’, Baldzs? ~ cxpB. Balsa?]. — Hel.: < slaw. bolvsa.

ban (1116: banus (nar.); 1146: ban) ‘0an, npaButens’ [Kn. 1: 74-75; TESz 1:
236 (< aBap.: EtSz 1: 267-269)]. — Hel.: < cxpB. bdn, 6oinr. Mak. ban (Aau
HEIocCp. U3 aBap.?).

banya ‘1. dial. nencOubIit ucrounuk (1577), Banna (1585) u ap.; 2. maxra (?
1240; 1332)’ [Kn. 1: 76-77; TESz 1: 241; EtSz 1: 151-152]. — Hel.: < slaw.
bana (OCCS 1: 151-152 crpamaeT oT Hey4deTa BeHT. MaTepuanal).

Barad —s. Borod.

Baranka (1273: Borynka, 1274: Baranka) Ortsname (= slowak. (Suchd) Brorika
/Bronka. — Hel.: < slaw. *bronvka (or uBeroobo3HaueHus *bronwv, CM.
OCCH 3: 41-42; ykpaHCKUM JUalleKTaM HEU3BECTHO).

barazda (1130-40: brazda) ~ dial. berazda, bérazda, borazda, borozda etc.
‘0oposnma’ [Kn. 1: 81; TESz 1: 247 (tpynHoo0BicHUMO borozda)]. — Hel.:
<slaw. brazda < borzda.

barkoca dial. (1257: Burcolcha (itec); 1279/1380: borcolcha; 1325: Borkoucha-
fa 1350: Barkolchafa) ‘Gepeka; Sorbus terminalis {= poln. brzek ~ (jarzab)
brekinia; dt. Elsbeere}’ [EtSz 1:294-295; Kn. 1: 82 (pa3ButHe Kak B parlag
< prélogv); TESz 1: 252]. — Hel.: < {ung.} barkovca < slaw. barakovica <
berékovica < mann. brékovica < berkovica (QCCS 1: 194-195 *berka,
*berkw, *berkoveco — a 3t0 {= die Form berkovica, rekonstruiert anhand
des ung. barkoca} memocrarontuii x.p.). — Cren. ato: Hadrovics 1960: 6.
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Baské (seit 1467) Ortsname, Komitat Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén [Kiss 94: cnas.
*Baskov wiu ot cT.-BeHT. Bas JIN]. — Hel.: < slaw. bozvkovs.

Battyan Ortsname, belegt in verschiedenen Komitaten seit 1198 [Kniezsa 1943:
195 (meuss. npoucx.); Kiss 589 (ot umenu Bothan ~ Botond; ? ot xabap-
CKOTO TUIEM. Ha3BaHUs, MEHEe Bep. cliaB. poucx.); Berrar StSI. 12: 54 (1)].
— Hel.: < slaw. botvjans ‘(6onbmoit) auct’ (DCCH 2: 226-227); cr.-vell.,
MOJIBCK. (> CHIIIK.), C COMHEHHMSIMH B oO1iecinaB. mpousH. — SP 1: 342-343.

bazsar —s. bazsa-rozsa.

bazsa-rozsa (ca. 1577: bafarofa) ‘nuon, Paeonia’ [EtSz 1: 316-317; Kn. 1: 85;
TESz 1: 262-263]. — Hel.: < slaw. boza; 6onr. (BEP 1: 62) 6dorca ‘nus
Mmak, Papaver rhoeas’ (cp. DCCA 2: 228 B crathe boZurs), 10.-cnas. boZurs
‘iioH, (Oonr. Tk.) aukuid Mak’ (DCCA 2: 228). — KontamuHanus U Ha
ClaB., U Ha BeHr. no4Be? OTCyTCTBHE COBCeM paHHMX ¢ukcaiuii. Cp. ca.
1470: bazar ‘Peoniaca’; 1520-30: bozsir; 16.Jh.: basal Rosa ~ busia Rosa,
bufir rofa, Buser; 2. Halfte des 16.Jh.: buzser; 17.Jh.: Bafur; 1807: Bazsal,
Bazsal-rozsa. — {Auf einem anderen Zettel:} 3acnyxuBaeT BHUMaHUS TaKKe
CT.-BeHI. BapuaHT bazsar (ok. 1470: bazar ‘Peoniaca’), KOTOpBIA MOXKET
oTpaxartb *hozarv unu *bozars.

Bégany (Kis-, Nagybégany) (1332/1335: Bygan, Bekan) Ortsname (= slowak.
[< ung.] (Mala, Velika) Behan). — Hel.: < ? slaw. *béganv (< *bégati, s.
DCCA 2: 58-59).

*bélc altung. (1521: belch; 1635: belcs) ‘Oemnsbrii, cBeTbIil (MacTh)’ [Kn. 2: 595
(sub belc; Bcnen 3a Zolnai Nyr 35: 198 conoct. Takxke ¢ ciH. bélec, cXpB.
bélac < bélvcw, uro He npoxomuT)]|. — Hel.: < altung. *bélca < slaw. belica
(BCCA 2: 64-65). — Cp. mmuan. belice (¢ 18 B.) ‘Oenas oBHa’ < PyMBIH.
belita < cmas. (TESz 1: 27).

berazda — s. bardzda.

bérce dial. (seit 1816 — He moxert ObITh cTapoe!) ‘Jochscheide, Rippenbein,
Netznadel, Wagenschwengel — Banek mososzku’ [Kn. 1: 88-89; TESz 1:
282-283]. — Hel.: <slaw. bordsce (OCCA 3: 166; ECYM 1: 169-170; SP 1:
429-430 (6¢épye < *bvrdvce)). — Dacmep 1: 159: 6épye, 6épyo ‘GeprioBast
KOCTB’, TUaN. ‘CBas IS YKPEIUICHHsI PHIOOJIOBHOW CHACTH . DTHMOJIOTHH
yaoBiI. HeT. — {S.u. borda}.

Bereg (1214/1550: Beregu; 1232/1360: Beregh; 1233: Bereyg; 1323 und 1327:
Bereegh) Ortsname (= slowak. Brehy). — Hel.: < slaw. *brégy (< *bergwv,
cM. DCCA 1: 191-192). — Mcxoaubiii 00JUK BEHTEPCKOTO TOIOHUMA Berég
orpaxarotr HanucaHus Bereyg, Bereegh. CoBpemenHast ¢popma ¢ KpaTKuM
TJIACHBIM BTOPOTO CJIOTa OTPa)KaeT BTOPHYHOE BOCTOYHOCIIABSHCKOE BIIHS-
HHUE, 0OTYACTH, BO3MOYKHO, 1 KOHTAMHUHAITHIO C BEHT. berek ‘poma’ (4TO 0CO-
OCHHO BEpOSATHO JUIA TOMOHWUMA Beregszasz [npousHocutcs Berekszasz],
cnoxxeHue < Bereg u szdsz ‘cakcoHen’). — B cBeTe mpeasioxKeHHOW BhIIIe
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UHTEpIpeTanyn, YKp. bépezose, pyc. bépecogo MOTYT HEMOCPEICTBEHHO
MPOIIOIDKaTE ciaB. *Bergovo (em. DCCA 1: 189). wem. ciBu. Berehovo <
BOCT.-CJIaB. (MHAYe OKHIAIO0Ch OBl *Biehovo, * Brehovo).

Beregdaroc —s. daroc.

Beregszasz — s. Bereg.

béréna — s. borona.

*Bernece (1245: Burnuce; 1281: Bernechepataka), in: Bernecebarati Ortsna-
me, Komitat Pest [Kiss 107]. — Hel.: < slaw. bronsce wmu bronica (Cp.
DCCHA 3: 69-70 *brovna); wnu bvrna.

Berzence (ca. 1228/1230: Burzence {sic!, Bu-}) Ortsname, Komitat Somogy ~
Borzonce (1234: Bezenche; 1261: Berzencha; 1320: Berzence) Ortsname,
Komitat Zala [Stan. 2: 48 und Kiss 107, 125-126: < *berzonica (x bepe-
3a)]. — Hel.: < slaw. bwrzonica oder bwrzinica oder bvrzanica (cp. 6oinr.
ovp3zanuya ot 6vp3 [BEP 1: 102], bdp3una peka [ibid.]). — Ansonsten s.
OCCH 3: 136 fir *bwrzina (yxp. 6opsuxa ‘ovictpuna’), 3CCH 3: 139 fiir
*bvrzens (CXpB. Op3aH, Op3an ‘ObICTPHIR’).

beszéd (1318: Bezedkeu hn.; 1372/1448: bezedekett; 1416/1450: ¢bezéd) ~
dial. beszéd [be-] ‘peunr’ [Kn. 1: 90-91; TESz 1: 289]. — Hel.: < slaw. beséda
(OCCHA 1: 211-213; na c. 213 sBHO ommbo4yHO *besédv/*besedb Ha OCHOBE
CXpB.nHaN. 6ecjed, 6écjéo [Hel.: cxpB. < BeHr.)). — *séd-, eciu k sésti.

Bilke (1338-1339: Bylke) Ortsname. — Cornacuo {hier Platz fiir bibliographi-
sche Angaben frei gelassen} HasBanme sroro {???, = dieses Ortes} (1 ox-
HOBPEMEHHO pekH, mputoka bop:xkasel) orpaxaer cnas. *bélvka (cm. DCCA
2: 81-82), ykp. binka. 1o xpaiiHeld Mepe CTOJNb e MPaBaONoA00HbI U APY-
THE BAPUAHTHI CJIABSIHCKOM 3TUMOJIOTHH — HAaIIpuUMep, ot *bylvka / *bylvka
‘cTebenb, TpaBa’ (cM. DCCS 3: 149). Ilpu mo00oM perieHn: HyKHO Tpe-
noJjarath BApUaTHBHOCTh M B3aMMOBIIHSIHUE BEHT., CIIBI. U YKP. HA3BaHUH.

bocs altung. (nur 1444: boch) ‘6onbioii cocyn mis Bura® [Kn. 1: 95]. — Hel.: <
slaw. bwci (OCCSA 3: 107-108) mmm bwvce (DCCA 3: 108 — TonbpKo CiH. bud,
boc, bec).

bocska (seit 1587) ‘6ouka’ [Kn. 1: 95; TESz 1: 316]. — Hel.: < slaw. bscvka. —
MoskeT ObITh HOBBIM 3aUMCTB.

Bodmér — s. Budmeér.

bolgar (1138/1329: Bulgar szn.; 1356: Bolgar szn.) ‘Gonrapun’ [Kn. 1: 98; TESz
1: 332]. — Hel.: < slaw. bwlgars (unu u3 Tropk. bulyar, ? OykB. ‘cMech’).

Bolkacs (1319: Bolkach) Ortsname in Siebenbiirgen, Komitat Kis-Kiikiillo =
pym. Balcaciu, nem. Bulkesch [Kniezsa 1943: 223 (Heu3B. mpoucx.)]. —
Hel.: <slaw. bvlkacv ‘*60pMmaryH, 3amka’, cp. 9CCA 3: 117-119.

borazda —s. barazda.

borda (1355: Bordas szn.; ok. 1405: bdda) ‘6€épmo (rpebeHb B TKAIIKOM CTaH-
ke); (c 1578:) pedpo’ [Kn. 1: 100-101 (6e3 yBep. B BO3M. OTOXI. ‘O0Epmo’ u
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‘pebpo’); TESz 1: 343-344 (cxoncTBo OEPAO U Ip. {= IPYAHOI} KIECTKH)].
— Hel.: < slaw. bordo ‘6épno’ (OCCA 3: 164-166). — 6époo ‘dacTb TK. {=
TKAIKOTO} CTaHKa B BHJIE TPEOCHH, CITYy>KUT U IPUOMB. yTKa, HAIP. YeIl-
HOKa U OIpeAel. paccT. HUTel ocHOBBl'. OTCI0aa, — ‘yCTO#, OCTOB, OIOP-
Hasl yacTh, cTepkeHp’ — {???} {monbck.} auan. na jedno brdo ‘na onun
manep’,* ? cioBun. bjdrdo ‘mofMOBBIE JOCKH B JIOAKE’, PyC.aHal 6Epoo
‘IIMT JJIs YCTAHOBKU OEPIaHOK e€3a {= 3ampy/bl} JUIsl JIOBJIU PhIObI 3UMON’,
YKp. 0époo ‘KaMeHHUCTast 3eMJIs, TBEPIBbIA TPYHT , OO0pOo ‘MepTBas pyka,
MepTBas Hora’ [ECYM 1: 169: HescHo]. Eme 6oiee 0TIETINBO 3Ta cCeMaH-
TuKa B *borduce, cM. JCCA 3: 165 u berce {s. hier oben: bérce}.

Borod nur altung. (1264/1270: Borod; 1357: Brod). — Hel.: < slaw. *brods (cm.

OCCH 3: 36-37). B coBpeMeHHOM BEHIe€pCKOM sI3bIKE TOITOHHUM, BEPOSITHO,
nMen Obl BUA Barad.

borona dial. ~ béréna dial., altung. (1406: Berena; 1510: Borona) {‘Holzstiick,

Balken’} [OklSz. 88; Kn. 1: 103 (mrepB. B-T {= nepBUYHBIN BapuaHT} béréna,
JIPyTOil B-T — B pe3-Te {= B pe3yjibTare} cMmenieHus ¢ borona ‘GopoHa’);
TESz 1: 347 (xak u Kn.; < cnas. bruveno, cp. cT.-c1aB. Ep'bBRHO [B DCCA:
oposvro!]); Amoor 246 (M.0. u *6vpro napamt. ¢. {= dopma}? — pyc.
bepro, pymbiH. birnd)|. — Hel.: < slaw. brovveno, borveno? (3CCH 3: 72-
73); u brvveno/bvrveno?; cp. ICCA 3: 71: *brove (oTkyna -no) < *brvve
yepe3 accummanmio. — {Auf einem getrennten Zettel mit dem Titel: “*bobr-
vono”:} OTMETHM, YTO B TIONIB3Y MOA00HON peKoHCTpyKIun {d.i. *bsrveno},
HapsAy ¢ BBIABUTaBIIMMHECS paHee aprymentamu (J. Rozwadowski RS 1:
251; ®@acwm. 1: 209), cBUACTENLCTBYET BEHT. AuaN. béréna, borona |[...], kak,
MO-BUAUMOMY, B PYMBIH. birnd. 3tH GOpPMBI O€3 3aTpyAHEHUH BBIBOISTCS
13 *borveno (¢ npeamonoxenneM o6 ynpomenuu Cv > C {d.i. rv > r}, cp.
cstitortok, muan. csétérték < Cetvertvkv; muan. csétért < Cetvertv), B TO
BpeMs Kak TpU HUCXOAHOM ciaB. *brwveno (Bern. 1: 92) mmu *broveno
(OCCA 3: 72-73) oxupanoch Obl pa3BUTHE TaKOTO THUIA, Kak B biirii “Moc-
K’ < brove. — Vgl. biirii.

borozda —s. barazda.
Borsova ~ Borsva ~ Borzsova ~ Borzsva ~ Bozsva, FluBnamen. — {In dieser

Skizze wurde an einigen Stellen Platz fiir bibliographische Ergidnzungen
frei gelassen. Die Stellen werden hier nicht gekennzeichnet.} 1. Menux
yCMaTpuBal B TONOHUMax Tuma Borsova / Bizsva 3aMMCTBOBaHHBIE BEH-

4

Die Notation (na jedno) brdo ist vermutlich defekt, denn das Wort liegt in dieser
Form in poln. Dialektwdrterbiichern nicht belegt vor. Wie mir der Krakauer Dialek-
tologe, Jozef Kas dankenswerterweise berichtet, ist das Wort in siidpoln. Dialekten
(sowie in der Weberfachsprache) als bardo ‘Geschirr im Webstuhl’ bekannt. Der
Ausdruck na jedno bardo bedeutet also wortlich ‘nach ein und demselben Geschirr’,
d.h. ‘in ein und dieselbe Weise’.



EUGEN HELIMSKIS MATERIALIEN 47

TFePCKHUM SI3BIKOM CJIaBSIHCKHE 00pa30BaHUs OT JAPEBHEBECHICPCKOTO0 UMEHH
Bors (~ Benr. bors ‘depHBI niepelr’), OTPAKEHHOTO TaKyKe B MHOTOUHCIICH-
HBIX TONMOHWMAaX Tuma Bors, Borsi, Borsod. 3. Moop TpakToBal MX Kak
oTtpaxkeHus cinas. *Borisova, ot JIU Boris (< *bor ‘outsa’) (UJb 7: 438).
Oty Touky 3penus noanepxkanmu M. Kanexa u S. CraHucias, KOTOPBIH pe-
KOHCTPYUPYET CIaBSIHCKUH MCTOUYHUK CKopee Kak *Borsava ot JIU *Borsss
(cp. Taoke Smilauer 1932: 440-441). JI. Kumr CKIOHSETCS K 0OBICHEHHIO
npejuio)keHHoMy Menuxom, toraa kak J[. Kpumro u p. cuutaroT 3TUMO-
JIOTHIO TOMOHWMA Borsova HeBBIACHEHHON U MPEIMOYUTAIOT OTAEISTH 3TO
Ha3BaHue OT Bors, Borsi, Borsod. — O0e npencTaBIeHHBIX B BEHI€PCKHUX
paboTax STUMOJIOTHUH, BO-IIEPBBIX, UTHOPUPYIOT TO OOCTOSITEIBCTBO, YTO H
Borsova/Borzsova B 3akapnartbke, U Bozsva — peku, B CBS3H C UeM UX 00pa-
3oBanue ot JIM ¢ momoripio cyddurca npuHaIICKHOCTH MAJIOBEPOSATHO;
BO-BTOPBIX, HE HAXOAAT OOBSICHEHUS CIIABIHCKHE U BEHIepCKHe (GOPMEI C Z
(zs). C yderoMm 3TOTO CleayeT OTAaTh 0e3yCIOBHOE MPEAIouTeHHe BO3BE-
JICHUIO pacCMAaTPUBAEMBIX TOIIOHUMOB K cliaB. *Bwrzava (OykB. ‘Oonee ObI-
ctpas’). YKp. bopoicasa HeIOCPEICTBEHHO OTpakaet 3Ty npadopmy. s
BEHIePCKOTO CIeAyeT MpenoyaraTh 3aKOHOMEpHOE pa3BuTHE *Bwrzava >
Ip.-BeHT. *Bursava (B mepuon jao mosiBieHus GoHemsbl [Z]) ~ *BurZava,
oTKyna gaiee Borsova ~ Borsva ~ Borzsova ~ Borzsva (¢ 4aCTHIHON WITH
MIOJTHOW PeNyKIUer TITACHOTO BO BTOPOM OTKPBITOM CJIOTE€ TPEXCIOXKHOTO
cinoBa) u Bozsva (M3 Borzsva, ¢ MTWANEKTHBIM Pa3BUTUEM JIOITOTO O U3 OF
nepe]] CTCYCHUEM COTJIACHBIX ).

Borsva —s. Borsova.

Borzs(o)va —s. Borsova.

Bézsva — s. Borsova.

bodon (1469: ? bodon szn.; 1484: Bodonkwth hn.; 1685: dobondkbe; 1794: bo-
don) ‘ommon; (seit 1484) cpy6 konoana’ [Kn. 1: 106-107; TESz 1: 357-358].
— Hel.: <slaw. bvdbns (JCCH 3: 113-114); hopMbI M.p. — TOJIBKO B FO.-CI1.

*Bordoce (1324: Burzeulche; 1381: Berzelche; 1405: Brzelcz; 1524: Berzel-
cze), in: Iklodbordéce Ortsname, Komitat Zala [Stan. 2: 68 und Kiss 288:
<slaw. *Berzovica, *Berzonica]. — Hel.: < ?? slaw. bvrzd[ovica] (3CCA 3:
135 — *bwvrzdv (TONbKO nOp.-pyc., 6enop.), *bwvrzdica (TOABKO CXpB. 6p30uU-
ya ‘cTpeMHHHA’).

Borzonce — s. Berzence.

Budmér (1291: Budmer), in: Kisbudmér Ortsname, Komitat Baranya [Kiss
338 (cpaBH. ¢ umenem byoumip etc.)] ~ Bodmér (1311: Budmer) Ortsna-
me, Komitat Fejér [Kiss 114]. — Hel.: < slaw. Budimérv. — Vgl. Bagameér.

burjan (1343: Burian szn.; 1673: burjanok) ‘0ypssH, copasak’ [Kn. 1: 113; TESz
1: 391-392]. — Hel.: < slaw. bursjans (3CCH 3: 99-100, ¢ coMHeHUsIMH B
oOmiecnan. xap-pe).
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buta I altung. (1199: ? Butha szn.; crona ym: 1577 ‘3arHyTsiif KBepxy’?) ‘TiIy-
b, Tynoi (ct.-BeHr.)’ [TESz 1: 395-396 (wewsB. mpowucx.; ciH. butart
‘Tymo#, Tiynblii’ < BeHT., kKak u HeM. (Tpanc.) buta ‘buta’; cmaB. oOBsCH.
ommn604n0); EWU: Unbek. Urspr.; cm. EtSz!]. — Hel.: <slaw. buta (OCCS
3: 101-102); monbek. buta ‘Hochmut, Hochnésigkeit’, ykp. 6ymad, cin. buta
‘Tymoif’.

buta Il ‘3aruyTsIif kBepxy’ —s. buta l.

biirii (1322/1364: Munkadbrui hn.; 1673: bortc) ‘moctux’ [Kn. 1: 114; TESz 1:
403-404]. — Hel.: < slaw. brove (OCCH 3: 71-72: < *brvve). — Vgl. borona.

cuca arch., dial. < szaca altung., dial. (1388: Zulchas szn.; ca. 1395: zulcha [s-];
ca. 1405: chucha; Mitte 15.Jh.: sziica) ‘1. (arch.) xornbe; TOpH. BepIInHA; 2.
(dial.) Bsi3asibHAs uria; 3a0cTpeHHas najika etc.” [Kn. 1: 118; TESz 1: 458-
459 (Bep., ¢ 10.-cnas.)]. — Hel.: <slaw. sulica < sudlica.

csahol (? csahol) altung. (1458-1560 (OkISz 112): chahol, chyahol) ‘Bunx py-
bamkn’ [Kn. 1: 119 (BeBomuT U3 *Cachwls, HO NOMyCKaeT U CTapoe 3alM.
u3 ce-)]. — Hel.: <slaw. cexvls (QCCA 4: 35-36); op.pyc. MEXOA ~ MAXOA'h,
CIIBLL. yAap. Ha 2-M cliore.

csakany (1393: ? Chakan szn.; ca. 1395: chakan; 1517: chakanyokkal) ‘kupka’
[Kn. 2: 604-606; TESz 1: 469]. — Hel.: < slaw. cakanv (3CCA 4: 12-13)
WM HETOoCp. U3 TIOPK. cakan — MeHee Bep. {= BEpOSATHO} BBUAY CeM. {=
CEMaHTHKH } .

Csala (1356: Chala) ‘1. c.-B. mpenmecThe (HbIHE YacTh) CekenidexepBapa, M.
Oetiep [cmoTpuT Ha bynanemr]; 2. 10.-3. npeamectbe Bonyhad’a, M. Toins-
Ha [cMotpur Ha ITeu] (1299: Chala)’ [(ad 1:) Kiss 154, Kiss® 303 (ot JIU
Chala (1211) ot csal ‘oomanyts’); (ad 1, 2:) Stan. 2: 100 (¢ coBepiIeHHO
nHBIMU 00bscHeHMsMHE)]. — Hel.: < slaw. celo (OCCH 4: 45; cp. ciH. ‘100,
nepeIHss, BRICTYIIAIONIAsl CTOpOHA TIpeaMeTa: (ppoHToH, dacax qoma’).

Csalar (= cisu. Celdry) Ortsname, Komitat Nograd [Stan. 2: 101 (Bo3BoauT K
Calari)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. celar(i) ‘~ xuTenu npearopss’.

Csatar 1. (1141-61: Chitary) Ortsname, Komitat Zala [Kiss 157; Stan. 108-109
(< scitars/i)]; 2. = pymbid. Cetariu (1213: Catar) Ortsname in Siebenbiir-
gen, Komitat Bihar. — Hel.: < ? slaw. cCetars/i ~ Cetarjv/i; vgl. slaw. ceta >
ung. csata.

csava (1546: Cawaban; 1565: czdua) ‘myOunpHOe BemecTBo’ [Kn. 1: 123-124;
TESz 1: 487-488 (oTmMeuaercsi, 4TO 3Had. {= 3HaueHue} = 6oJir., HO opma
# 6onr.)]. — Hel.: <slaw. §¢ava (®acwm. 4: 495).

csavka —s. csoka.

cs€émér — s. csomor.

Csencs(e) Ortsname. — Hel.: Becbma BeposaTHO, uTO cinaB. *Cestja > *Cesca ‘va-
ma’ (cm. DCCA 4: 109 — pedaekcsl OTMEUEHBI TOJIBKO B BOCTOUHOCIABSH-
CKOM apeajie, HaunHas ¢ Ap.-pyc. XI B. MALLA) OTPasKEHO B TOIIOHUMAX M3
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komutara Bani: 1401 Czchenczche, 1452 Chenche. CootBercrBytoliue
dopmer 06e3 koHewHOTro TiacHoro: 1359, 1424: Chench, 1486: Chencz,
coBp. Német-, Horvat- n Tarodcesencs (Hem. Deutsch-, Kroatisch-Tschan-
tschendorf u Tudelsdorf) — Ha3zBaHus nepeBeHb, Csencs — XyTOp MEKIY
Nagykolked u Saroslak. 3t popMbI BTOPHUYHBI M BOSHUKIIM B pe3yibTaTe
MEePEOCMBICIICHHUSI KOHEUHOro -e Kak Px3Sg (Németcsencse ‘Hemenkas
Csencse’ — Németcsencs-e ‘Csencs Hemna’ — Németcsencs). — CMm. 00
aTHX TonoHmMax Moor 1936: 23, rne npemaraetcs o0bsicHeHne Csencs n3
cnas. *Cencice wma *Cenk-je ot anrpononuma Cenko n noj. (IMMHHYTHB
K VIcen wim COOTBETCTBHE JIp.-BEHT. TNYHBIX uMeH Chenk, Chenka v T.11.).
OpHAaKO CYIIECTBOBAHUE OJJAHTPOMIOHUMHYECKUAX TOIIOHMMOB IMPE/IoJiara-
emoro Moopom 061uKka (B OTIMYME OT TOHOHOMHB Tuma uemr. Cenkov,
xopB. Cenkovo, xotopsle namu 6b1 B BeHTepckoM *Csenkd wmu *Canké {!,
9: *Csanko}) mpeacTaBiaseTcss MaJIOBEPOATHEIM. — B (hoHETHYIECKOM OTHO-
IIeHnH o0pamaeT Ha ce0s BHUMaHHWE oTpakeHue *stj (*SC) B Buae cs B
MOCTKOHCOHAHTHOW TO3UIMH. [...] Cp. TaKkke cnaB. *-gfj- > BEHT. -encs-
(*letja > lencse ‘ueueBuna’, *swretja > szerencse ‘cuactoe’). — Hapsgy c
stuM — Csencsice (Hem. Zunkendorf) B CnoBakuu (o6aacts Crui) < cias.
TUMHUHYTHBA *Cestjica > *Cescica.

Csencsice — s. Csencs(e).

cserény [-er-] dial. (1338/1395: ? Cherenthow hn., ok. 1395: cheren) ~ dial.
cserin ‘TUICTCHOE W3 TPYTHEB U3JCIHE; NPUMHTHBHOE JKUJIbE MACTYyXa,
HU3Kas BEPh Iepe]] BXOJIOM B KyXHIO B KPECTBSHCKM JIOME; YacTh MEYU
WIM CTeHbl Bo3jie meuyn wiau odvara; Flechtwerk; niedrige Flurtiir eines
Bauernhauses; Teil des Ofens oder der Wand {am} Ofen’ [Kn. 2: 813-815
(ompoBepraer cnas. stumonoruio); TESz 1: 507-508 (we mpunumaet ee);
EWU: “Abl{eitung} aus einem fiktiven Stamm”, zu serit, siirii, serény]. —
Hel.: <slaw. cerénv/v (OCCH 4: 64-65; 6onr. ‘BepXHsis 4acTh ouara’).

cserin — s. cserény.

csérésnye — s. csérésznye.

csérésznye (OkISz) (1256: cheresna(fa); ca. 1395: cherefnye) ~ dial. csérésnye,
cserésnye, csorosnye, cserosnye (Hel.: TecHast cBs3b € ¢ sn BM. szn?) ‘de-
pemmas’ [Kn. 1: 129-130; TESz 1: 509-510 (¢s : s > c¢s : sz, Kak B csésze)]. —
Hel.: < slaw. c¢résena (crésena ?) < cersona (3CCH 4: 78-79). — B cBerte
BCETO CKa3aHHOTO B 3TUM. HCT. HEJIb3sl HCKIIOYHUTH 3aUM. H U3 HHOTO UCTOY-
HHUKa, BUAMMO, BOCXOJSIIETO K JIaT. cerasina ~ ceresina ‘BUIIHEBas . —
Bce matko. B-T 1256 1. M.0. -na wiu -na; ecnu -na, TO pasB. B -iie M.0.
BHYTPHUBEHT. WU PE3-TOM {= pPe3yJbTaTOM} IOBT. 3aNMCTB. {= ITOBTOPHOT'O
3aMMCTBOBAHHS } ; HE UCKII. M 3aMM. BEHT. > CJIaB. IO Kp. Mepe 4acTu (Gopm;
B-T C -7a M.0. TIOATBEPKA. PEK-I[HH {= MOJATBEPKICHHE PEKOHCTPYKIIHH }
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*-na, cormacao @acmep I'pCnIt 3: 224 -Aig on BIUSHUEM aHAIOTHH C
BULULHSAL.

cserosnye — s. csérésznye.

Csert6 (1360: Chertw) Ortsname, Komitat Baranya [Kiss 162: cser ‘cserfaerdd’
+ 0 ‘ocHoBanune’]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. ¢ortove/alo (ACCS 4: 165).

csésze [-é-] (ca. 1395: chezeu; 1498: Cheze) ‘wamka’ [Kn. 1: 131-132 (132: B
CT.-4ell. @ BHYTPHU CJIOTa MEXIy 2 MIEPBUYHO I1ajaT. COTJ., & B KOHIIE CJIora
mocJie TepBUYHO majnaT. coril. B XII B. perymspHo pasBwicsa B e: *CeSe.
Judr-mmus {= qudTonruzamwms (1)} monroro ¢ B yenr. npowusomnnia B XIV B.,
T.0. BEHT. CJIOBO MOTJIO ObITh 3amM. Mexay XII a XIV B. Benr. -sz- — pe3-t
mucenM. {= pesynptar quccummisinuu); TESz 1: 512-513]. — Hel.: < gp.-
yen. ¢ése < slaw. casa (QCCA 4: 30-31).

csobolyé ‘GouoHoKk, cocya mis muths’. — Hel.: < ? slaw. ¢vbVi(j)a.

csoka (1138/1329: ? Cauka szn.; 1211: ? Choucha szn.; ca. 1395: choka) ~ dial.
csavka (moBT. 3amM.) ‘Tanka’ [Kn. 2: 616-617; TESz 1: 547-548 (cxn. {=
CKJIOHSIETCS } K Miee O He3aBUC. oHoMaT. ipoucx.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. cavvka
(OCCA 4: 31-32), HO cp. TK. Tat. (Mul.) cawka, 6ank. cauka etc.

Csoma (1327 Chama) Ortsname (= {slowak.} Coma, {ukr.} Yoma). — Hel.: < ?
slaw. *Cuma; B 3TOM cilydae COBpPEMEHHBIC CIIABSHCKHE (HOPMBI < BEHT.
WHTepriperannio 3aTpyaHSIIOT 3TUMOJOTHYECKHE TPYAHOCTH, CBA3aHHBIE
co ciaB. *¢uma (cm. DCCS 4: 133 sub *cumw; Taxoke TESz 1: 550 sub cso-
ma ‘pestis’ u TESz 1: 573 sub csuma ‘nodxa, kodaH, cTe0enp’; mocieaHee
HECOMHEHHO CBS3aHO C PYMBIH. ciumd ‘Tioder, pocTok’).

csorda (1282/1325: Charadajaras hn.; 1291: Churda; ca. 1395: chorda, cherda)
‘cranmo, rypt’ [Kn. 1: 141-142 (Bo3M. *Corda; vnu u3 cxpB. *crida); TESz
1: 555-556 (uepe3 cséréda)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. cerda (ue créda!) (3CCH 4:
60-61; Tom. 4: 315-323), ?*corda. — Cp. csoroszlya < ¢réslo < cerslo! (Mo-
JKET OBITh PETYJISIPHBIM).

csoroszlya — s. csorda.

csorpak (1887, MTSz) ‘msankosiueuctas cets’ [Kn. 1: 143 (< ykp., monbck.)]. —
Hel.: < slaw. ¢vrpaks (QCCH 4: 158); ykp. uepndx ‘Buj pelOOJIOBHOM CeTH’,
nosbek. czerpak (Linde, DCCA met: < ykp.?). — Ckopee BCero, HOBOE 3aHUM.

csomer —s. csomor.

csomor (1135/1262/1566: ? Chemer hn.; 1553-61: csemer; 1563: csomor) ~ dial.
csémér, csdmer (BO3MO)XHA KOHTaAMUHALIUS C SOMOF CTPUTYLLUHA JHIIai’
~ $6moOrdg ‘CMOPIIUBATLCSA’ OHOM.) ‘TOLIHOTA, OTBPALICHHUE (IMaN. TaKKe
‘y3enok mox koxkei’)” [Kn. 2: 618-619; TESz 1: 563-564 (npeyBenuunBast
ceMaHT. TpyaHocTH)]. — Hel.: < slaw. cemerv, -» (3CCA 4: [-»:] 52-53,
[-6:] 53-54). Ho cp. ¢emorv (OCCA 4: 146) ¢ oTyacTH COBIAJ. 3HAUCHHEM
(TmodbCK. IuaN. czmer ‘MeNOYb, NPSIHB ~ Yell. Cemera ‘TaoCTh, NPSHb ;
CIIH. Cemér ~ ¢mér ‘11, THOH,; mocana etc.”) (Benr. — cvmu/ers/v). Cp. ung.
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cs6bor ~ csébér ‘ymar’ < ¢obure {vgl. poln. ceber id.}. — [loznu{ee} 7 —
{In einer getrennten Notiz heiit es noch:} Bokamm3m BeHrepckoro cioBa
MO3BOJISIET [...] MymMaTrh, YTO CIABSIHCKHA HCTOYHWUK WMET BUA *Combrv
wi *Comers.

csorosnye — s. csérésznye.

Dabrony (1311: Dobrongonusfalu) Ortsname, Komitat Veszprém [Stan. 2: 156-
157 (cpaBuuBaercsi ¢ uem. Dobiin, monbck. Dobrzyn etc.); Kiss 171 (~
yern. Dobrori szn.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. dobryni (3CCSI 5: 46-47).

Dalocsa (1193: Dolosa) ‘mone B8 Bogyiszl6, Komitat Tolna, Ha Gepery Hynas’
[Stan. 2: 138 (u3 Dolasa)]. — Hel.: ? <slaw. dolica (3CC4 5: 61 ‘nonuna’).

Damak (1279: Domok; 1478: Damak) Ortsname, Komitat Borsod-Abatj-Zemp-
lén [Stan. 2: 138-139 (tax); Kiss 172 (x Domokos wnn k uemt. Domek <
Domaslav etc.)]. — Hel.: ? < slaw. domwvkws.

*Damas(d) (1138/1329: Damala), in: Ipolydamasd Ortsname, Komitat Pest
[Stan. 2: 139; Kiss 291]. — Hel.: < slaw. Domass (# 9CCH 5: 68 *domatjv).
Cp. weur. Domas JI; ap.-p. Aomaul.

Darany (1229/1550: Dran; 1437: Daran) Ortsname, Komitat Somogy [Stan. 2:
140; Kis 173]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. dvrans (OCCA 5: 217-218); cp. ap.-pyc.
APANL; CIIBIL. drarna ‘OecrulofHas mouBa’.

Dargéce (1360: Dorgoch; 1448 Dargocz) Ortsname, Komitat Somogy [Stan. 2:
141]. — Hel.: <slaw. dragovsco < dorgovece.

Darné (seit 1336; 1341: Darno, Dorno; 1348: Darnow) Orts- und Bergname
[Kniezsa 1942b; Stan. 141, 142; Kiss 173, 174: Bo3Boadar x *Dwsrnovs (0T
dvrnv)]. — Hel.: <slaw. drénove < dernove (3CCH 4: 208 ‘ku3miioBbIii’). —
Vgl. Darnoc, Darnoca.

Darnéc (1446: Darnocz) Ortsname, Komitat Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén [Stan. 2:
141 (*Drnovec/-vci)]. — Hel.: < slaw. drénovece < dernoveco. — Vgl. Dar-
no, Darnoca.

Darnéca (1494: Darnocza) Ortsname, Komitat Tolna [Stan. 2: 141 (< *Drnovi-
ca)]. — Hel.: <slaw. drénovica < dernovica. — Vgl. Darnd, Darnoca.

dardc ‘1. HescHOro 3HadY. CJIOBO (IBIT. {= MBITAETCS} OOBICHUTH KaK Ha3B. {=
Ha3zBaHWe} mpodeccuu) B cied. KOHT. {= CIeAyIOUINX KOHTeKcTax}: de
populis nostris, qui drawe uulgo dicuntur 1263-70 (AUO 8: 20); populi
drauch (ibid.); terram Dumuslou (= DomoszI6) in comitatu de Aba Vyvar,
in qua populi drauch in antea residebant 1263/94 (AUO 8: 70); 2. psan To-
noHuMoB, cM. Kiss 103-104 (Beregdardc); Stan. 2: 142 (1284: Drauch)
[NB! Daroca']; 3. cepmsra; cepmsixHast Tkanb (1349: darouch)’ [Kn. 2:
622-623 (daréc' ‘cepmsira’ < ? dvravecs ot dorati, derave; ddaroc® {sic!: d
— o0} — cnaB., HO Hem3B. {?77?, = ‘mpoucxoxaeHus’ }); TESz 1:596 (‘cepmsara’
— HeusB. ipoucx.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. Drava n.n. {= npassiii nputok} JyHas
(tp. 4péfog, nat. Dravos ~ Dravus; y An. ok. 1150 Droua), cxps. Drdva,
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ciH. Drava (> B. Drava). — Cpe MHOTOYHCIIEHHBIX TOTIOHUMOB Dardc Ha
TEPPUTOPHH HCTOPUYECKOH BeHrpuu [...] NWIIbP HEKOTOpBIE HETOCpPEen-
CTBEHHO BOCXOIAT K ciaB. *dravecw/i, npyrue ke OTpaKaioT Ip.-BEHT.
daroc — Ha3zBaHWE OJHON M3 STHONMPO(ECCHOHAIBHBIX TPYNIT (BOCXO/SIIEE,
BEPOSITHO, K TOMY K€ CIaBSHCKOMY HCTOYHHKY), cM. Stan. 2: 142; Kiss
103. YuursiBasi, uto Beregdardc BniepBble GUKCHpYETCS B (JOHETUIECKOM
o0nrke, CXO0JHOM co ciaBstHCKUM TporotunioM (Drauch), stor TomoHum
CKOpee OTHOCHUTCS K TIEPBOU W3 Ha3BaHHBIX Tpynil. — S. auch Bereg.

Darza (~ Darza-patak) ‘mputox p. Mapmanas, M. Becrpem’ [Stan. 1: 142
(*Drza v *Drzava, cp. cxpB. Drzava); Kiss 174 (? cna.guan. drdsa ‘Bun
copusika’)]. — Hel.: <slaw. dereza (OCCHI 4: 205-206).

debre — s. dobra.

decka —s. dészka.

degecs — s. deget.

degesz — s. deget.

deget dial. (1767: deget) ~ dial. degett, degecs (? 1731: gyehecesek), degesz
(muOTO B-TOB THIa dohat etc.) ‘konecHas mazp’ [Kn. 2: 624; TESz 1: 603-
604]. — Hel.: < slaw. degwnts (OCCSH 4: 204-205; BCce ke ckopee Bcero <
Gant., mut. degutas. B 10.-cmaB. otcyT. {= orcyrctByet}). — [lo3mu{ee}?
(cxopee Bcero).

degett —s. deget.

derce (OkISz 150: [ — €]) (1234-70: ? Durche hn.; 1621: derce; 1863: dorczéje)
~ dial. dérce ‘1. myka xpynHoro nomosna; 2. (ct.-BeHr.) ccopa; 3. (1763)
KOXHHIA W LTeTyXa pasiuunbiX miogos’ [Asboth Nytud {= NytudErt} 1:
187 — ccemka B Kn. 1: 151, x-pbIif mpenmounTaeT BO3BOAUTH K *forice,
Oounr. trici, cXps. trice, CT.-C1aB. TPHLA, 4TO (POHETHU. HEIIPABIOIOJO0HO;
He mpuHuamet dtoro U TESz 1: 616]. — Hel.: < slaw. dbrtoca (He3acBun.),
cp. dorte (OCCA 5: 227).

Dercen (1321: Derzen; 1332/1335: Dersen) Ortsname (= {slowak.} Drysina,
{ukr.} [pucuna). — Hel.: ®opma BEeHIepCKOTO TOIIOHUMA TTO3BOJISIET Mpel-
moJlarath Kak CJIaBSHCKUU mporotun *drisine win naxe *drisina (oTkyna
HETIOCPE/ICTBEHHO /[pucuna), Tak ¥ HEKoe WHOoe o0pa3oBaHMeE, CBS3aHHOE
co cnaB. *driskati/*dristati, *dristenv/*dristena (cm. 9CCH 5: 116-117) u
NPOU3BOAHBIMH (GUTOHUMAMH *dréstw, *dréstony (cm. DCCA 5: 110-111).
B uvactHOCTH, Dercen MOTI0 OHETHYECKU PETyJIIPHBIM 00pa3oM — uepes
npoMexyTodHble GopMbl Derészen, Darszen — pa3Buthest U3 GopMbl *der-
sonw/*drésvns, cOOTBETCTBYIOLICH CXpB. Opecan ‘Polygonum persicaria’,
ciH. rdésen ‘ropent Polygonum’, ykp.nuan. dépecens ‘Polygonum minus’,
opscen ‘Polygonum hydropiper L.” (ECYM 2: 38).

dérék, déréka (1307: derekes szn.; 1400: derekal) ~ dial. dérik, dérékat (-ti),
derik (-ki) ‘1. Tamms, mosicHua; Topc; 2. MOOPBINA, CHIILHBINA, CTaTHBIH’
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[Kn. 1: 151-152 (cMemanHOPSAAHOCT — W3-32 UCXOAHOTO -2), TESZ 1: 617-
618 (c meomp. comuenmsimu)]. — Hel.: < slaw. dréks (QCCS 5: 108), cp.
drécenu(jb) ‘mocroitnblil, kpenkuii’ etc. (QCCH 5: 107-108) ~ mut. draikas
‘ IONTOBSI3BINA, CTpOUHBIN’. — {Zur Opposition: slaw. dréks (Subst.) vs. lit.
draikas (Adj.):} He Opo mu Adj. B mpacnaBsHcKOM?

dérik — s. dérék.

*Dérzs, in: Nyirdérzs (1298: Ders) Ortsname [Kiss 472; EtSz 1: 1327; Kniezsa
MNNYy 4: 223; Kniezsa MagyRom. 1: 295] ~ Tiszadérzs (1343: Ders) Orts-
name, Komitat Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok [Stan. 2: 149; Kiss 644]. — Hel.: <
slaw. dvrze (OCCH Het, HO cp. AepuBaTHl OT dbrZati TUHA PYyC. Yoepoic,
yeml. nadrz ‘cocyn’, noibck. Dzierz JIN). — {Spiter dazugeschrieben:} *drze
(SP 5: 69).

dészka (1469: Dezkas szn.) ~ nuain. doszka, decka, décka (B-TbI ¢ do- — cekeii-
ckue {!}) ‘mocka’ [Kn. 1: 153; TESz 1: 622]. — Hel.: < slaw. dvska (nmm
doska?) (OCCS 5: 183-184). — Benr. ciioBo M.0. 3aMMCTBOBaHO M3 (HhOPMBI
C YK€ pa3BHBIIUMCH U3 b e, TWMA CIH. deska, denl. deska, cnBi.nmnai.
deska — Tak npean. Kn., TESz — unu orpaxars {sic!; 9: MOKeT oTpaxkaTb ~
OoTpakaeT} “MCKOHHOE”, HO He 3acBUi. ciaB. *dvska w3 repm. < nart.
discus, cm. OCCHL. — {Auf einem anderen Zettel:} lomycTuMo 1yMaTh, 4TO
UMCHHO 3Ta HE3aCBUJICTEIILCTBOBAHHAS B CIABSIHCKOM (popMa OTpakeHa B
BEHT. dészka ‘nocka’ (¢ XV B.). Harmpotus, BeHT.Auam. (MpenMyIIeCTBEHHO
B CEKJIEPCKUX TOBOpax) doszka ‘id.” perymsapHo otpaxkaeT *dwvska.

dinnye (? 1093: dinna hn; ca. 1395: dyne, dyene; ca. 1405: dinne) ‘gbins, apOy3’
[Kn. 1: 155-156; TESz 1: 640]. — Hel.: < dynja (cxpB. dinja, ciu. dinja,
oonr. dinja) ~ dyna (dacm. 1: 559; BEP 1: 393; 5CCH ne npusoaut). — He
OTpaXkaeT Jin -An- TUPTOH. coueTaHus -1j-?

dobra (1891: dobra (Komérom)) ~ dial. debre (1831: debre, debré (Bodrog-
ko6z)) ‘sma, BeimomHa, oBpar’ [Kn. 1: 149 (< cnBu. debra); TESz 1: 666
(sub dobor; < cnBu. — oTa. 3aUM. {= oTAeIbHOE 3auMcTBOBaHue})]. — Hel.:
<slaw. dvbra (OCCH 5: 176-177 sub dvbrs).

Dobrony (Nagydobrony) (1248/1393: Dobron; 1282/1379: Dubron; 1299: Dub-
run) Ortsname (= {slowak.} (Velika) Dobron, {ukr.} (Beauxas) [Hobpono.
— Hel.: ®oneTHueckoe TOXKISCTBO COBPEMEHHBIX BEHTEPCKHX W CIIABSH-
CKUX Ha3BaHUI yKa3bIBaeT Ha TO, YTO OJHO M3 HUX SBISICTCS MO3JHUM 3a-
uMmctBoBanueM. Ckopee Becero, {ukr.} /foopons < Benr. Dobrony < cnas.
*dvbriny (o1 *dvbrs, cm. 3CCA 5: 176-177; cp. MHOTOUMCIICHHBIEC JepUBa-
THI THITA CXPB. 0aOpuHa, yKp. 0edpunéysv). B mOIb3y 3TOTO PEIICHUs CBH-
JIETENBCTBYIOT Ap.-BEHT. (OpMEI ¢ u (peduiekc ciaB. *v). ['opasmo MeHee
BEPOSTHO, 4UTO BeHT. Dobrony < [lobpous < *dobrv.

doh (ca. 1456: dohofba) ‘3atxnocts’ [Kn. 1: 156-157; TESz 1: 653]. — Hel.: <
slaw. dvxs (OCCH 5: 178) nnm duxs (OCCA 5: 153-154).
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dohat —s. deget.

Dombré (1330: Dumburou) Ortsname (heute: Mozsgd), Komitat Baranya ~
Dombré (1291: Dumburou) Ortsname in Siebenbiirgen, Komitat Torda-
Aranyos [Stan. 2: 159, 352; Kiss 434 (*dpbrava)]. — Hel.: < slaw. dobrava
/ dobrova | dobrove.

*donha (1458: dohna; 1604: dunha; 1611: donha) ‘nepuna’ [Kn. 1: 164 (Bce u3
cnaB. duchna ~ duchnja; He UCKIIIOYEHO U TO, YTO 3a1yH. dunyha W TpaH-
cunbB. donyha — pa3nenbHbIe 3aMMCTBOBAHUS U3 10.-cnaB. duchnja); TESz
1: 688]. — Hel.: < slaw. dux(v)na (3CCA 5: 157). — Cp. dunyha < cxps.
dithnja, dunja, cnu. dunja < dux(v)na.

*dosnok — s. *dusnok.

doszka —s. dészka.

*Dobor, in: Doborhegy (1538: Deberhegye) Ortsname, Komitat Vas ~ Dobro-
koz (1309: debregezth) Ortsname, Komitat Tolna ~ Dobréce Ortsname,
Komitat Veszprém [Stan. 2: 143 (Débrékoz < Dobrogosts); Kiss 186: {a}
< dobrv; {b} < Dobrogosty (Hemeicaiumo! Cp. 1224: Dobrogozt szn.); {c}
< Dobrica v Dubrovica v non.]. — Crona xe, BepostHo, Dobronte. — Hel.:
*Dobor < slaw. dvbre (QCCH 5: 176-177); Dobréce < ? slaw. Dvbrovca. —
O cnas. dvbre B Benr.: TESz s.v. débor; Kn. 1: 149, 2: 774.

Débroce — s. *Débor.

Débrokoz —s. *Débor.

Dobronte — s. *Débor.

dunyha —s. *donha.

*dusnok [? *dasnok, ?? *dosnok] (1067/1267: Dusnuky hn.; 1211: ? Dosnuch
szn.; 1215/1550: Dufunic hn.; 1222/1550: dufinicos; 1335: Dusnok hn. =
heut. Dusnok Ortsname) ‘3aBemaHHBIA LEPKBU CIyTa, BBITOIHSIIOLIHIA
00S3aHHOCTH pPagyl IYIId CBOETO OBIBIIETO TOCIOAWHA (BIIOCIIEACTBHH
tarlo)’ [Kn. 1: 165-166; TESz 1: 693; OklSz 162]. — Hel.: < slaw. duss-
nikw, ct.-uent. dusnik. Cp. DCCH 5: 164 dusa.

eckaba —s. észkdba.

ecset [¢ — €] (1480: ? Eczethes szn.; 1533: Echeth) ‘kuctp (ManspHas), noma-
30k’ [Kn. 2: 630-631; TESz 1: 706]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. s»cetv (Pacm. 4:
505-506 — B monw3y *$cetb, HO Cp. ¢- B OONT. ¥ MONA0. sacét ‘MeTHHa, MeT-
Ka, yecanka’). — Benr. ¢oopma o0bsicHUMA U3 SCelb.

Egerbakta —s. Bakta.

eplény dial. (ca. 1395: eplen ‘furale’; nach 1475: epleen) ~ dial. epliny etc. ‘ne-
pexnagnHa MexIy mojo3bsimu caned’ [Kn. 1: 167-168; EtSz 1588; TSz
777]. — Hel.: < slaw. oplénv; Oonr.muan. onaén, cxpB.auai. oplen, oplin,
opljen, ciu. oplen (dial. oplin), cnBu. oplen, yKp.nuan. oniin, oniiks, 9etl.
oplen, oplin, B.-nyx. woplon, H.-1yX. hoplon < rp. wAnjuv.

epliny —s. eplény.



EUGEN HELIMSKIS MATERIALIEN 55

eretnék [e — et-] (1357: Eretnuk szn.; 1456: eretnek) ‘eperux’ [Kn. 2: 631-632;
TESz 1: 785]. — Hel.: < slaw. eretonikv. — {Zwar} cT.-c1aB. KPETHK'b, HO:
CXpB.KaWK. (j)eretnik, pyc. epemHux, CIH. jeretnik.

érsék (1299: Ersek hn.; ca. 1405: erfeg) ‘apxuenuckon’ [Kn. 2: 632-633; TESz
1: 790-791 (momyckaer, uto {cnBi.-Mop.} yarssik < Benr.)]. — Hel.: < ?
slaw. *arsikv; cnBi.-mop. 1480-90 yarssik.

észkaba (OklISz) (1348: Scaba; 1587: izkaba; 1698: szkabas) ~ dial. iszkava,
eckaba, észkéba ‘cko0a, 3actexka’ [Kn. 1: 168-169; TESz 1: 801]. —
Hel.: < slaw. skoba (®acm. 3: 643). — Zu Kn. a.a.0.: szkaba > iszkaba >
észkaba — Her. B-tT ¢ é- ¢ukTuBeH, a nepexoxaa i > e (€) He OBLJIO — BOOO-
mie, i- coxpansuioch! Cym-jo {= cyliecTBOBajO} JBa BapHaHTa MPOTE3bI:
ale (g), xak B asztal etc., ¥ i-, Kak U B ispan. ITOT BONPOC TpeOyeT crell.
UCCII. Ha BCEM, HE TOJIBKO ClIaB. M-Jie {= Martepuaine}. Her nu cBszu y i/a c
noir. {= JonroTo} cien. riaacHoro etc.? — {Spéter dazugeschrieben:} He
osu10 1111 B ciaB. CaCa > CoCd?

észkoba —s. észkaba.

észtéke — s. dsztoke.

észtérag dial. < észtérak altung. ([€] — laut OkISz) (1329/14.Jh.: ? Straak hn.;
1369: ? Eztrak hn.; 1519: eztragoth [acc.]) ~ dial. észtrag, észtérag ‘auct’
[Kn. 2: 633-634; TESz 1: 804-805]. — Hel.: < slaw. storks (? ~ storokw; cp.
CXPB. wmpk, Kaik. Strok). BEIICHUTS.

Esztergom hn. (1079-80: {trigonensis comes; 1146: Estrigun) [Kiss 209 (6e3
yBep.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. strégomv < stergomv < () strigomuv, (?) striguns
— {vgl.} cnBu. Ostrihom. — {Vgl. dt.} Gran ‘Esztergom’ vs. slaw. *gronw >
{alttschech.} Gron ~ {ung.} Garam (Kiss 233).

észtérha dial. (ca. 1405: ozterha; 1582: eszterhéj; 1893: &sztérhé) ‘maBec (kpbI-
), ctpexa’ [Kn. 1: 169-171; TESz 1: 805-806 (sub eszterhéj)]. — Hel.: <
stréxa (®acm. 3: 776-777) (ctpoii?) < stérxa (cxpB. stréha, cinH. stréha,
YKp. cmpixa).

eszteze (1522) ‘rpornunka’. — Hel.: < xpB. steza < cT.-cllaB. CThSa.

észtrag — s. észtérag.

gabna —s. gabona.

gabona (ca. 1405: gabona; 1549: gobna; ca. 1560: gabnanak) ~ dial. gabna
‘xnebnple 3maku, 3epHo’ [Kn. 1: 174-175; TESz 1: 1010-1011]. — Hel.: <
slaw. gobino (3CCH 6: 185 — He yunThIBaeT 3Ha4eHUs], K-poe AaeT Kniezsa).

Gadany (1193: Godan) Ortsname, Komitat Somogy ~ Aranyosgadany (1192/
1374/1425 Gadan) Ortsname, Komitat Baranya [Kis 60, 229 (cp. Gour.
Tooan JIN, cxpB. Gudan)]. — Hel.: cp. {poln.} Gdansk.

*Galgé (nur altung. 1290/1342: Golgoua; 14.-15.Jh.: Galgo) Ortsname. — Hel.:
< slaw. *glogova (x.p., cm. OCCS 6: 136). B coBpeMeHHOM BEHIe€pCKOM
A3bIKe TOMOHUM umen Ovl BuA Galgo (Gyorfty 1: 539; EtSz 1: 882). — Cp.
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Galgo, pymbin. Galgau, 6B, M. ConbHok-J{o00ka (1405: Galgo); Almas-
Galgo, pymb. Gdalgau, 6sBm. M. Cunans (1560: Chalgo) [EtSz 1: 882;
Stan. 2: 181]. Cp. Taxxe mects TomoHHMOB Galgéc < cma. *Glogovece
[EtSz 1: 882-885; Kiss 554].

Galgéc — s. *Galgo.

gally (1611) ‘Bemka (tonkas); der diinne Zweig’ [Kn. 1: 177-178; TESz 1:
1023]. — Hel.: <slaw. goljb [DCCA 7: 16-17] oder golje.

galoca 1 (1371: Galohkatou hn. {EWU: = ? Galohatou}; ok. 1520: Galocza)
‘pe16a Salmo hucho — nynatickuit mococs’ [Kn. 1: 179; TEsz 1: 1020-1021
— BBIBOAAT U3 ciaB. glavatica (cxpB. glavatica ‘Salmo hucho’ etc.)]. —
Hel.: < slaw. glavica < golvica [9CC 7: 8-9 (B yacTHOCTH, YKP. 20106UYs
‘Salmo hucho’)].

galoca II (1783) ‘spoButsie rpuObl Amanita’ [Kn. 2: 638; TESz 1: 1021]. — Hel.:
BO3MOXHO, UCKyCcCTB. TiepeHoc {= ? Bedeutungswandel von galoca 1}.

garabla — s. *garablya.

*garablya altung., dial. (1319: garabla hn.; 1597: Vas garablia; 1766: gerablya)
~ dial. gerabla, gérabla, garabla, etc. ‘rpabnu; Rechen’ [Kn. 1: 189-190;
TESz 1: 1049-1050 (B 06oux mectax — BMecte ¢ gereblye)]. — Hel.: <slaw.
grabla < grabja [9CCA 7: 97-98]. — Vgl. gereblye.

Garabonce (1335: Garaboncz; 1432: Gerebench (mesicao); 1376: Garabanch)
Ortsname, Komitat Zala [Stan. 2: 182 (< Grabovnica); Kiss 233 (< Grebe-
nocwv)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. grobenica (OCCH 7: 134) (Grabovnica > *Gar-
bonc; Grebenvco > ? Gerebnec n iop.).

garaggya ~ garagya dial. (1588: garadgyabol) ‘orpazna, oco6. u3 HaBo3a’ [Kn.
1: 183; TESz 1: 1027-1028 (sub gardgya); EtSz. 1038 (Bo Bcex 3THUX HC-
TOYHUKAX JIOMyCKaeTcs, YT0 M3 gardd-ja, Px3Sg — 49TO W3NMIIHE, WM
BBIBOJIUTCSI U3 CXPB. grdda — 4to (poHeTHUecKHn HE OOBsCHSET -ggy-)] ~
altung. garagya (1277), Gradya (1322) ‘orpakaeHHOE MECTO, CaZOK s
pu10b1’ [OklSz 294; EtSzl 1037]. — Hel.: <slaw. gradja < gordja (3CCA 7:
36-37). — {Zur Herkunft des ung. Wortes: [1] < ung.dial. gardd-ja, Px3Sg
< garad ‘3abop, orpaza, pama’ < slaw. *grade < *gordw oder [2] < “cxpB.
grdda” heilit es in einer getrennten, aber inhaltlich dazugehorigen Notiz:}
IlepBas Bepcus BBIMISAUT U3JIMIIHEH U UCKYCCTBEHHOM, BTOPOM MPOTHUBO-
PEUUT TO OOCTOSITENBCTBO, YTO gardgyd 3aCBUIETEILCTBOBAHO B AHAIEKTAX
TOl yacTu BeHrpuu, KOTOpas MakCUMaJlbHO yJajieHa OT cepOOXOpBaTCKON
A3BIKOBOM TeppuTOpuH, K BOCTOKy oT Tucel (Hagpkynmar, buxap, Ca-
6ombu) cMm. EtSz 1038, SzlJsz {= Kn.} 182. [...] K dbonernyeckomy odop-
MJICHUIO 3aumMcTBOBaHUS (peduekc rpymmbl TorT, oTpaxkeHue ciaB. *df)
cm. Xemumckuit 1988: 356-357, 359-360.

garas (ca. 1460: garaco) ‘rpomr’ [Kn. 2: 639; TESz 1: 1028-1029; Mollay 1982:
283-284]. — Hel.: < uwem. gros. — I[lo3anee, HO CBUI. {= CBUAETEILCTBYET}
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o tom, uto B XIII B. (mepBbIit denarius grossus ‘TONCTBHIA AMHAPHHA TOS-
Buiics B 1266 mipu JlrogoBuke 1X Cesateim Bo @panruun — TESz 1: 1028-
1029) pednekcarus caxpaHsia ‘TpaciaB.’ BHII.

garazda (1375: Garazda szn.; 1527: garazda) ‘cBapiuBbId, TpYyOBIiA, XyIHTaH-
creyromuii etc.” [(!) EtSz 1056-1059; Kniezsa Pais-Eml. 332 (Bo3paxe-
Hus); TESz 1: 1029 (“Szlav eredete nem valoszinii”)]. — Hel.: < slaw. go-
razda, -» (OCCSH 7: 32); x cemanTuke cp. gorazditi (s¢) — {op. cit.} 7: 31-
32.—Vgl. garazna.

garazna dial. (Tpancuies.) (mo 1764: garaznalkadasra), {semantisch:} = gardz-
da [EtSz 1062-1063; Kniezsa Pais-Eml. 334 (Bo3paxenus); TESz 1: 1029
(Bmecte ¢ gardzda)]. — Hel.: < slaw. gorazdvna, -» (3CCA 7: 32-33). —
Vgl. gardazda.
Gasztony (1269/1271/1759: Goszton, Gosztun) Ortsname, Komitat Vas [Stan.
2: 184; Kiss 234]. — Hel.: < slaw. gostinv (3CCSH 7: 64-65) (gostunv ?).
gatya (1530: gatya) ‘Genple monoTHsHbIe mTaHel’ [EtSz 1104-1110 (< cepb., He
panee XV-XVIB.), Kn. 1: 186-187 (momyckaet apeBHocts); TESz 1: 1034-
1035 (< cep6.)]. — Hel.: <slaw. gatja (OCCH 6: 106-108; cxpB. gaca, gace
(edhe)). DoHETHKA — B MOJIB3Y TO3/IH. IIPOUCX.

gazda (1372/1448: gazda) ‘xozsun’ [Kn. 2: 640-641; TESz 1: 1037-1038]. —
Hel.: < slaw. gospoda (3CCSH 7: 58-59). Kn. {a.a.0.} comHeBaeTcs, He 3a-
Medasi, 9T0 B gospoda 2-ii CIIOoT OTKPBITHIN.

Gelén Ortsname, Komitat Nograd [Stan. 2: 186 (unaue: *Golan)]. — Hel.: < ?
slaw. glénws (OCCH 6: 120-121). — Vgl. Gelénes, Gelence.

Gelence Ortsname, Bezirk Galanta (Slowakei) [Stan. 2: 186]. — Hel.: < slaw.
glinica (OCCH 6: 126). — Vgl. Gelén, Gelénes.

Gelénes Ortsname, Komitat Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg [Kiss 235 (renpasmomo.
u3 umenu Keélianus ~ Gelyanus))]. — Vgl. Gelén, Gelence.

gelyva —s. golyva.

gerabla —s. *garablya.

gércsa dial. (1786: gértsaja) ~ dial. gircsa, gérdzsa, girdzsa ‘nep{enHss} yactb
IIeH; CIIUHHON XpebeT; aaamMoBo s10710k0; 300° [Kn. 1: 641-642 (mo3aHee,
HO He < CIIBK. m3-3a g, a He /); TESz 1: 1048 (Bcnex 3a Benkd StS1 {= ?}
12: 44 orpunaet cnas. npoucx.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. goréa (CCA 7: 202).

gérdzsa —s. gércsa.

geréb [ge-, OkISz] dial. (1611: geréb) ~ géréb (1611) 3anpyna, HaChIIb, JaM-
0a, TaTh, IUIOTHHA, mpersTcTBUe; (1742) xpebdet, mo3BoHOK; (1801) cyxas
BeTKa; (1864) nBepHoii 3acoB’ [Kn. 1: 189 (geréb ‘xpeber’ < gorbwv [110-
x0]); TESz 1: 1048-1049 (6e3 atum.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. gréb-; cp. 9CCA 7:
108-109 (grebati/grebati), 109 (grebja > pyc. aman., yKp. epébHs ‘Tath,
wiotnHa’), 112-113 (greby > maken.muain. epeben ‘XpeOeT y CKOTHHEL ).
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gerebén (OkISz; gerebent, -(j)e) (1294: Gerebenes hn.; ca. 1405: gereben) ‘ue-
cajpHBIA TpebeHb (s npHa, koHOotH) [Kn. 1: 189; TESz 1: 1049]. —
Hel.: <slaw. greby, greben- (OCCA 7: 112-113).

gereblye [e — € — €] (1319: ? Garabla hn.; ox. 1395: gereblye) ‘rpabmu; der
Rechen’ [Kn. 1: 189-190 (< grablje, cp. DCCH 7: 97-98: grabja); TESz 1:
1049-1050 (rak xe)]. — Hel.: < slaw. grebla < grebja [9CCS 7: 109 (cp.
YKp. epebai ‘tpadin’)]. — Vgl. *gardblya.

gérle (1830: gerle — cioBo, pacpocTpaHHUBIIIEECS IPEUM. U3 MMAJIOIKUX TOBOPOB)
‘ropnuma, Streptopelia turtur’ [OkISz.; Kn. 1: 195; TESz 1: 1054 (cum-
TaIOT, YTO 3TO COOCTB. BEHT. 00pa3. Ha OCHOBe gerlice, BOTPEKH BBICKA3.
panee B3Ny ); Ambot 238-239]. — Hel.: < slaw. gvria < gwrdla (B cra-
tee DCCA 7: 204-205 gowrdlo: cxpB. epwa ‘ropnuua’, dent. hrdla, ciH.
grla). — {Kommentiert auf einem getrennten Zettel:} Takue Ha3BaHusI TOp-
JUIBI KaK CXPB. ep/ba ‘TOpiuna’, CIH. grla, deml. hrdla mipuBeAcHBI B
OCCH cpemu pednexcos *gwvrdlo. Ilo-BuanMomy, 31ech BCe K€ MpecTa-
BIIEHO 0c000€ TIpaciaB. CIOBO — *gwrdla (OTKyla U peryJIspHBIA JUMUHY-
TUB *gwrdlica, nonyunBimumii 0ojee mmpokoe pacnpoctpaHenue). OHO OT-
PaXkeHO U B BEHT. gérle ‘ropmuua’ (< *goria < *gwrdla). Benen 3a O. Am-
oorom {Amobor 238-239}, Kn. 195 u TESz 1: 1054 npemnonaratoT, 4To
CJIOBO gérle IPOHUKIIIEE B TUTEPATYPHBIN SI3BIK U3 MATOIKHX TOBOPOB (TJe
OoHO BHepBble (Qukcupyercs jumb B 1830 r.), mpeacraBuseT coboit cob-
CTBEHHO BeHTepcKoe oOpazoBanmue ot gérlice id. (< cmaB. *gwrdlica). C
YUETOM KJICIOIINXCS CJIAB. TAaHHBIX TAKOE MPE/TONI0KECHHE BBITIISIUT HaTy-
MaHHBIM ¥ H3JIUMIIHUM. — Vgl. unten gérlice.

gérlice (1372/1448: gerliczeket; 1416/1466: gorlicet) (quan. mpeum. {= quaiek-
TaJbHO TPEUMYIIECTBEHHO } gé-, g0-, gi-, Tak e 1 Amoor) ‘ropmmna’ [Kn.
1: 194-195; TESz 1: 1054; Am6ot 236-239]. — Hel.: < slaw. gwrilica <
guvrdlica (OCCA 7: 203-204). — Fiir Kommentar s.o0. gérle.

Gétye (1275: Gegye) Ortsname, Komitat Zala [Kiss 239: cnaB. Gotja/Gotje]. —
Hel.: <? slaw. gatvje.

gircsa —s. gércsa.

girdzsa —s. géresa.

godolya arch. (1275: Gudulamal hn.; 1290: godolafa; 1287: Gudula) ‘rpyma
(mepeBo)’ [Kn. 1: 196; TESz 1: 1068]. — Hel.: < slaw. gdula < kvdulja
(ECYM 1: 487).

golyva (1524) ~ dial. gelyva (1576) ‘6azenoBa O6onesnb, 300°. — Hel.: < kalik.-
XpB. gljiwa, ak.-xpB. gliva (B [ip. cTaB. 53. HET TOTO 3HAYCHHSI ).

Gondoc Berg im Komitat Zala [Stan. 2: 195 (< Gondovece nmun Godovcoco
{sicl, 9: -vbcw})]. — Hel.: < slaw. godbce (QCCH 7: 81).

*Gonszna < altung. «Gunzna> (1250) Ortsname, Komitat Komarom [Kn.
AECO 4: 321, 401; Stan. 2: 200]. — Hel.: <slaw. gosina (3CCA 7: 83-84).
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guzsaly < Kkuzsaly (1346: Gwsalwth hn.; ca. 1405: gufal; 1602: Kusaly szn.;
1632: kuzsaly) ‘pyunas mpsiika’ [Kn. 1: 206-207; TESz 1: 1111-1112]. —
Hel.: < slaw. kuzeljo < koZeljb (cp. DCCS 12: 80-82: *kozvlo / *kozelv /
*krozelo. — CnoBo ykaswpiBaeT Ha *k¢Zeljb, T.K. umenu Obl *k¢zvljo >
kuzsoly, *kozéljv > kiizsely etc. — He camoe paHHee.

*Gyalla, in: Ogyalla Ortsname: Hurbanovo (CroBakwus; ciei. 1o 1948: Stara
Dala) ~ Ujgyalla (crmk. Nova Dala > Dulovee) [Kiss 479 (x Tiopx. jalan,
jalin ‘mams’); Kn. AECO {=?} 2: 102; Majtan {1972:} 117, 153]. — Hel.:
<slaw. jedla (OCCI 6: 14 — *edla ‘enn’; {aber vgl.:} cxps. jéna, jéna, camH.
jéla, B.-nyx. jédla, H.-yx. jedla {sowie poln.liter. jodta ~ dial. jedta}).

Gyaloka (1308: Gyoloka; 1319: Gyaloka) Ortsname, Komitat Gydr-Moson-
Sopron (= Hem. Jelwicken) [Stan. 2 : 201; Kiss 250]. — Hel.: < slaw. jelove-
ka < edloveka (OCC4 6: 15). — Vgl. jaloc.

Halabor (1300: Harabur; 1324: Harabor; 1332: Harabor) Ortsname in Trans-
karpatien (= {slowak.} Hrabarov, {ukr.} I pabapos) [Stan. 2: 204]. — Hel.:
{Auf zwei verschiedenen Zetteln kommentiert:} [1] < slaw. *grabrs (cm.
OCCA 7: 99), ¢ oTpakeHreM nepexoaa g > h wim < cias. *xrabrv < *xor-
brv (cm. OCCA 8: 71-72). B mocneaneM ciydae COBpEMEHHBIC CIIaBSIHCKUE
(hopMBI TIpeICTaBIISIOT CO00H MOAM(UIIPOBAHHBIC 3aMMCTBOBAHUS CTAPO-
BEHTEPCKOH OpMEBI (10 TUCCUMUIIAINH ¥ > [); [2] < slaw. xrabrv < xorbrv
(OCCA 8: 71-72). B 3akapmnatse! He Harbor < xarbrv, ne Harabor <
xorobruv.

halom (1055: holma; 1269: Hulum [!] hn.) ‘xonmm’ [Kn. 1: 210 (Obut0 661 *Aul-
mu. [Toaromy Melich < pyc. xoamv — B ap.-pyc. yxe Obut B IX B.!); TESZ
2: 38; Ambot 261-263 (mpeobpazoBanue Kak B malom < mwvlynw)]. — Hel.:
< slaw. xvlm» (OCCH 8: 138-139).

*hamut (ca. 1395: hamuth; 1566: hamoth (? hamuth); 1579: hamutokban) ‘xo-
myt’ [Kn. 1: 211-212 (*hamut); TESz 2: 42-43 (hamut)]. — Hel.: < slaw.
xomotv (> xomutv). — lloznu{ee}: ¢ > u.

Harabor —s. Halabor.

harak dial. (seit 1840) ‘mokpora’, harakol dial. (ab 1801) ‘xapkarb, OTKaIILIK-
Batbes’ [Kn. 1: 837 (hardkol < xrakati: 6vuno Ob1 hardkal); TESz 2: 53
(oHOM. ~ cnaB.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. xrakw (Cp. DCCS 8: 89 xrakati).

haraszt (1225: Horosth; 1227 (OklSz): horost; ca. 1228: chrast; 1231 (OklSz):
horozta, charasta; 1238 (OkISz): Hurozt; 1245/1423 (OklSz): horozt; 1257
(OKkISz): horost [T.e. MHOTO pa3 0 — o !]) ‘cyxas, omaBiias JIMCTBA; (CT.-
BEHT.) AyOHsIK, KycTapHHK etc.” [Kn. 1: 212-213 (B ¢oHET. OTHOII. YIUBUT.
BCETO Np.-BeHT. horoszt); TESz 2: 57-58]. — Hel.: < slaw. xvrastv < xvorsts
(OCCA 8: 130-131).

Helemba ‘o-B na [lynae’ (1234: Helumba zygeth; 1270: Helunba) ~ ‘Octep-
rom’ (1138/1329: Helenba, Chelemba) [Stanislav 1948 2: 210-211 — “Podl’a
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osobného oznamenia spisovatel’a Domastu, je tu skatoéne vodopad na Ko-
vacskom potoku”; Ha 3anmax Hax. {= maxomurtcsa} nomuHa Chleba (HoBOe
ciBil.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. xleba (OCCA 8: 32-33 — ¢ coMH. pazmeicHUEM
xleba ot xlebv). — {Vgl. auch Kiss® 1: 583 s.v. Helemba und 562 s.v. Ha-
limba}.

Helmec (1299: Hylmuch, Hulmuch; 1334: Helmuch) Ortsname. — Hel.: < slaw.
*xwlmbew (0T *xvlmw, cm. DCCH 8: 138-139).

Herencsény (1303: Herenchen) Ortsname, Komitat Nograd [Stan. 2: 212 und
Kiss 272 (ot Chréncane ot xrénv — HO cp. Herény!)]. — Hel.: < slaw.
xresé(any) (Cp. DCCA 9: 95-96 xresco).

Herény (1265: Heren) Ortsname, heute: Tormafalu = dt. Krensdorf (!) [Stan. 2:
212-213; Modr 1936: 30]. — Hel.: < slaw. xrén» (Otcrona xe u Herény —
HeiHe yacTh Combatxest, 1263 Herin, cm. Kiss 272 ¢ Toit ke atum.). — Vgl.
Herencsény.

Hetye —s. Hetyen.

Hetyen (1270-1272/1393: Heytin; 1808: Hettyén, Hetény). — Hel.: [{nst Omus3-
KuX 1o poHeTnueckomy oonuky TononnmoB — Hetye (Egyhazashetye) B m.
Becnpewm (1264: Heghe), Hetye (Makkoshetye) B M. {pép-Llonpon (1275:
Heghe) — npemaranuck o0bsicHeHus1 u3 cnas. *Xot-ja unn *Xot-je (Knie-
zsa StSl. 1: 46; Kiss 199) unmu u3 cinBu. *Hate ot cnaB. *gate (Stan. 2:
214). O6a 3T 00BSACHEHNS BBI3BIBAIOT COMHEHHS, B YaCTHOCTH ITOTOMY, YTO
TUIOXO COTJIACYIOTCSI CO CTapbhIMH HamucaHusMu gh, g. (B omHom w3 Ba-
PHAHTOB CT.-BEHT. opdorpaduu npakTUKoBajach nepeaada ¢ty yepes gy (HO
00BIYHO HE uepe3 gh, g), IPUUYEM 3TOT BapUAHT B KAHLEISIPCKUX JOKYMCH-
Tax Beimen u3 ynorpeOieHust B konue XIII B.). TlpencraBnsiercs Gonee
BEpOSTHBIM, YTO TOMOHUMBI Hetye oOpa3oBaHbl OT BEeHT. hegy ‘Topa’ (cp.
BO3MOKHOCTb DPa3BUTHS: hegy-he > hetyhe > hetye). Tononum Hetyen,
CyJsl TIO CT.-BEHT. HAMUCAHUIO Heytin, MOXeT ObITh U MHOTO MPOUCXOXK/IC-
HUS, B TOM YHCJIE U CIABSHCKOTO (Hampumep, u3 *xotvjinw, cp. uell. chotin
‘aeBectH’, cM. DCCH 8: 85-86); ogHako HesceH CTaTyC BapHaHTOB Hettyén
u Hetény.

Hirip (1370: Hyrip), ein FluB in Siebenbiirgen [Kn. MR {= 7} 280: < herep ‘Bun
nmepesa’]. — Hel.: < slaw. xripw (Cp. DCCA 8: 978: xripati, xripéti, xripo-
talxripotv).

*honszar — s. huszar.

hort (1213/1550: Hurt szn.; ca. 1395: horth) ‘oxorHuubs cobaka’ [Kn. 1: 217-
218; TESz 2: 149]. — Hel.: < slaw. xvrt» (QCCS 8: 148-149).°

huszar (1432: huzorones; 1449: hwzar szn.) ‘altung. (BepXoBOM) TpaOHUTEIb;
seit 1481: nerKOBOOPYKEHHBIN KaBasepucT, rycap’ [Kn. 1: 219-220 (<

> Zu diesem und einigen anderen Namen fiir Hunderassen s. auch Stachowski 1995.
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cxpB.); TESz 2: 174-175 (id.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. xusare (Pacm. 4: 285-286;
OCCA mer) < xgsaro > ung. *honszar (1378: Hunzar) (mo TESz m.06.
OIMHOKO¥A).

Ibrany (1310/1408: Ibran) Ortsname [Kiss 286 (arab. Ibrahim, 1263/1348:
Ibrachin szn.); Horger MNy 25: 255; Galambos MNyTK 64: 9; Mikesy
MNy 40: 242; BarcziHtort. 101, 102 (Bugumo, d > i?)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw.
Jjobrans (Cp. DCCS 8: 205-206: *jobrs, Tuapornm; BEP 2: 2 N6posuiia;
2: 3 U6wp). Ects 1 TomouuMs! Ha -dbrdny (Biikka., Nyira.), {???} sBHo ot
Abrahdm.

Iglé (1279: Igloszasza) Ortsname = Spisskd Nova Ves (CnoBakus) [Stan. 2: 229;
Kiss 287; Majtan 1972: 449; Kniezsa 1942b: 33]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. jbgn-
love. — (1) Cp. *jvgvle kak penkuit B-T k *jogwvla, DCCH 8: 213-214; (2)
M.6. BTOpUYHO 110 OTH. K Jihlava (Mopasus), Hem. Iglau.

Ignéc (1248/1393: Ignech) Ortsname (= {slowak.} Znacovo; {ukr.} 3naueso). —
Hel.: < ? slaw. *jbzgwnecs. O1a ynicto ¢popmaiibHas peKOHCTPYKIUS, 00be-
JUHAIOLIAs TTIArojJbHYI0 OCHOBY *jbzgwnati (cM. DCCA 9: 32) u cyddukc
*-ecv (cp. mecay, 3aay), TO3BOJSIET HENPOTUBOPCUUBBIM C TOYKU 3PCHHUS
UCTOPUYECKOM (POHETHKH 00pa3oM OOBSCHHUTH Kak BEHT. Ignéc (< lzgnéc),
TaKk U ciaBsHCKue (popmbl (M3enay > 3enay > 3uay). AnpTepHaTHBa CO-
cTosya ObI B TOM, YTOOBI OOBSIBUTh BEHTEPCKOE M CIIABSIHCKHE Ha3BaHUA HE
B3aUMOCBSI3aHHBIMH — YTO HEMPABJIONOJO0HO.

*igréc altung. (1237-42: Hirrich hn.; 1244/1364: Igrech hn.; ca. 1405: igrech;
1416/1466: igreceke) ~ (OklISz:) igric, ? igroc ‘urpok, akrep; OGecromnes-
Heiid’ [Kn. 1: 221-222 (sub *igric; nouemy?); TESz 2: 192 (idem)]. — Hel.:
<slaw. jbgroces.

igric —s. *igréc.

igroc —s. *igréc.

Iklédbordéce — s. *Bérdoce.

imala — s. imola.

imely altung. (1656) ‘omena Viscum’ [Kn. 222 (< 6our. — Hel.: Ho xak u moue-
my?)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. jomelw; Gonr. umen (~ timena etc.), H.-IyK. jémjol
(BEP 2: 71-72; ®acwm. 3: 139: *omela ~ *omela). — [1o3ga{ee}?

imla —s. imola.

imoja — s. imola.

imola dial. ‘1. Tuna, 6onoto (1193: imola hn.; 1250: Imulna hn. [-In- !]) = dial.
imla, imollya; 2. Bacunek Centaurea, nonesuna Argostis alba (1783: Imo-
la; 1792: imla; 1798: imolya) = dial. imoja, imala, imolya’; cp. eme 1500
inula = koml6 ‘xmens’ [Kn. 843 (oTBepraer cBsI3b CO CIaB., IPEATIONOKEH-
Hyro B Dankovszky, nenmut Ha 2 cioBa); TESz 2: 205 (B 2 craTesx, ciemyer
Kn.); x cemantuke k. OklSz 408]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. jomela (3CCH 6: 26-
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27 *emela; Bern. 1: 425 imela (omela) ‘omena Viscum’) = ykp. imend
(ECYM 2: 297). — {Fiir Varianten mit -/n- s. Torm. 2: 26-28}.

imollya — s. imola.

imolya — s. imola.

Inota (1193: Jonata; 1220/1550: ynata) Ortsname, Komitat Veszprém [Stan. 2:
231 (< cnaB. Janota); Kiss 281 (< cnas. Janota < Jan unu < BeHr. Jonatas
< nat. Jonathas)]. — Hel.: < slaw. junota (3CCS 8: 195 ‘tonoma’ JIN).

Ipolydamasd — s. *Damas(d).

iromba dial. (1790: iromban) ‘mectpsrid, pssdoit’ [Kn. 1: 224 (< mp.-ciBIL.);
TESz 2: 234-235 (nmo3nusis gukcanus u3-3a Ouajl. Xap-pa {= xapakrepa}
cnosa)]. — Hel.: < slaw. jareba, -v < areba, -» (QCCH 1: 73-75: arebw
(‘psabumk’, ‘Kypomnartka’); op.cit. 76: arebwjb ‘TieCTpBId, pAOBI’ — BEHT.
JIaeT HEeWI. aJIbeKT. (.).

ispan (1265: ysponlesuy hn.; 1282: Spani (;at.); 1379: Espanlaka) “xyman’
[Kn. 1: 225 (*vari-zsupdan > varizspan > vari-span)]. — Hel.: < slaw. Span
(ct.-cnBL. Span < ? BeHr.) < Zepansv < gopans ? Cp. gupans — ICCH 7:
197-198. — Hembicaumo: [1] OtpeiBath *gupans ot *Zupans (UrHOpUPYS
Span), kak 3to nenaer TpybaueB Dtum. 1965: 72; 3CCHA 7: 197-198; [2]
Cuurate Spdn BEHT. iepell. {= nepenenKom} zupans, cMm. Zett 1977,

isszop — s. iszap.

iszap altung. (ca. 1395: ysop ‘glarea’; 1575: iszszopba) ‘rpaswmif; wn’ [Kn. 1:
226-227; TESz 2: 245]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. jozsvps (QCCA 9: 75-76). — Bos-
MOYHO, CT.-BCHT. iSSZOp, a iSzap — MOBT. 3aUM. MO BJl. {= IOBTOPHOE 3a-
WMCTBOBaHHUE TOJI BIUSHUEM} CXpB.Aual. ucan (MpaBia, OHO HM3B. {= W3-
BecTHO} 1o DCCSI B ip. 3HaYSHUH — ‘CBINb HAa KOXKe’).

iszkava —s. észkdba.

Iszkaz (1212: Thetheusizkaz; 1331: Izkazy [!]) Ortsname, Komitat Veszprém
[Stan. 2: 232 (*Zkazy / *Skazy); Kiss 294 (cp. cT.-cxpB. skaz)]. — Hel.: <?
slaw. jozkazy (OCCS 9: 36 *jbzkaza ‘nopua, u3bsn’ etc.).

isztéke — s. dsztoke.

*Iva, in: [vad (1321) Ortsname, Komitat Heves [Stan. 2: 234 (or ivo); Kiss 295
(ot JIN Iwa wnm oT cT.-BeHT. iva ‘uBa’, o K-poMm cMm. Kn. 655); TESz 2:
249]. — Hel.: < slaw. jova (OCCH 8: 248-249).

Ivad —s. *Iva.

izgaga (1636: izgagat) ‘cTponTUBBIH, 3aAUPUCTBIH (CT.-BEHT.: ccopa, nepedpaH-
ka)’ [Kn. 1: 228; TESz 2: 252]. — Hel.: < slaw. jbzgaga (3CCA 9: 27 ‘usz-
Kora’).

*Jaléc (Tompko 1270/1272: Jolouch) Ortsname, Komitat Arad in Siebenbiirgen
[Smilauer 1932: 268; Stan. 2: 237]. — Hel.: < slaw. jelovecy < edlovece. —
Cp. OCCH 6: 15: edlove(jb). — Vgl. Gyaldka.
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jaszol ~ jaszoly (ca. 1395: yazot [o: -ol]; ca. 1405: iazol) ‘sicim, xopmyrika’
[Kn. 1: 231-232 (jaszoly); TESz 2: 284]. — Hel.: < slaw. jasli < édsli
(OCCH 6: 44-45: edsla, édslo, édslb, edsli); HO ecTh W Oonr.gual. écar,
M.p.: *édslv ?

jaszoly — s. jaszol.

jegénye (1239: Jeguna; 1247: Jegeniefa; 1255: jegnye) ‘mupaMupanbHBIA TO-
noib, Populus italica’ [Kn. 1: 232-233 (-d Obl1o BoCIIp. {= BOCIPHHSTO }
KaK JUMHHYTHB B niepBoHad. *jagnyéd); TESz 2: 268-269 (id.)]. — Hel.: <
cnaB. jagnedv < agnedv (OCCH 1: 56) unmn < 10.-cnas. jagnjed (Tak Kn. 1:
232-233). CornacHo OCCH (1: 55-56), nepusar ot dgne. — {Vgl. jerke}.

jérce ‘momnonas xypuua’. — Hel.: < cnas. jarica (3CCA 8: 172-173, Kn. 233).
Ot jaro etc., cp. jdre ‘ko3neHok, srHeHOK . ([Iputom jérce < jerice). — Vgl.
Jjerke.

jerke ‘oBma, xo3a (camka)’. — Hel.: B mo6oMm cimydae mpumepst {jegénye und
jérce, s.0.} HeMOKa3aTEeNbHBI B CBA3H C Cyap00H *ja- (> je-) (NB: He jé!) B
Jjerke ‘oBua, xo3a (camka)’ < cnas. jarvka / cnuk. jarka / yxp. sipka. Ckopee
3/IeCh OTPAXXCHO AMAJIEKTHOE CiaB. SIBIEHHE (ja > je, cp. psAA NMOAOOHBIX
CIy4yacB B CJIH., Y€IIl.), YeM Pa3BUTHE HA BEHrepckoil mouse. Cp., OIHAKO,
ja <cnas. (j)a B jdsz (< jazv), jasz (< Ap.-pyc. @m¢w), jdszoly (< jasli), javor
(<javorv), jarom (< jaromv).

Jolsva —s. Josva.

Josva dial. ~ Jolsva (1271: Elswa) Ortsname = JelSava in der Slowakei, hierzu
auch der FluBname Jésva [Staboslav 1948: 2: 241; Kiss 304, 305]. — Hel.:
<slaw. elbSava (? elvseva, ICCH 6: 25).

kabala dial. (1208/1373: ? Kobula hn.; 1271: Kabalapataka hn.; ca. 1395: ka-
bala) ~ altung. kabla (ca. 1405) ‘xo6puma’ [Kn. 1: 235-236; TESz 2: 289-
290]. — Hel.: < slaw. kobyla (3CC4 10: 93-98).

kabéca (1791: Kabotza) < kabolca (1808: Kaboltza) ‘ky3neuuk, capanua, Ho-
moptera’ [Kn. 1: 236; TESz 2: 292-293 (moxet ObiTh ApeBHUM)]. — Hel.: <
slaw. kobylica (3CC4 10: 98-99).

kabolca —s. kaboca.

kacsa —s. kdcsa.

kacsa dial. (1333/1468: ? Cachafolyasa hn.; 1548: Kaczath) ‘ytka’ [Kn. 1: 238
(sub kacsa < cnBi.); TESz 2: 297-298 (sub kacsa; 298: “A kacsa akakvalto-
zat d-ja magyar nyulas éredménye”)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. kaca (3CCA Her; cm.
ECYM 2: 409; Machek 1968: 233-234). — JIur. kacsa — no3iHee U3 CIBIIL.

kadar (1288: kadar szn.; 1585: kadar) ‘6onmaps’ [Kn. 2: 657-658 (comHeHwMs
U3-3a TOTO, YTO TOJBKO B COCEIHUX C BEHT. SI3bIKAX; “BCE YK€ HEIb3s lyMarTh,
YTO CJIOBO BO3HHKJIO B BEHT., T.K. 00pa30oBaHNE UMEH C ITOM. {= ITOMOIIBIO }
OTBpeMeHHOTO cydduKca -dr Ha4amoch TOJIBKO B AMOXY OOH. {= OOHOBIIE-
Hus} s3eika”); TESz 2: 300-301 (Bep., cnas.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. kadarjo
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(OCCHA wer; cxpB. kadar; cnu. kadar, mmnan. kaddr; cr.-cnBH. kadar (<
BEHT.?).

kalangya (1370: kalangia; 1825: kalanya) ‘ckupma, xomaa’ [Kn. 1: 242; TESz
2: 319]. — Hel.: < slaw. kladvna < kladena (3CCH 9: 180-181); Gour.
knaowns (dial. k1wou's, Knaousd etc.), CXpB.AMAN. KIAOHbA, KIdHbA, PYC.,
ykp. xnaousi. — {Die Entwicklung im Ung. war wie folgt:} {*}kldadnya >
{*}kldnnya > {*}kalannya > kalangya.

kalitka (1410/1490: kalitkaban; 1533: kaletka; 1552: kalatkdba [!]) ‘xmerka
(mmsa nTam, Menkux SKUBOTHBIX) [Kn. 1: 245-246; TESz 2: 325-326]. —
Hel.: <slaw. klétvka. — He Obu10 11 BTOP. BIVSIHHS YKP. KAimKa?

Kamor (1742: Kamor-Véra) ‘ropa (662 m) B ropax bép:xénn (ceB. 4. {= ceBep-
Hast yactb} M. [lemt y rpanunsr CnoBakun’ [Kiss 312 (? k monsck. Kamor
szn., quan. kamor ‘komap’)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. kamorw, cp. DCCSH 9: 137
und Tpy6aues Otum. 1970: 10 (beide: caoBuH. crap. kamor ‘KaMeHb’).

kamra ‘(seit 1198) ka3Ha; (seit 1372/1448) xamopka; (seit 1405) momocTs Tena;
(seit 1754; coBp.) manara (agm.); (seit 1797; cosp.) komnerus’ ~ kamra
‘(seit 1560) knagosas, uynan’ [Kn. 2: 660-661; TESz 2: 332 (< gar., Bpsifg
yu uepe3 cinas.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. komora (®acwm. 2: 305) < rped. youdpa
‘cBOX’ WJIM W3 JIaT. camera. — S. Anhang 6.

kapa (ca. 1395: capa; 1517: capaat) ‘mogHATHE CIIEpEqN W C3aIH YaCTH CEIIa;
KAITIOIIOH, MOHAIIECKasl psica; KOJIAaK, MPUKPHIBAIONIMNA Tja3a JIOIIAJIH,
cokona’ [Kn. 2: 662-663 (‘myka cenna’ He ctona); TESz 2: 355-356 (< nar.,
Bpsix Jin uepes cnas.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. kapa (®acm. 2: 183; ECYM 2: 368
(pacmipocTp. yka3biBaeT Ha OOIIeclaB. Xap-p) Wi < jiaT. cappa (Kamma,
BUJI TOJI. {= rOJIOBHOTO} yOOpa).

kaposzta (1336 szn.) {°Kohl’}. — Hel.: BeHT. HE OTpakaeT COKpaIl. MpeaaKyT.
JOJTOThI!

kar (1372/1448: kart) ‘ymep0, Bpen; xans’ [Kn. 1: 253; TESz 2: 370-371]. —
Hel.: < slaw. kvare (BEP 2: 307; cr.-cnaB. KBaph); ? < Oyir. kavar, cp.
TIOpK. qor — Ligeti MNy 29: 220.

*Karasz (1306: Karaz), in: Nyirkarasz Ortsname, Komitat Szabolcs-Szatmar-
Bereg [Kiss 473 (= {ung.} kdrdsz ‘xapacws’ {< slaw., s. EWU s.v.})]. —
Hel.: < slaw. krasv (QCCA 12: 105 krasvjv; M.0. u ot *krase — 9CCH 12:
106).

karisnya — s. karosnya.

karmany ‘(?) Armel’ (1543: karman kezthyu [= karmdn kesztyii] *?°, OklSz
457) [em. TESz 2: 383-384 sub karmantyu ‘mydra’ (seit 1708)]. — Hel.: <
slaw. korvmanwv (®Pacm. 2: 201: op.-pyc. Kopmant (ums); pyc. kapmawu;
IIp.-TIONIbCK. korman, korban.

karosnya dial. (1343: corosnis) ~ dial. kasornya (vgl. 1616: kosornyaiaban),
karisnya ‘xopsuna’ [Kn. 1: 256-257; TESz 2: 398 (sub kasornya) (konra-
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MuHanus ¢ kosar u kas)]. — Hel.: < slaw. krosvna < krosena (®acm. 2: 384
*krosnia. — Cp. TX. kasolya.

kasolya dial. Siebenbiirgen (1707: kosolya; MTSz: kasolya, kosoja) ‘He6onb-
mas kop3uHka® [Kn. 1: 258 (< ykp. [Hel.: roe Tonpko koselv]); TESz 2:
397-398 (< Boct.-cnBU. koSalka & ykp.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. koSela < koSela
(OCCA 11: 187-189 koselv / kosela /| koselv). — Vgl. karosnya.

kasornya — s. karosnya.

katka dial. (1887) ‘4 cBs3aHHBIC B BUJE AKOPS KPIOKA, C TIOM. {= MOMOIIIKIO }
KOTOPBIX HINYT Ha JHE AOHHYMO 3amermy’ [Kn. 1: 259 (momyckas cymi. ro.-
cnaB. xuBod ¢opmbl)]. — Hel.: < slaw. kotvka (OCCA 11: 212-213 —
TOJILKO CT.-CJIaB., IP.-PYC.).

kelence dial. (1462: Kelencze hn.; 1524: kelencze (mpeum. B BOCT. aual.);
17.Jh.: koloncze) ‘Bun (oroposkenHoi) maceku’ [Kn. 1: 261 (¢ comH.);
TESz 2: 429-430 (c 2 gpyruMu, HO HENPHUEMIIEMBIMH OOBSICHEHUSIMH)]. —
Hel.: < ?? slaw. kolonica (OCCH 10: 168-169: *kolvna ‘capaii’ etc., He ydre-
HBI F0O’)KHO-CJIaB.: CXPB. kOlnica ‘KapeTHBIN capaii’, ciH. kolnica, CBI. IAAI.
kolnica ‘capaituux’).

kelengye (ab 1787) ‘nomapku poauteneii k OpakocodyeraHuto, npuaanoe; Hei-
ratsausstattung’ [TESz 2: 430 (¢ 3 Bo3M. 00BsSICH. — HanuO. yaadHOE U3 JarT.
clenodia ‘coxpoBwuie, IparoreHHOCTE’ — U ¢ JHT., B T.4. Hadrovics MNy
51: 340, 52: 358; Kniezsa NyK 65: 98; Urhegyi MNy 63: 482)]. — Hel.: < ?
slaw. koleda (3CCA 10: 134-135), B vacTH., H.-IyX. kdloda ‘momapox Ha
HOBBIH TOJ’, IONLCK. koleda ‘poxIEeCTBEHHBIN MMOAAPOK’, * 00ps, CBI3aH-
HBIH C HAYaJIOM rojia’.

kelepce (ca. 1560: kelepche) ‘noBymika, 3amagus’ [Kn. 1: 261; TESz 2: 430]. —
Hel.: < slaw. klepvca (OCCS 10: 11-12: *klepbcw; ecTh mp.-pyc. KAENbILLIA
‘tendicula, wdye, wayic, TOByIIKa, CHIIOK, KallKaH ).

keménce [¢ — € — €] (1156: ? Kemence hn.; ok. 1395: kemenche) ‘meus’ [Mikl.
110. Unaue Kn. 1: 261-262 (< kamenica win komnica < kamvnica; He u3
kominica, T.K. He M. OBITh XK.p. [HO cp. OONT. AU, KOMUHA ‘AyIIKA HAJ Tie-
miepa’]); TESz 2: 436-437]. — Hel.: < slaw. kominica (?) (ue 3acBuu. Cp.
BEP 2: 572 xomun < rp. xouivog, nar. caminus) — kamenvca (3CCS 9:
134-135 kamenvbco), B T.4. CT.-CHBI. kamenca ‘miedys’, yKp. (3akapm. 16-17
B.) kamenys id., {?7?7?} pyc. (BeTka) kdmennuya ‘KaMeHHas 1e4b B OaHe’.

kerecsen — s. Kerecseny.

Kerecseny (Tiszakerecseny) (1324: Kerechun; 1327: Kerechen). — Hel.: O6b14HO
9TO CIIOBO HETIOCPE/ICTBEHHO O0BsicHseTcs u3 annenstuBa kerecsen (kere-
cseny) ‘OXOTHHYMHA COKOJ’, MPeoOpPa30BAaHHOTO M3 CT.-BEHT. kerecset (OK.
1282: kerechet, Ho 1651: kerechen) < cnaB. *krecetv (cm. Kn. 1: 263; TESz
2:453; 5CCA 12: 111). Ognako panssis ¢uxcanust Gopm ¢ -n (-ny), a Tak-
e Harmucanue Kerechun, ykasbIBaroliee Ha UCXOMHO Y3KHH TJIaCHBINA IMO-
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CJICZIHETO CJIOTa, 3aCTaBJIAIOT JyMaTh CKOpee O CIaBSIHCKOM IPOTOTHUIIC B
Bune *krecine (cm. 3CCA 12: 111, Tne mpuBOIATCS 300HHM OHOMATOIICH-
4ecKoi mpupoasl *krecs, otkyaa MH ct.-ykp. Kpeuossw, 1, Hapsiay ¢ 3THM,
pyc. auain. kpéua ‘ntuna yuouc’). — GOHETHYECKH MIPUEMIIEMO U 00bsCHE-
Hue u3 *Krecin, ot cnas. *kreks (Bern. 613-614), npeanarasmeecs 5. Cra-
HuciaBoM (Stan. 2: 268). — Cp. Kerecseny, M. 3ana (1019/1370: Kerechen;
1270: Kerchen; 1320: Alsoukerchyn) [Kiss 329; Gyorffy 15: 275].

Kisbakta — s. Bakta.

Kisbégany — s. Bégany.

Kisbudmér —s. Budmer.

kolbasz (1373: Kolbaz szn.; ca. 1405: colbaz) ~ dial. kalbasz ‘xonbaca’ [Kn. 1:
272; TESz 2: 523]. — Hel.: < slaw. kvlbasa (dacm. 2: 286), HO cXpB. kobd-
sa, Jak. Kauk. klobdsa, cma. klobdsa, went. klobdsa < klobasa. — Bugumo,
kalbasz < klobasa (> kalabasz).

kom dial. (seit 1574) ‘xkym’ [Kn. 1: 275-276]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. kumwv. — He uc-
KITFOYEHO, YTO BTOPUYHO 10 OTHOII. K koma. — Vgl. koma.

koma (1213/1550: ? Comad szn.; 1478: ? Koma szn.; 1526: komam) ‘kym’ [Kn.
1: 275-276]. — Hel.: < slaw. kuma. — Vgl. kom.

komor (1222: ? Chomor hn.; 1372/1448: komorodott; 1532: kumuruk) ‘yrpto-
MBI, xMypeiid” [Kn. 2: 671 (Bonmpeku Munkacsi 1897: 19, < xmura); TESz
2: 540 (Hen3B. mpouCX., He < BOCT.-claB.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. xmurs (Pacwm.
4: 250); OCCH *kmurv uver. — {Beziiglich des slaw. Anlauts: *k- oder *x-
heiflt es auf einem anderen Zettel:} Kn. 2: 671 u TESz 2: 540 oTtknonsitor
BeIIBUHYTOE panee (b. MyHkaun) npennojokeHue O 3aMMCTBOBAaHHUU W3
BOCT.-CIIaB. *xmurv, *xmura (4T0 BIIOJIHE PE30HHO, T.K. CJaB. X- HE JaeT
BEHT. k-) [...].

Kény (1220: Coun) Ortsname, Komitat Gy6r-Moson-Sopron [Stan. 2: 281; Kiss
351-352 (*konjv)]. — Hel.: ? < slaw. kovens (3CCS 12: 18).

konyha < altung. kohnya (1206: cuhnamezei hn.; 1327: Kuhnyaheg hn.; ca.
1395: chohyna; 1521: konha; 1585: kohnya ~ konyha) ‘xkyxus’ [Kn. 2:
671-672; TESz 2: 558]. — Hel.: < slaw. kuxynja (< np.-B.-H. < JjiaT.; Wid
MPSIMO |3 JIp.-B.-H.?).

kopja (1464: kopya) ‘xombe’ [Kn. 1: 278-279; TESz 2: 564]. — Hel.: < slaw.
kopwjel-ja (OCCH 11: 40-41). — Bo3Mm., -ja — U3 BEHT.; Tak O ciBL. kopija
Kn. 1: 279 {aber vgl. auch poln. kopia id.}. — Ilozgu{ee}.

korcsolya (1339: Korcholyas szn.; ok. korcyola) ‘(cT.-BeHT.) cana3ku, 1mMoyio3bs
JUISL cKaThIBaHMs Oouek; (coBp.) KoHBKH [Kn. 2: 865-866 (Bpsnm nu ciaB.);
TESz 2: 571-572 (id.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. kwrcfiJdlo ~ krvc[i]dlo (cxpB.auai.
koculje Pl., cnu.Benr. {sic!} korcsole, cnBu. korcula; ? yxp. kopuyea ‘caHu
Iutst IpoB’ < BeHr.). — Cp. mocsolya, nyoszolya.
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korhad (1595: kodhadni [o: kor-]) ‘cTaHOBUTBCSI THWIBIM, TPYXJisiBbiM® [Kn. 2:
867 (otBepraer ommbouno); TESz 2: 574 (id.)]. — Hel.: < {aks.} kruxs
(Dacwm. 2: 387) ~ {aks., altruss.} krexa (Pacm. 2: 384). — Vgl. torha.

kormany (1323: Kurmanus hn.; ca. 1405: korman; 1512: Kormanyos hn.) ‘pyms,
mrypBal; (mo3aH.) npaButenbctBo’ [Kn. 1: 282; TESz 2: 576]. — Hel.: <
slaw. kvrma (-n MOT pa3BUTBCH €.2. B pe3-Te {= pe3yabTare} ynoao0IeHus
o popme cioBy *kormdn ‘HamydHuk’ < Ip.-TIOPK. (OTY3., KBIY.) quUrman).

kovasz — s. Kovdszo.

Kovaszo (1270-1272/1295: Koazou) Ortsname (= {slowak.} Kvasovo (1808:
Kwasow, Kwasowad); {ukr.} Keacoeo). — Hel.: < slaw. *kvasovv/-a/-0 <
*kvasv (OCCS 13: 153-155) > ung. kovasz ‘3akBacka’ (ca. 1395: couay).

Kolcsény (1263/1296: Kulchun, Kulchen) Ortsname (= {slowak.} Kolcino
(1808: Kolcin, Kol¢no); {ukr.} Koavuuno). — Hel.: < slaw. *kwlcinv/-a/-o
(< *kvlcvb, cm. DCCH 13: 184).

kuzsaly — s. guzsaly.

laboda (1378: Labada wossyan hn.; 1391: Labdasuuasyan hn.; ca. 1395: labo-
da; ca. 1405: labda) ‘nebena, Atriplex’ [Kn. 1: 299-300; TESz 2: 702]. —
Hel.: < slaw. leboda (?), lebeda, loboda (Dacm. 2: 469-470); ue olboda,
kak Bern. 1: 698.

ladik (1475: ladak; 1560: ladik; 1672: ladikasoc [yka3. Ha *ladika]) ‘Tutocko-
monka’ [Kn. 1: 300-301; TESz 2: 704]. — Hel.: < slaw. lod- < old-. — He-
nocp. uctounuk HesiceH. Kn. u TESz npennounraror cpaBHeHHE ¢ OOIT.
adoutika (Auan.), Ho Cp. U 100Kd.

*lakma (1598: lakmarozik ‘mupyet’) [Kn. 1: 301-302 (na lakoma, lakma ‘npo-
skopnuBbIil’ muain., ¢ XIX B.; ¢ lakmdrozik e otoxnectusier), TESz 2:
710-711 (tak xe)]. — Hel.: < slaw. lokoma/v < olkoma/v (noBcrony la- B
cnaB.!). Cl0KHO, HEHAJIS)KHO, HEYOSTIUTEIbHO U3-32 BO3MOKHOCTH O3]~
Hero 3auM. lakoma. — {Spéter dazugeschrieben:} Ho cp. cxps. [okma ‘Ky-
cok’ <Ttyp.! (Bern. 729).

lanc (1219/1550: ? Lanczij hn.; 1263: ? Lanch hn.; ca. 1405: Lanch; 1553: lan-
chorwl) ‘mens’ [Kn. 1: 302-303 (ldnc < lanvcw: Gonr. adrey, CXpB. ldnac,
CT.-Ka#k. lanc, cma.auan. ldnec, BocT.-ciBIl. lanc, ykp.muan. aany); TESz
2: 714-715 (nawney etc. < Bewr.)]. — Hel.: < ung. lanco (lancok ?7) < slaw.
lancux ~ lancug (< vem. *Lannzug) (®acm. 2: 458). — Ckopee nepeocm. {=
nepeocmbicienne} -ok xak Pl. — ITo3nu{ee}?

lanco —s. lanc.

lapocka (ok. 1405: lap[i]chka; 1493: lapoczka) ‘nonaTka (aHar.); ycm. mosc. Jo-
natka (mHCcTp.)” [Kn. 1: 305; TESzZ 2: 722]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. lopatvka.

lédnék (1471: lednyk; 1533: lenndk; 1664: lendeket) ~ dial. lednék, lendék
léndék, lendok, 16ndok, lennék, 1énnek, lénnék ‘Lathyrus; Buka Vicia’
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[Kn. 1: 309-310 (< cnBir., mocie neHazanuzanun);, TESz 2: 738 (< cnBi.)].
— Hel.: <slaw. ledvniks (OCCS 15: 51).

1éndék — s. [édnék.

lendok, lennék — s. lédnék.

lengyel [¢ — €] < altung. lengyen (1130-40/12.-13.Jh.: Lengen szn.; 1256: Len-
gel hn.; ca. 1395: lengel) ~ dial. lengyén ‘monsax’ [Kn. 1: 312-313; TESz 2:
751]. — Hel.: <slaw. ledjanv. — ®acwm. 2: 553 ledéniny (0TKyna AkoObI len-
gyel); DCCH 15: 44 ledjane / ledéne. — Benr. popma yka3piBaeT ckopee Ha
*ledjenv ~ *ledjonv ~ *ledjonwv. Cp. Konst. Porph. De adm. imp. 9, § 37:
Aeviovvivor, Aevievivor.

lengyen —s. lengyel.

lepény (ca. 1395: lepeyn) ~ dial. lepiny ‘nenemxka’ [Kn. 2: 684; TESz 2: 756].
— Hel.: < slaw. lepenw/b. — Cp. ®acm. 2: 484: nenéxa (? ~ renumsv [HO 3TO
aknuru)).

lepiny — s. lepény.

Lécs (Ende des 13.Jh.: Louch {aber laut Kiss® 2: 43 — in dieser Form schon
1239 belegt}) Ortsname, Komitat Vas [Kiss 384 (= Loc, ¢ panHelt cyOcTH-
TylMen ¢ — cs, Kak B csaszar etc. [Hel.: Ho B aycnayte ee Het]); Taganyi
MNy 9: 264; Moor Acta Ethn. 12: 38]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. lovscjb (< lovees).

Lénya (1270/1580: Lonya; 1325: Louna) Ortsname [Kiss 386; Kniezsa 1942a,
Nr. 245; Stan. 2: 319]. — Hel.: < slaw. *lovVnja (V = », y v i; ot loviti,
lovv).

londok — s. lédnék.

Lovo (1265: Lveho) Ortsname, Komitat Gydr-Moson-Sopron [Kiss 388-389
(mpuu. ot [6 ‘ctpensats’); Taganyi MNy 9: 264; Melich MNy 22: 129, 28:
18], belegt auch in: Egerlové (1221/1550 Luen [o: Lueu]), u.a.m. — Hel.: <
?? slaw. lbvove.

macséja —s. mocsolya.

macsola — s. mocsolya.

magla —s. madglya.

Magloca (1220: Magluca) Ortsname, Komitat Gyér-Moson-Sopron [Kiss 395
(< Moeunuya); Stan. 2: 326; Moor 1936: 37]. — Hel.: < slaw. mogylovica. —
Vgl. Maglod.

Maglod (< Maglét 1380, aber vgl. ca. 1150/13.-14.Jh.: Moglout [Personen-
name]) Ortsname, Komitat Pest [Kiss 395 (< mag ‘sperma’ iiber einen
Personennamen); Stan. 2: 326]. — Hel.: < slaw. mogylovece; Kum {= Kiss}
coBceM otuenser ot Magloca — uro HenpasaonoaooHo. — Vgl. Magloca.

maglya < altung. magla (1487: ? Maglas szn.; 1512: ? Magla hn.; 1528: magla;
1551: maglya) ‘(altung.) xy4a; (heut.ung.) xocTep W3 OONBIIMX OpeBeH’
[Kn. 1: 322-323; TESz 2: 815 (coBp. 3Hauenue — nyelyjitas (Hel.: m.0., u
tdhopma Toxe?))]. — Hel.: < slaw. mogyla (DPacwm. 2: 634-635).
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malom < malon (1075/1124/1217: ? melinhalmu hn; 1247: molna [3.Sg.]; 1271
/1295: Malomsok hn.) ‘menpauma’ [Kn. 1: 325-327 (¢ KyJibT.-UCT. JaHHBI-
MU; BEPOSATHO < CXpB. molin — MpoMex. cTaaus Mexay muvlyns u malin);
TESz 2: 831; ! Amb6ot 262 (cxoactBo ¢ halom!)]. — Hel.: < slaw. mw»lyns
(< mar. molina, uepes ut. mulino?, nem.?, ¢p.?). — S. halom.

malon — s. malom.

mancs dial. (seit 1792) ‘nepes. {= nepessaubIii} Mau’ [Kn. 1: 328; TESz 2:
834]. — Hel.: < slaw. mecv. — Vgl. Mencshely.

Markéc (1403: Markochel [o: ? Markolch]) Ortsname, Komitat Baranya [Kiss
407 (ot umenu tuna Markovec); Stan. 2: 335]. — Hel.: <slaw. mVrkvvoce.

Marok (Marokpapi) (1220/1550: Marc; 1248: Mark) Ortsname. — Hel.: < cnas.
JIN Markw (< rp.). Bectpedaercs u kak Benr. JIM (1211: Marcu; 1214/1550:
Marc), cm. Fahértoi 1983: 213. Cyns mo oTCyTCTBHIO BCTABHOTO O B COBP.
BeHr. JI Mark, oHo siBngercs He npogoimkeHneM sroro JIM, a yceuernnem
Markus (< nat. Marcus) nnu 3auMcTBOBaHueM u3 HeM. Mark (Lado 1978:
189).

marna (1590: maarna) ‘ycau Barbus barbus’ [Kn. 1: 329-330; TESz 2: 848]. —
Hel.: < slaw. mwréna < gr. uopaiva, lat. muraena.

matka (1508: matkaiaval ‘HeBecta’) ‘HeBecTa, Cy)KEHas; JKEHUX, CYKCHBIH’
[Kn. 2: 691; TESz 2: 861-862]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. matvka. — Ilozmu{ee}.

Mencshely (1269: Menchel) Ortsname, Komitat Veszprém [Kiss 417 (? < mem.
JIN Menzli, Mentzelin; 7?7 < poMman.: nat. monticellus ‘Xxomm’ + Hap. 3THM.:
hely)]. — Hel.: <? slaw. mecv. — Vgl. mancs.

Méra (1256) Ortsname, Komitat Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén [Kiss 418 (< JIU: Hem.
Miro, Mero wiu cxpB., uem. Mira); Stan. 2: 339]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. meéra.

mérce (ca. 1395: merthe; ca. 1405: merche) ~ dial. mirce, mérce (!) ‘mepa
oowema (1,5 Bempa)’ [Kn. 1: 336 (¢ mimu ¢ ?); TESz 2: 898]. — Hel.: < slaw.
merica (me-).

Mérk (ca. 1290: Merk) Ortsname, Komitat Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg [Kiss 419
(? < JIN: nonwck. Mirek ~ Mirko ~ Mirk); Stan. 2: 340; Kniezsa MNy 4:
223]. — Hel.: <? slaw. mervky.

merkdce dial. (18.Jh.: merkéceze) ‘mopkoss’ [Kn. 1: 337]. — Hel.: < slaw. mwr-
kwvica; cxpB. mpreuya u ap. — [lozma{ee}?

mészaros (1395: Mezaros szn.; 1438: Manzaros; 1453: Menzarus szn.) ~ dial.
miszaros ‘msicHuk’ [Kn. 1: 337-338 (pasHble OOBSCH. JUIS UCYE3H. h);
TESz 2: 906 (2-kpatnoe 3aumctBoBanue)|. — Hel.: < slaw. mesarjb. — He
MOTJIO JIU COXpaHEHUE -dr- OOYCIIOBUTh Pa3BUTHE U3 -en- CHHrapMOHUYEC-
KW HE ITPOTUBOPEYAIIEro -¢- 7

métej — s. métely.

métely ~ dial. métej, mitej ‘cocammuk Trematoda, Ko’KHOE TTOpakeHHE Y OBeIl’
[Kn. 1: 338-339 (< 10.-cnaB. metyljp ~ memulin, momsiis ‘6adouka’); TESz
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2: 909-910]. — Hel.: < slaw. metyljb; 60nr. Memiiib, CXpB. MEMilib, CIH.
metilj (BEP 3: 768). — {Spéter dazugeschrieben:} “*meétyljp?”.

mézga < mézga. — S. mezge.

mezge altung. dial. [= lit. mézga, s.0.] (ca. 1560: maghszeye; 1527: mezge) ~
dial. mezsge, mezgye, mezga ‘npeBecHas cmona’ [Kn. 1: 339; TESz 2:
912 (Bmecte ¢ mézga)]. — Hel.: <? slaw. mVzga {mit einer leeren Stelle fiir
den Vokal}; 6our. mw3ea. — S. mézga.

mezgye — s. mezge.

mezsge — s. mezge.

mirce — s. mérce.

Misina (1864; panee Mecsek !) Bergname, Komitat Baranya [Kiss 426 (cxps.
Misina ‘Mumuna’)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. mysina. — [lo3gu{ee}?

Miske (1346: Myske) Ortsname, Komitat Bacs-Kiskun [Kiss 426 (< Personen-
name; 1164: Myske, cxps. Misko etc.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. mysvka.

Miskolc (1150: Miscoucy; 1291: Miskoch; 1293: Myscolch) Ortsname, Komi-
tat Borsod-Abatj-Zemplén [Kiss 427]. — Hel.: < slaw. Mysskovscs (icy).

miszaros — s. mészaros.

mitej — s. métely.

mocsila —s. mocsolya.

mocsoja — s. mocsolya.

mocsolya dial. (1138/1329: Machala hn., Mafala hn.; 1156: Mosula hn.; 1260:
Mochola hn.) ~ dial. mocsila, mocsoja, mocsdjja, macsola, macsdja ‘iy-
Ka; ssMa Jutd 3amaunBanus ibHa' [Kn. 1: 341; TESz 2: 939]. — Hel.: <slaw.
mocilo < mocidlo. — Cp. BeHT. pocsolya ‘yka’ (OHOMATOIL. TIPOUCX.); SIBHO
noBiusuio. Cp. emie auan. pocsdr (SzegSz) = mocsar ‘601010’.

moly (ca. 1395: moyl; ca. 1405: mol; 1793: Molly) ‘mons’ [Kn. 1: 342-343;
TESz 2: 946]. — Hel.: < slaw. moljb. — Cp. 2 mo3uruu: Melich 1903: 141:
He M. OBITH 0OJT., T.K. TaM €CTh TOJLKO molec, He mol. Asboth 1907: 81:
HE TIOTOMY HE MOXET OTHOCUTBCS K APEBHEHIIEMY — OOJITaPCKOMY — CIIOO
CllaB. 3aMMCTBOBaHUi, 4to {???, = cnoBa mol} Her B Gonrapckom, Mo-
CKOJIbKY COTJIACHO CBHI-BO {!, = CBUIETENbCTBY} molec HEKOTA TOJKHO
OBUTO OBITH, a TOTOMY, YTO Ha MECTE CJIaB. O B BEHT. TAKXKE 0.

muska dial. (1487: ? Muskapathaka hn.; ca. 1560: muska) ‘menkas myxa, BUH-
Has myxa’ [Kn. 1: 349 (< cnaB. muska, Bep. u3 cnsi.); TESz 2: 978-979 (<
CHIBLL., Cp. CT.-CIIBL. Vinovd muska ‘BUHHas Myxa’, CIIOBO B COCEIHHUX CO
cnoBakamu nuain.) — Hel.: Bce ke BepositHee mwusvka]. — Hel.: < slaw.
mwSvka (Gacum. 2: 667) (? musvka). — [lozmu{ee}?

nadrag (1364: ? Nodrag hn.; ca. 1395: nadrag) ‘Oproxu, mransr’ [Kn. 1: 352-
353; TESz 2: 992]. — Hel.: <slaw. nadragy (®acm. 3: 38). — Iloznu{ee}?

Nagybakta —s. Bakta.

Nagybégany — s. Bégany.
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Nagydobrony — s. Dobrony.

naszad (1504: ? Nazadiste; ca. 1522: Nazados) ‘HeOobIIoe, JeTKOE, PEUHOE
BOoeHHOe cyaHo; (coBp.) karep’ [Kn. 1: 353-354; TESz 2: 1001 (< mp.-
pyc.)]. — Hel.: < cT.-BeHr. ndszad < slaw. nasadv; np.-pyc. Hacapzs ‘BHI
cynmHa’, cT.-4eml. nasadiste n nip. (< pyc.?); @acm. 3: 47.

navalya — s. nyavalya.

noszolya — s. nyoszolya.

nyavalya < altung. navalya (1211: ? Neuualeh szn.; 1254/1360: noualyad hn.;
1329/1394: Neualyad hn.; 1854: nyovolya (Tx. Anain.)) ‘XBOpb; HamacThb;
(ct.-Benr.) Hyxna’ [Kn. 1: 356; TESz 2: 1038 (¢oHn. pa3B. = kak B nyoszolya,
HO 00001meHa np. nuain. popma)]. — Hel.: <slaw. nevolja. — Vgl. nyoszolya.

Nyirdérzs —s. *Dérzs.

Nyirkarasz —s. *Kardsz.

Nyomja (1272: Namya) Ortsname, Komitat Baranya (seit 1948 — Teil des Dor-
fes Szederkény) [Kiss 475 (mpaBuibHO, HO TaKkke ¢ CXpB. Nemila); Stan. 2:
356 (x TomonuMam Tumna cxpB. Nomanica)]. — Hel.: < slaw. nemyja. Cp.
oonr. Hemus; ? yxp. Hemis.

nyoszolya < altung. noszolya (1452: nozolya, 1494: nazolya; 1532: nozoliaba;
1754: nyaszolyéak) ‘nmoxe, kpoBats’ [Kn. 1: 357; TESz 2: 1053 (¢on. pass.
~ xaK B nyavalya, Ho 0000meHa ap. auan. Gopma)]. — Hel.: < slaw. nosilo
< nosidlo. — Vgl. nyavalya.

Ogyalla —s. *Gyalla.

Ohat < Ohad (1220/1550: Vhd; vhudu szn.) Ortsname (heute ein Stadteil von
Egyek, Komitat Hajdt-Bihar) [Kiss 479 (< oA {> heut.ung. 6} ‘alt’ + {Di-
minutivsuff.} -d)]. — Hel.: < slaw. voxods.

6l —s. akol.

olaj (1309/1323: oleykutha; ca. 1395: olay) ~ dial. alaj, alé, aléjos ‘macio
(pactutensHoe)’ [Kn. 1: 359-360; TESz 2: 1073]. — Hel.: < 7?? slaw. oléjb
(dacwm. 3: 134). — Ckopee u3 ap.-B.-H. olei, HO alaj M.0. U CTapbIM ClIaBU3-
Mom!

Ompoly (1271: Onpoy [!]) FluBname in Siebenbiirgen, = rum. Ampoiul = dt.
Ampoi [Kiss 482 (pyMbIH. < HeM. < BEHT. — CJIaB. ITOCP. {= MOCPEACTBO} HE
ynomuH.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. *QOpejo < *Ampeium (mmm < pymsiH.?); cp.
Ordo Ampei(ensium).

0ozsona — S. uzsonna.

osztoke (1275/1323: ? Estuge szn.; 1279: ? Estyuge szn.; 1519: eztoke, oztdke;
1520: eztekele) ~ dial. észtéke, isztéke, iisztoke, etc. etc. ‘manka ¢ xeil.
KOHITOM JJII OYMCTKH TUIyTa; MajaKka, KOTOpoi moraustoT ckot’ [Kn. 1: 366-
367 (-e u3-3a cioBocod. eke-Gsztoke); TESz 3: 43-44 (cemaHTHKA OTYACTH
u3 oszton)]. — Hel.: < slaw. styka (?), joztyka (7) (OCCS 9: 85 joztykv). —
Vgl. dszton.
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Oszton (ca. 1405: ozten; ca. 1490: g3tene 3.Sg.) ~ dial. észtén ‘nanka, K-poi
MOTOHSIOT CKOT; MHCTHHKT [Kn. 1: 367; TESz 3: 44]. — Hel.: < slaw. ostons
(Pacwm. 2: 165). — KoHTam. ¢ dsztdke (s.0.).

Osztori (1233: yztru; 1264: vstrov) ‘xomeimek, cronouk etc.” [Kn. 1: 367-368;
TESz 3: 44-45]. — Hel.: < slaw. ostrve — vgl. Machek 420 (ostrvvv) vs. Kn.
(ostrvve).

pajta —s. Bakta.

Palkonya (1296: Polkona) Ortsname, Komitat Baranya [Kiss 496 (cmas.: cp.
pyc. Ilynokunsa, wem. Pliukon JIA, nonsck. Potkon ~ Putkon JIN); Stan. 2:
388 (*plvkynja < plvks ‘one’)]. — Hel.: < slaw. polkVnja (polkati ‘nonoc-
Kate’) wiu plakVnja (plakati).

pank — s. pok.

parna (ca. 1395: parna) ‘moxymka’ (cp. pdrnas ‘msarkuil, myxisiii’) [Kn. 1:
393-394; TESz 3: 111]. — Hel.: < slaw. perina.

paszata — s. posziata.

paszta (1648: pasztakban) ‘mornoca momns, mocrats’ [Kn. 1: 398-399; TESz 3:
124]. — Hel.: < {ung.} *pasztat < slaw. postate (-d- Bep., O] BIUSIHHEM
pasztor ‘nactyx’ etc. {Spater dazugeschrieben:} Unu Bce xe *nacmamu?).
— Vgl. rdsza.

pécér I < altung. dial. pészér (1209: pezer hn.; 1416: Ebpezer; ca. 1560: peczer)
‘ricaps; xxuBonep’ [Kn. 1: 407-408; TESz 3: 140]. — Hel.: < slaw. pvsars. —
Vgl. peszérce.

pécér I —s. peszérce.

Pécsbagota — s. Bakta.

pele < altung. peleh (ca. 1395: peley; ca. 1405: peleh) ‘const (u ap. TpBI3yHBI)’
[Kn. 1: 410-411 (mpotuB < HeM.); TESz 3: 148; Ambot 264-265]. — Hel.:
< slaw. ploxw < pvlxv (Pacwm. 3: 319-320) wmm < np.-B.-H. bilih, pilih, HEM.
Bilch, Pilch (xoT., Bep. {= KOTOpBIE, BEPOSATHO } < CJIaB.).

pereclen — s. pérészien.

*Perecsen, in: Szilagyperecsen (1257: Perchen) Ortsname, Ruménien, friiher:
Komitat Szilagy; rum. Periceiu [Kiss 613 s.v. Szilagyperecsen (6e3 perl.
{= pemenus}); Stan. 2: 402; Kniezsa MagyRom. 1: 269 (< Precany)]. —
Hel.: <slaw. précons.

pérészlen dial. (1291: Perezlen szn.; 1585: perezlen ‘BepereHo (verticulum)’) ~
dial. pereclen ‘kpyxok Beperena’ [Kn. 1: 416; TESz 3: 163-164]. — Hel.:
< slaw. preslenv. — Kn. & TESz: nonano nocie aeHazanuzanuu. OqHaKo
BIIOJTHE MBICITUMO prénslen > préslen > pérészlen.

pérzsél (1429: Perzelew szn.) ‘manuts, omanuBate’ [Kn. 2: 712; TESz 3: 170-
171]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. prvzi-; CXpB. CIH. prziti, OONT. npwowcs ‘BapuTh, Ka-
puTh’ (HO Cp. BeHT. pergel etc.).

pészér — s. pécér.
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peszérce (ca. 1395: pezerche) ~ dial. pecér (!!), poczércze etc. ‘pacrenue Ly-
copus’ [Kn. 2: 714 (¢ comn.); TESz 3: 172 (“ism. ered.”)]. — Hel.: < slaw.
pusarica (cp. ppsars > pecér). — Cp. Tk. muan. (Csallokoz, seit 1794) pe-
szérce ‘canamangpa’ (Kn.).

peszmet— s. poszmat.

pészra —s. piszra.

pésztérce (ca. 1584: Peztritz; ca. 1600: pisztricz; 1798: pesztertze) ‘paziuyHble
BHJIBI CHEJOOHBIX TpHUOOB’ ~ (cmer.) pisztricgomba ‘Polyporus squamo-
sus’ [Kn. 1: 419; TESz 3: 173]. — Hel.: < slaw. psstrica (Kn.: TolbK0 *pb-
stroce). — [ozoa{ee}?

pésztra —s. piszra.

picke —s. piszke.

picsa (ca. 1405: picha) ‘cunnus’ [Kn. 2: 714-715; TESz 3: 182 (< *pica — pe-
koMmrtozunus *picvka)]. — Hel.: < slaw. pica (pica?); cp. 60T, nuuxa, CIH.
picka, cnuk. picka, monbeK. piczka, picza (1) ~ pica, pichna.

piszke dial. (1783: piszke; 1792: Bifzke, biifzke, bofzke; 1808: pdfzke) ~ dial.
picke, piiszke ‘kprixoBHUK’ [TESz 3: 212-213 (c HeynoBi. 00bsCH.)]. —
Hel.: < ? slaw. *pssika. — Cp. ncunxa ‘nacien’ (HO cp. TK. O3unKa, O3HU-
Ka, 630uxa id.!).

piszra dial. (1709: piszra; 1679: piszrang; [cTap., HO kKorma?:] pisztra) ~ dial.
pészra, pésztra, piszre, piszrang ‘c 6enpm msaTHoM  [Kn. 1: 424 (< cnBi.
— omubo4HO: cnB. pestra); TESz 3: 214 (< cnas.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. psstra,
-v. — Vgl. pisztrdang.

piszrang —s. piszra.

piszre —s. piszra.

pisztarang — s. pisztrang.

pisztrang < pisztrang ~ pisztrong (1261: Pistrungus potoc hn.; 1271: Pistrunk
hn.; 1364: Pistrongus hn.; ca. 1395: piftrang) ~ dial. piszt(a)rang ‘dopens’
[Kn. 1: 424 (B-T ¢ d Bo3HuKkaeT B Dunantil B k-uie {= konne} XVII B., e
pBIOBI 3TOH HeT — oH TpaHcopmupoBan); TESz 3: 216]. — Hel.: < slaw.
postroge. — Vgl. piszrang sub piszra oben.

pisztricgomba — s. pésztérce.

pisztrong — s. pisztrdang.

pitar dial. (1795/1844: pitarba) ‘cenn’ [Kn. 1: 425-426; TESz 3: 217-218; Cun-
TaroT npeodpasoBanueM pitvar. Ho Het e.g. BapuanTa udar y udvar! {Spéter
dazugeschrieben:} Ho ects borotva ~ borota). — Hel.: < slaw. pritors
(dacm. 3: 361-362 & 367), npuTops (3orp.). U3 rpeu. mpoutdpiov (1po-
MEX. CTaJisl Ipeodpa3oBaHus B npumeop {‘3amnajHas manepth NepKBHU, HA
KOTOpoii KopMaT HUIUX , @acm. 3: 367}). — Vgl. pitvar.

pitvar (ca. 1300: pituaranak) ‘camm’ [Kn. 1: 425-426; TESz 3: 217-218]. —
Hel.: <slaw. pritvorv (®acm. 3: 367). — Vgl. pitar.
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pluta —s. poza.

poc —s. polc.

pok (ca. 1395: pok; ca. 1405: poukh) ‘mayx’ [Kn. 1: 428; TESz 3: 238-239]. —
Hel.: < slaw. paukv < pagksv > ung. dial. pank ~ pank (1792: pank; 1838:
pank), ponk (1831: punkhalo; 1863: ponk) id.

poka dial. (ca. 1456: pokaztath) < polka (ca. 1395: polka) ‘menenku’ [Kn. 1:
433 (< povijalko xaiik.?); TESz 3: 246-247 (cp. cT.-cxpB. povivka)]. — Hel.:
<slaw. povilvka. — Vgl. (1) polya; (2) poc < polc.

polc < altung. *polea (1177/1500: ? Pulch hn.; 1343: Poulcha hn.; 1873: pdca)
~ dial. poc ‘nonka’ [Kn. 1: 430-431; TESz 3: 241-242]. — Hel.: <slaw. po-
lica (-a ocmbicneHo kak Px). — {Vgl. poka < polka}.

polka —s. poka.

polya (ca. 1480: polalo (rnar.); 1538: pola; 1587: polja; 1890: polyakban) ‘me-
nenkn; ouHT [Kn. 1: 432-433; TESz 3: 246-247]. — Hel.: < slaw. povijalo
< povijadlo. — Vgl. péka.

ponk — s. pok.

poroszKka — s. poroszkal.

poroszkal (1585: porozkalua; Ho yxe ok. 1395: porozka = poroszka ‘uHOXO-
ner’) ‘UATH WHOXOABI0, CeMEeHHTH, TpycuTh’ [Kn. 1: 439; TESz 3: 259]. —
Hel.: <slaw. prusa-, *pruska-.

poszata ~ dial. poszta, paszata (1590: poszata [gonr. He 0003H. {= moNTOTa HE
0003HaYaeTcs} B 3TOM HCT. {= UCTOYHHKE}]|) ‘UCKAICUCHHBIN, HEYKITFOKbIH
(0c00. peOeHOK, NeTeHHII); Mall. {= MaJeHbKas} neBdas ntudka’ [Kn. 2:
922 (cumraer, 4TO MEPBUYHO TITHYKA', APYTHE Ha3BaHUE K-POi nyomorék
{777, = eigentlich} ‘kaneka’); TESz 3: 263 (nannas 3tum.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw.
pusota; 9etl. psota ‘Hyxkna, 0eqHocTs’, moibek. psota {Ulk, Streich’}.

poszmat dial. (1739: poszmatos; 1789: poszmatot) ~ dial. peszmet (1876: pesz-
met) ‘mycop, mycopHas kyya’ [Kn. 1: 440; TESz 3: 263-264]. — Hel.: <
slaw. posvmetw (Kn. posvméts: noabCK. posmiat, yKp. nocmim).

poszta — s. poszdta.

pota dial. (seit 1887) ~ dial. pluta ‘nornaBox’ [Kn. 1: 441]. — Hel.: <slaw. plu-
ta ‘mpoOka, motnaBok’ (pluta > puluta > pulta > polta > pota).

poczércze —s. peszérce.

puha (1438: Puha szn.; ca. 1560: ptiha) ‘msarkwit, myxusiii’ [Kn. 2: 925-926 (mpo-
tuB); TESz 3: 305 (id.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. pux» (Adj. Fem. -a?); cp. cnBi.
(Jancs) puchy ‘msrkwuii’.

piiszke — s. piszke.

rab (1498: Raberdeye hn.; 1522: Rab hn.; 1536: rab) ‘pa0d, y3HWK, TUICHHHUK’
[Kn. 1: 452-452 (< cxps., B epuog Typenkoro ura); TESz 3: 323-324]. —
Hel.: <slaw. robwv < orbw. [lozmu{ee}?
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rabota altung., dial. (1522: Rabotas szn.; 1577: rabbota) ‘padora’ [Kn. 1: 453;
TESz 3: 325]. — Hel.: <slaw. robota < orbota.

ragya (ca. 1300: ruga; 1416/1450: roga; 1479: Ragyas szn.) ~ dial. rogya (ot
Orség o Szekélyfold) ‘ocnmma; (CT.-BEHT. M AHal. Takke) P/KABYMHA HA
pacteHusix, pxxasunHa’ [Kn. 1: 455; TESz 3: 335]. — Hel.: < slaw. rvdja
(ung. ra-: BO3MOKHO BIUSIHUE €.8. ragyag ‘cusats’). — Vgl. rozsda.

rakonca dial. (1287/1296: Rakoncha hn.; ca. 1395: rochonc3a) ‘onopnas yrio-
Bas kepab Teneru, caneit’ [Kn. 1: 457-458; TESz 3: 341]. — Hel.: < can.
rokunica (cxpB. rukunica). — Ot roka?

rakottya — s. rekéttye.

rasza (1634: rasza; 1662: raczat [!]) ‘paccaga’ [Kn. 1: 459; TESz 3: 348-349
(-d = Dim.)]. — Hel.: < slaw. rozsadwv < orzsadv. — NB: rdsza anstatt *rasza
< raszad, abra anstatt *abra < abraz; paszta anstatt *paszta < pasztat.

raszt altung. (ca. 1400 Razth) ‘omyxons cenezenkn’ [Kn. 2: 727; TESz 3: 349].
— Hel.: < cxpB. rdst ‘6one3ns cene3eHkn’ (CIH. rdst ‘poctT’, CIIK. rast) <
orstv. — [losma{ce}.

réce (seit dem 14.Jh.) ‘yrxa’. — Hel.: ? < cnH. rdca, réca, cxps. raca. — {Vgl.
EWU 1239}.

Redmec — s. *Regmec.

*Regmec (in: Felséregmec, Alsoregmec) < Redmec (1277: Redemech; 1386:
Alsowredmech; 1387: Felseuredmech) Ortsname, Komitat Borsod-Abauj-
Zemplén [Kiss 57 (cp. ct.uemr. Radimice (Pl.) hn < Radim szn.; Hel.: He
npoxoaut no oretuke); Kiss 218]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. Rodimsco.

rekéttye (OkISz) ~ dial. rakottya (1181/1288/1366/16.Jh.: Rakathya hn.; 1193:
raquatiquerec) ~ dial. rekottye ‘nmpox Genista; nenenbHast ua Salix cine-
rea’ [Kn. 1: 460-461 (< rakytyje); TESz 3: 371]. — Hel.: < slaw. rokytvje <
orkytyje.

rekottye — s. rekéttye.

rezsda — s. rozsda.

rogya —s. ragya.

rombol (1621: rombolni) ‘(cT.BeHT.) paccekars, pa3py0aTh; (COBp.) pa3pymiaTs’
[Kn. 2: 731-732; TESz 3: 439 (o0benunser ¢ romlik, ront, etc.)]. — Hel.: <
slaw. robi- {‘hauen’} (CnaB. 3amM. IOTajJ0 MOJ CEM. {= CEMaHTHYECKOE}
BIUSIHUE romlik ‘TIOPTUTHCS, ront ‘TIOPTUTH’ etc.).

réna I xuuowcn. (1764: rona; 1778: réna) ‘paBauna’ [Kn. 1: 468-469; TESz 3:
440]. — Hel.: < slaw. rovena wnu rovina wiu rovenina < orv- (CABL. rovina
‘paBHHHA’). — JIIOOOMBITHO OTCYTCTB. {= OTCYTCTBHE} CJIOBA B CTap. IUCHM.
{= cTapoit MMCEbMEHHOCTH } U B qua.! ICKycCTB. 3auM. {= HCKYCCTBEHHOE
3amMcTBOBaHue}? — Vgl. rona I1.

réma Il dial. (1774: rona) ‘po (u np.)’ [Kn. 1: 468-469; TESz 3: 440 (oTrpanu-
YHUBAIOT OT 7ona ‘paBHuHa’)]. — Hel.: < slaw. rovina. — Vgl. rona 1.
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rozsda (1416/1450: rofdatol; 1799: re’sda) ~ rezsda ‘pxxaBunna’ [Kn. 1: 470 (<
6omr.); TESz 3: 453-454]. — Hel.: < slaw. rvzda < rvdja. — Vgl. ragya.

ruga (1213/1550: ? Rugas szn.; 1216/1550: ? Ruga szn.; 1270/1355: ruga) ‘ro-
nuaHas 1epk. monate’ [Kn. 2: 733; TESz 3: 462]. — Hel.: < slaw. ruga; cr.-
00IIT., YKp., pyc. pyea <Tp. poyo < nart. rogare.

sator (ca. 1150: Saturholmu hn.; 1372/1448: fatorokot) ‘mamatka, matep’ [Kn.
2: 939-940; TESz 3: 500-501 (< Tiopk.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. Satorv, Satvro
(Dacm. 4: 413-414) unm < TIOpK. *catyr.

sipéc altung. (nur 1587 [OkISz]: “Sypolczoknek az 6z f6woknek bibalist attak”
— 3Hau. {= 3HaueHue} HemocToBepHO) [OkISz 846; Kn. 2: 941-942; TESz
3: 546 (mombITKM CONMIK. C TOJICK. siepacz PoH. {= (HOHETHUECKH |} HEIOCTO-
BepHbl)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. Sipovocey. Cp. *Sipb > ciBIl. Sip ‘U’ MOJIBCK.
szyp ‘ctpena’, B.-IyX. Sip, H.-IIyK. Syp (DPacwm. 4: 440).

siska altung. dial. (1419: Siska szn.; 1542: syska ‘Bunm mymku’; 1792: siska
‘gepH. opemkn’; 1908: siska ‘emoBast mmmka’; 1915: siska “xemyns’) [Kn.
1: 476-477; TESz 3: 548-549]. — Hel.: < slaw. Sisvka. — OtyacTu mo3m-
H{ee}.— {Hierzu s. insb. Helimski 1997}.

susnya dial. ‘60k0BOI1 mober; XBopocT, BanexkHuk; der Reisig” [Kn. 1: 481 (<
cnu. susnjad, x?); TESz 3: 622]. — Hel.: <ung. *susnydk < slaw. susonjakv.
—Iozmu{ee}?

szalad dial. (ca. 1395: 3alad; szalad B Tpancunes.; szalados B 3amyH. kpae)
[Kn. 1: 485-486 (met. {= netamu} HesicHbl); TESz 3: 657]. — Hel.: <<slaw.
soldv (Pacm. 3: 712-713).

szalonna (1249: ? Zolouna, Zolovna hn.; 1546: salonat; 1590: szolonna) ‘caino’
[Kn. 1: 487; TESz 3: 665-666]. — Hel.: < szalnna < sza|la|nna < sza|lan|na
<szaldnina < <slaw. slanina < solnina.

szapa(-keszeg) (1794: szap-keszeg; 1825: szapo-keszeg [Szeged]; 1887: szépa-
keszeg [Szeged]) ‘ppiba Abramis sapa’ [Kn. 2: 750 (nar. sapa ot Ilannaca;
Ho kak nonayio B Ceren?)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. sapa; pyc. cdana ‘neni Abramis
ballerus; Cyprinus ballerus’ (®acm. 3: 558). — [lo3gu{ee}?

szekérnye (ca. 1395: 3ekernye; 1533: sekOrnie) ‘kKokanas 00yBb TuIa camor’
[Kn. 1: 495-496; TESz 3: 702]. — Hel.: < slaw. skoronja (Pl. skorvnjéli ?).

szém(é)rék altung. (1251/1281 Zemeryk, Zimiriktu; 1278/1407 zemerakfa;
1407: zemrekfa) ‘Bun nepesa (*MoxokeBenpHUK)’ [Kn. 1: 498; OkISz 908].
— Hel.: < slaw. smrékv (smorks?) (@acum. 3: 686). — [Ipumep nokasbiBaer,
uyro OkISz ropasno nydie pek-eT {= peKOHCTPYUPYET} CT.-BEHT. (YOPMHI,
gem Kn. — Kn. maer kak szémérék.

szémrék — s. szém(é)rék.

széna (1055: zenaia) ~ dial. szina ‘ceno’ [Kn. 1: 499 (! ckopee < ciBII. BMecTe
¢ TepmuHaMu yoopku ceHa); TESz 3: 720-721 (id.; rn. mepB. ciora {= riac-
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HBIA TEPBOTO CJIOTa} 1O BCEil Bep. {= BEPOATHOCTH} YAJIUHWICSH BBUIY
yaapHoi# no3urun)]. — Hel.: < slaw. séno.

Szilagyperecsen — s. *Perecsen.

szina — s. széna.

szolga —s. Bakta.

szomszéd (1322: Zomzed hn; 1345: Zumzed hn.; 1416/1450: Zomzed) ~ dial.
szomszid ‘cocen’ [Kn. 1: 510 (“oTHOCHTCS K IpeBHEHIIEMY CJIOI0 CIaB.
3aMM., HO HETIOCp. UCTOYHHK He ycraHaBnuBaercs’); TESz 3: 781]. — Hel.:
< slaw. sgpsédv. He MokeT 111 OBITH OTpaskeHO *somsédv?

$Z0 — s. szoke.

szoke < ycm. sz6 (1130-40: Seide szn.; 1290: zeu; 1211: Zeuke szn.; 1349:
Zewka) ‘Oenokypsiii’ [Kn. 2: 757-758; TESz 3: 792-793 (ckopee ¢.-y.)]. —
Hel.: < ? slaw. sive.

szovétnek 1372/1448: zewuednekednek; 1590: szeuédnek) ‘ceua, cBeTmib-
auk’ [Kn. 1: 511-512; TESz 3: 799]. Hel.: < slaw. svetonikv (BO3MOKHO
BIIMSIHHE SzZOVendej ‘BhIpe3 IaThs’ U MOJI.).

szuca — s. ciica.

talyog (? 1297: Talug hn.; 1516-18: Tharghij; 1551: thaloba (ill.); 1585: talgiu;
1647: tdlyog — MHOKECTBO BapHWaHTOB) ‘THOMHHK, abcuecc’ [Kn. 2: 957-
959; TESz 3: 832-833]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. faljugv; cp. ct.-gemnt. talov, talov
‘THOW’, H.-TyX. tatug id., Oonr. mdnoz ‘HaHOC, OTIIOKEHHE etc.

tengelic (seit 1320; psx BapuanToB, B T.4. tenglic seit 1357) ‘merons’. — Hel.:
(1) slaw. *$¢igwnle — Oonr. KaliK. Stiglec, NOABCK. szczygiel, YKp. wjuzonb, H.-
nyx. Scigelc; (2) slaw. *scegwle — cnu. sc¢égljec, pyc. {wezonv}; (3) *ste-
gvlo — uemn. stehlik, cneu. stehlik.

ténzsola —s. fézsla.

terém (terme) (1225: ? Terem hn.; 1356: Bankneytereme {sic!, mit -rem-}
(OklSz 980); nocnennue nanneie: 1500; oxxuBneno M. Pesan {= Miklos
Révai} (18 B.); oxuBiIeHO B HenpaBuiIbHOH dopme) ‘3ain’ [Kn. 2: 771-772;
TESz 3: 897-898]. — Hel.: < slaw. tréemws < termwv (Pacm. 4: 47). — {Laut
Roéna-Tas (1996: 186f.): ung. < slaw. *ferm [wohl o: *termv]| < tiirk. *terem
< griech. zgpauva (ibid. 185), tepeuva (ibid. 186) ‘house, habitat’, und
somit “[...] the existence of the word in Pannonia in the second half of the
9th century demonstrates the cohabitation of Turks with Slavs at the dawn
of the Hungarian conquest of the land”. — Die tiirk. Vermittlung ist aber in
Wirklichkeit sehr wenig moglich, denn die Belege, auf die sich Rona-Tas
a.a.0. beruft, d.h. heut. tiirkeitiirk. derim ‘a gathering’, tschag. terim ‘die
Ahren, die nach dem Mihen auf dem Felde bleiben’ koénnen unméglich
von den Verben der+le- ‘sammeln, zusammenbringen, zusammentragen’
und derin- ‘sich sammeln’ (— *derinek > dernek ‘Verein, Verband’, derinti
‘Versammlung, Sitzung’, s. Eren 1999: 109) getrennt werden, und weil so-
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wohl der+le- als auch der-im und der-in- mit ihrer perfekt klaren morpho-
logischen Struktur auf eine urtiirk. nominal-verbale Wurzel \*der+ hinwei-
sen, so daB das tiirkeitiirk. derim (~ tschag. terim) ganz gewi3 keine Spur
eines gr. Wortes, sondern eine iibliche tiirk. Ableitung mit dem sehr pro-
duktiven tiirk. Suffix -im von einer urtiirk. Wurzel V*der= ist, bleibt jenes
von Rona-Tas angenommene *ferém ohne jegliche Unterstiitzung im tiirk.
Wortmaterial }.

tézsla [g] dial. (1402: ? Tesla hn.; 1577: tgsola; 1604: tésla) ~ dial. Siebenbiir-
gen ténzsola ‘ornoOmsa mryra’ [Kn. 1: 522-523 (cexembck. tdnzsola <
pyMbIH. tdnjald); TESz 3: 916)]. — Hel.: <slaw. feZalo.

Tiszadérzs — s. *Dérzs.

Tiszakerecseny — s. Kerecseny.

tolmacs (1075/1124/1217: talmach hn.; ca. 1430: tolmach) ‘mepeBomuuk, ToJ-
Maa’ [Kn. 2: 772-773; TESz 3: 935]. — Hel.: < slaw. tvlmace (Dacwm. 4: 72);
WM U3 TIOPK. tylmac?

torha dial. (1694) ‘MATKuH, pBIXIBIA, OpsONBIA, TPYXIISABEIM, JIOMKHH; weich,
schlaff, morsch, brockelig’ [Kn. 2: 963 (ommbouHoe 00bsICHEHUE U3 CIIBII.
trhan); TESz 3: 944 (m. fejlemény); EWU: “Unbek{annten} Urspr{ungs}”,
(slav{isch} nicht iberz{eugend})]. — Hel.: < slaw. truxa ‘Mulm’ (®dacm. 4:
111) {vgl. ukr. mpyxd ‘ceno, conoma’}. — Vgl. korhad.

Ujgyalla —s. *Gyalla.

*uzsak (ca. 1405: wzak ‘austalis’) [Kn. 1: 234 (< cnaB. *uzakv < *ug-jaks, x0Ts1
9TO cI0BO OOHapyxuTh HaM He yaaercs. K cydpdukcy cm. Mikl.SIGr 2:
244; pyc. cypsx ‘3am. Berep’, ibid. 245); RMGI. 731].

uzsonna (ca. 1395: offana; ca. 1405: vfunna) ~ dial. ozsona (101T0 B CT.-BEHT.:
ozsonna) ‘mongauk’ [Kn. 1: 543-544; TESz 3: 1044]. — Hel.: < slaw. uZina
(? uzinona).

iisztoke — s. dsztoke.

vedér, védér — s. vodor.

Velemér (1273/1349: Welemyr; 1208/1373: Welmer — peuka tam sxe) Ortsna-
me, Komitat Vas [Kiss 687 (13 umenu Ha -mir)]. — Hel.: < slaw. Velimére.

venyége — s. venyige.

venyige [€ — €] (1475: zelewenegye; 1536: wenyke) ~ dial. venyége ‘BuHOTpaj-
Has mo3a’ [Kn. 1: 552-553 (< vinjaga § veénikv); TESz 3: 1115 (id.)]. —
Hel.: < slaw. vinjaga, cp. cxpB. giirbaca, cH. vinjdga, 60IT. guHsiea.

verebes — s. veréb.

veréb (verebe, verbet) (1330: ? vereb hn.; ca. 1395: vereb; 1416/1466: vérébec,
Pl.) ~ dial. veréb, verebes (OklSz 1082) ‘Bopo6eii’ [Kn. 1: 553-554; TESz
3: 1118-1119 (< gp.-pyc. *verebws)]. — Hel.: <slaw. vrébs < verbw (B cnas.
3. — TOJIBKO Vorbucs, verbujb etc., HO ecTh puH. varpu < vrabw [Kn.]).

verecs — S. verecsen.
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verecsen dial. (seit 1834) ~ dial. verecs, verecseny, verecsony, verecsii
‘ycTpoiicTBO mis mieTeHus BepeBku® [Kn. 2: 780 (& verteno); TESz 3:
1119]. — Hel.: <slaw. vor¢... {Auslaut unklar}.

verecseny — S. verecsen.

verecsony — s. verecsen.

verecsii — s. verecsen.

verdce [ve-] (1411: verecke; 1645: verétze; 1750: verOcze) ‘kanuTka; 3a00p;
nutarbaym; apeHa; 3aroponka mis 3Bepeit’ [Kn. 1: 554-555 sub veréce <
dvbrvca; 3TO TIPOXOINT IS qUAN. dévércé, Ho He st npodnx Gopm; TESz
3:1121]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. vratica § vrevica < vortica | vorvica.

vérsék — s. vorsok.

*vézsnek altung. (ca. 1395: vesnek ‘i"vestigator’) ‘ronuas cobaka’ [RMGI. 771
(sub vezsnek); Kn. 1: 556]. — Hel.: < slaw. véZonikv, ap.-uemik. veéznik
‘mBopoBas cobaka’.

vidér, vidor — s. vodor.

vitorla (ca. 1395: vitorla) ‘mapyc’ [Kn. 1: 561; TESz 3: 1164-1165]. — Hel.: <
slaw. vétrilo < vetridlo.

vizsla (1350: Vyslasvereb hn.; ca. 1395: vifla, vyzla) ‘meraBas cobaka’ [Kn. 2:
783-784; TESz 3: 1169-1170]. — Hel.: < slaw. vyzola (Pacwm. 1: 367); cp.
ciBil. vyzla. — {Zu TESz a.a.0.:} CoMHeHus, 3aTparuBaromme u vizsgal (<
vizslal), BBUIy Hey4YeTa vyga ¥ ClIaB. 3TUM. VyZbl-, cM. TpyOaueB 1960: 24.
— {Vgl. oben ung. hort und die Anmerkung}.

voder — s. vodor.

vodor (ca. 1165: VVaderei szn.; 1217/1550: ? vederey szn.; ca. 1405: veder;
1511/1593/1681: vodor) ~ dial. védér, vedér, vidér, vidér, vidor, vodér,
viidor ‘Beapo’ [Kn. 1: 562 (< vedrv); TESz 3: 1176 (id.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw.
Vodrs.

vOrség — s. vorsok.

vorsok dial. (1446: ? Weregd hn.; 1829: vorsok) ~ dial. vérsék ~ vorsog ‘ys3-
kuif mpoxox Beputu’ [Kn. 1: 550 (Benr. aepusar ot vorse = varsa); TESz 3:
1178-1179 (id.)]. — Hel.: < ? slaw. vorsoks, cp. éepuiox ‘0TBEepCTHE B CTE-
He M305bI I BEIX0a AbIMa’.

viidor — s. vodor.

zabla (1393: ? Zabla szn.; ca. 1395: 3abla; ca. 1456: 3abolofta) ‘yauna, y3na’
[Kn. 1: 564 (sub zabola); TESz 3: 1181]. — Hel.: <slaw. zobalo < zobadlo.

zanét (ca. 1395: 3anolt; ca. 1405: 3anuth) ‘pakutHuk Cytisus’ [Kn. 1: 567,
TESz 3: 1186]. — Hel.: < slaw. zanovéts.

zsana — s. Zsana.

Zsana (seit 1808) Ortsname, Komitat Bacs-Kiskun [Kiss 723 (mesicuo)]. — Hel.:
<slaw. zZena; vgl. Kn. 574: zsana ‘zsémbes asszony’.
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zsaratnok altung., dial. (ca. 1577: faratnak; 1787: zsaratnag) ‘ropsime yribr’
[Kn. 1: 574-575 (mo3gH. < cxpB. Zerdtak); TESz 3: 1210-1211]. — Hel.: <
slaw. *Zeratonikw (cp. Zeratvkv). — Ilozma{ee}?

zs€lép ~ zséléb altung. (1264: seleb) ‘menmbHMUHBIA xeno0’ [Kn. 1: 577-578
(6e3 pasrpannueHus 2 3aumctBoBanuii); TESz 3: 1218-1219 (id.)]. — Hel.:
< slaw. zlébv < Zelbv.

zséllye dial. (1519: zsélye; 1575: zEllye) ~ dial. zsélye ‘Tpo6’ [Kn. 2: 975 (cuu-
taet — Borpeku Mikl. 937 u nanee Kniezsa MNy 29: 95 — gro u3 nar. sella,
Kak " zsollye ‘xpecio’, cm. TESz 3: 1226): TESz (aet)]. — Hel.: < slaw.
Zalvje. — ToabKo CT.-cNaB. XkKaAHke ‘TpoOHUNA’ (DPacm. 2: 35 ocanv). — {Auf
einem anderen Zettel:} coBepiieHHO HeonpaBaaHel comHeHHs B Kn. 975,
UCXOJISIIINE U3 OTCYTCTBUS *Zalvje B *UBBIX claB. sizbikax. — {Fazit:} Or-
PaKEHO HE TOJIBKO B CT.-CJIAB. XKAAHKE ‘TPOOHUIIA’, HO U B BEHT.JAHAI. zsélye,
zséllye.

zsolna dial. (1759: zsolna) ‘3emensrit maren’ [Kn. 1: 580 (< cmsm.); TESz 3:
1223]. — Hel.: <slaw. Zo/na (ECYM 2: 202).

zsoltina (seit 1798) ‘Serratula tinctoria’ [Kn. 1: 581]. — Hel.: <slaw. Z»ltina.

Anhinge

Anhang 1:
Geplante Monographien

[a]
OO6muit mman MoHoTrpadun
“HccnenoBaHue BEHICPCKO-CIaBAHCKHX
A3BIKOBEIX KOHTAKTOB PAHHET'O BPEMEHH

1. CnaBsHCKHE 3aMMCTBOBaHMSI BEHI€PCKOTO A3bIKA M HCTOPHS MX U3yUYECHUS.
1.1 TIpeamer ucciaemoBaHuii.
1.2 Hcropus vccieqoBaHWiA.
1.2.1 M3yueHue TOMMOHUMOB CIIABSIHCKOTO MPOUCXOKICHUSL.
1.3 McTopuKo-TIONMUTHIECKUE aCTICKThI.
1.4 JIMHTBHCTHYCCKUE ACTICKTHI.
1.5 KynabTypHO-HCTOPHUYECKHE ACTICKTHI.
2. IIpoGiieMa BEHIe€PCKO-BOCTOYHOCIIABIHCKUX S3bIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB B DIIOXY
MUTpaLU.
2.1 JleBemus u ATEIbKY3Yy.
2.2 l3ydeHne apXeOoJOTHYECCKUX JTaHHBIX.
2.3 TIpo6iemMa BOCTOYHOCIABIHCKOTO SI36IKOBOTO BIIHSHHS.
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3.

[Tpo6iemMa BEHTepCKO-CIIABSIHCKHX SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTakToB B Cpemnem Ilomy-
HaBbe.
3.1 Hacenenune Cpennero [logynaes B konme X Bexka.
3.2 BeHrpsl U ciIaBsiHE B TOCYAapCTBE ApPIajioB.
3.3 IIpobGnema craBsSHCKUX HCTOYHUKOB PAHHHUX 3aMMCTBOBAHHIA.
3.3.1 CnoBenckas Bepcusi.
3.3.2 Yemickas BepCHs.
3.3.3 Crosamkas Bepcusi.
3.3.4 VYxpauHckas Bepcusi.
3.3.5 Bonrapckast Bepcusi.
3.3.6 CepGoxopBaTcKas BEpCHsL.
3.3.7 CybcTpaTHas BepCHsL.
JIMHrBUCTHYECKAs IPOOIEMATHKA SI3BIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB.
4.1 Uzyuenue GOHETHKH.
4.1.1 T'nyGokocreruaibHbIe BOIPOCHI.
4.2 li3yyeHune CEMaHTHKH.
4.3 Benrepckuii 3bIK KaK HCTOYHHK JUTS TPACIABIHCKON PEKOHCTPYKIIUH.
4.4 CnaBsHCKHE 3aMMCTBOBAHHUS KaK UCTOUHHK IS UICTOPUUECKOH (HOHETH-
KU BEHI'€PCKOTO SA3BIKA.
4.5 TlpoGiieMaTnKa BEHI'€PCKHX IEMEHTOB B CIIABSIHCKHX SI3BIKAX.
KynbTypHO-HcTOpHYEcKas TPOOIeMaTHKA SI3bIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB.
5.1 CnaBsiHCKHE TOIIOHHMBI U 3acenenue tepputopun Cpeanero [TomyHaBbs.
5.2 CnaBsiHCKOE BIMSIHUE Ha XO35HCTBO BEHIPOB.
5.3 CnaBsHCKOE BIIMSHUE Ha OOIIECTBEHHO-TTOJIMTHYCCKUN YKIIA],
5.4 XpucTHUSHCKasE TEPMUHOJIOTHS CIABIHCKOTO TIPOMCXOXK/ICHUSI B BEHTEP-
CKOM SI3BIKE.

[b]
Konzept der Monographie
‘“SI3BIK TAHHOHCKHX CJIaBAH
H €T0 cyOCTpaTHOE BIHAHAE HAa BEHTCPCKHH A3BIK”
[Die Ziffern in Klammern beziehen sich auf die ungefihre Seitenzahl
des gegebenen Kapitels (insgesamt ca. 480 Seiten)]

I
A3bIK NAHHOHCKUX CILABSAH U 8eH2EPCKULL A3bIK

(ucmopuko-ghonemuyeckoe U IMUMOLOSULECKOE UCCIed08aHe)
Bregenue. (5)
[IpoGiieMa ApeBHEHIIINX CITABSIHCKUX 3JICMEHTOB B BEHI'€PCKOM si3bIke. (60)
1.1 Benrpsl u cnassire B IX-X BB. (20)
1.2 3amevaHus K UCTOPUHM H3YYCHUS JPECBHEHINUX CIABSHCKUX IEMCHTOB

B BEHT€PCKOM s13bIKe U TonoHnMuU Benrpuu. (30)
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1.3 KoHnenus naHHOHO-CIaBSHCKOTo cyOcTpara B BeHrepckoM sizbike. (10)
CrnapsiHO-BeHIepckue (OHETHYECKHE COOTBETCTBHUS B JAPEBHEHININX 3aUM-
ctBoBaHUAX. (80)
2.1 TIpuHIMITE BBIACIEHHS KOPITyca IpeBHEHIINX 3anMcTBoBaHHH. (10)
2.2 CootBeTcTBHS ITacHbIX. (20)
2.3 CootsercTBHs coriacHbIX. (20)
2.4 CooTBETCTBHS B CTPYKType ClIoBa. [ apMOHHMYECKOE BBIPABHHUBAHHE
cios. (30)
OnbIT peKOHCTPYKINH claBsHCKoro auanekrta [lannonnmn. (40)
3.1 ®doHernka 1 BOIPOCH MPACIABIHCKOH PEKOHCTPYKIHH. (15)
3.2 Jlekcuka 1 BOIPOCHI MPACIABIHCKOM peKOHCTpYKIHH. (10)
3.2.1 TIpoGiema anTan3MoB mpaciaBsHCKOro nepuona. (5)
3.3 [Iuanekrosioruueckas xapakTepucTuka. (5)
3.4 CounomMHTBUCTHYECKUE ACTIEKTHI. (5)
JlpeBHelime ClIaBSHCKUE 3aUMCTBOBAHUS U MCTOpHYECKas (OHETHKA BEH-
repckoro s3eika. (70)
4.1 V30paHHbIC BOIPOCHI YrOPCKOW M MPAaBEHIePCKOH (POHETUUECKOH pe-
KoHCTpyKIuH. (30)
4.2 DonHeTHYECKHUiT CTPOI JPEBHEBEHICPCKOTO s3bIKA. (5)
4.3 CpaBHuTtensHas (HOHETHKA TIOPKCKHUX U CIABSIHCKHUX 3aMMCTBOBAaHUH. (5)
4.4 PasBurtue Bokanmzma. (15)
4.5 PasBurtue koHcOHaHTU3MA. (5)
4.6 li3menenu B cTpykType ciosa. (10)
3axmrouenue. (5)
I
Ipunoorwcenus
OTHUMOJIOTHYECKUN yKa3aTeNb APEBHEUIINX CIABIHCKUX JIEKCHUECKUX 3aUM-
CTBOBaHUI B BEHTepCKOM si3bIke. (70)
OTUMOJIOTHYECKHN yKa3aTelb APEeBHEUIINX TOMIOHUMOB CIaBSIHCKOTO MPOHC-
XOX/IEHUS Ha TeppUTOpHH HcTopuueckoil Benrpuu. (150)

Anhang 2:
Interessant fiir die ungarische Sprachgeschichte:

*akal gally kelence

akol galdoca korhad
bardzda *garablya ol —s. akol
*bélc garaggya pitar

buta gércsa pitvar — s. pitar
cserény gereblye rombol

daroe karmany susnya
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szalad verdce vOrsok
terém *vézsnek zs€lép ~ zséléb
torha

Anhang 3:
Worter, in denen V, > 0

apaca < apacca < opatica

Bébca < babica

Bardoc < brodsch

Bodmér — Kisbudmér

clica < szuca < sulica < sudlica
Daka < daleka

Darza-patak < dereza

esztergalyos < €sztérgar < strpgarp
Esztergom < striguns (?), stregom (?)
Fels6-, Alsoregmec < ? Rodimbcb
Galgo < glogovn

galna < kalina

gazda < gospoda

Gilvacs < glivace

Ilva <jslova

jérce < jarica

Jolsva — Josva

Josva, Jolsva < elnSava (? elpSeva)
kanca < konica

kapca < kopytsce

kapta < kopyto

Kirva < kriva

Kisbudmér ~ Bodmér < Budimérs
konyha < kohnya < kuxynja
korpa < krupa

kurca < kurica

maglya < magla< mogyla

malna < malina

marna < mbréna

mérce < mérica

Molvéany < milovans

pajta < pojata

palca < palica

parna < perina

Pazsga < poZega

pérnye < pyrbn(n)ja oder pyren(n)ja
piszke < ? ppsika

polc < *polca < polica
ponyva < ponjava

pota < pluta

p6zna < pauzina < paQzina
pozsgas < *pozsga < ? pozega
rosta, (dial.) résta < reSeto
Szaklyan < sokoljans
szikla < skala

szilva <sliva

szolga < sluga

*taplya ‘Tomnons’ < topolja
tézsla < tezalo

Ugra < ? u-gora

utca < ulca <ulica

vajda < vajvada < vojevoda
vitorla < vétrilo < vétridlo
zabla < zobalo < zobadlo

Anhang 4:
Worter, in denen V, % 0

Bagamér < ? Bogomérs (Bogoméfs)

Bodola < budidlo < budidlo

Galozsa < ? Glozeje
Karako < krakovs
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Komarom < Komaron < komarsns Szomoga < smuga
Komor6 < Komarovs Vajola < vojidlo
Szelevény < sloveén- Velemér < Velimérs

Anhang 5:

Worter, in denen V, # 0 (Yrpoza CCC)

Csornata ~ Csernete < ¢prnota Gosztola < Gostilo < Gostidlo
Garabonc < ? grobbnica Jaroszlofalva < Jaroslave
*Gonszna < ggsina Miriszl6 < Miroslave

Anhang 6:

Wechselfille V, > 0

kabala, kabla < kobyla poszata, poszta, paszata < ? ppsota
kabla — kabala poszta — poszata
kamra < ? komora Vit(e)nyéd < ? Vitona

paszata — poszata

Anhang 7:
Worter mit orT, olT

laboda < ? leboda, lebeda, loboda rasza < rozsads < orzsads
ladik < lod- < old- raszt < rast < orst
*lakma < lokoma/s < olkoma/b rekettye, rakottya < rokytsje < or-
rab < robb< orbb kytpje
rabota < robota < orbota réna < rovbna/rovina/rovenina < orv-

Anhang 8:

Worter mit 7s/T
also- Fels6zsolca < Zsltica
Csolnok (zusammen mit csonak < pele < peleh < plbxb < pblxb
csonok) < ¢elnvks zsolna < Zplna

csonak (< csonok) — Csolnok zsoltina < Zeltina
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Anhang 9:
Worter mit T»IT

bolgar < belgars
Bolkacs < brlkacs
dolog < dslgp
halom < xplmsb
kolbasz < krlbasa

oszlop < stleps < stelps
tolmacs < telmacs
Valké < velkove/a
Volkan(y) < ? vblkans
Volesok < vblépks

Anhnag 10:
Worter mit TorT

Agcsernyé — Csornyefold

Bakonycsernye — Csormyefold

Barnag < berlogp

béréna — borona

borona, béréna < breveno (? berve-
no, breveno, berveno)

Csaronda < ¢prna voda

Csermely, Csernd < ¢ermelb

csérmélye, csormolya < cprmVlja

Csernek < ¢prniks

Csernely — Csornyefold

Cserné — Csermely

Csert6 < ? ¢prtove/a/o

csétér(t) — csotor(t)

Csongrad < Cernbgrads

csorba < §¢wrba

csorda < ? Cerda, *Crrda

csormolya — csérmélye

Csorna < Cprna

csorpak < ¢erpaks

Csornoc-... < CbrnbCh

Csornyefold, Bakonycsernye, Cser-
nely, Ageserny6 < &prnb

csotor(t), csétér(t) < Cetvertb

csiitortok < ¢etvertbks

8sztérag < észtérak < sterkn (? ~
*stbroks)

morotva < msertva

morvany < mervanjb

murva < mprva

Orb6, Varbo < verbovs/a

porga < pprga

szomorce < ? smpréa

Varb6 — Orbd

Varbot < Verbovech

varsa < vbrsa

Anhang 11:
Worter mit TorT

Berzence < ? berzenica, ? borzinica,
? berzanica < bwrzenica

Borzonce — Berzence

Csaki-Gorbo < gberbovs

géréncsér < gprnpCarb

gérézna < gbrzeno < kbrzeno

gérlice < gprlica < gprdlica
gérnye < ? kbrna, -b

Gorbo — Csaki-Gorbo
gorbe < grrba

gores < gbréhb

Goresony < ? gbrépnb
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hort < xbrts

horvat < xprvatp

horesog < horesok < xbprépks

kocsma < korcsma < kerépma

kocsmaros < korcsmaros < kberéb-
martjb

korcsolya < kwr¢[i]dlo, kre¢[i]dlo
kormény < kbrma

merkoce < merkbvica

murok < merky

Szomordok < smerdeks
szomorcsok < smeréeks

Anhang 12:
Worter mit TreT

biirll < brbve
g0rog < gorok < greks
kérészt < krestn

kérészt€l < krpsti-
kér€sztény < kérésztyén < krbstw/i-
janb

Anhang 13:
Worter mit 7rs»T

borostyéan, boroszlan < brescslans/
breScrlensd

boroszlan — borostyan

esztergalyos < €sztérgar < strbgarb

Esztérgar — esztergalyos
0sztorll < ostrevb
pérzsél < ? prozi-

Anhang 14:
Worter mit T/»T

bolha < blexa

koc < kolc < klnci, PlL. < klpks/klpka

Anhang 15:
Worter mit TolT

Balaca < blatsce < boltsce
Balata-t6 < blato < bolto
Balatinca — Palatinca
Balaton < blatens < boltens
Galvécs < glavacs < golvacs
Halap < xlapw/y < xolps/y
kalasz < klas®w < kolsp

kalata(-fa) < kolta

kaloda < klada < kolda
malagy < mladjs < moldjsb
malaka < mlaka < molka
malata < mlato < molto
malogya < mladja < moldja
olah < vlaxs < volxb
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olasz < vlasi < volxi

Palatinca < Balatinca < blatpnica <
boltenica

szalma < slama < solma

szalonna < slanina < solnina

Szalva < Slava < Solva
szulak < spvlaks < spvolks
toklasz < stoklass < stokolss
Zalata < zlata < zolta
Zalatna < Zoltena

Anhang 16:
Worter mit TorT

barana (?) < brana < borna

Daraska < drazpka < dorzpka

Dargdc < dragovbch < dorgovech

Drag < dragp < dorgs

draga < draga, -» < dorga, -b

garad < grads < gords

Garadna < ? gradpna < gordena

Halabor < xorbrs

haraszt < xvrastb < Xvorstb

Harmac < xramsch < Xormbch (?
XIOmbCh)

karacsony < kracuns < korcuns

kiraly < kraljs < korljb

mardz < mrazb < morzb

Noégrad < Novegrads < Novbgords

pafrany — papragy

papragy, pafrany < *paprat(y) < pa-
prats < paports (oder papratnje
< paportbje)

parahol < pardh < praxs < porxb

parazna < prazdena, -6 < porzdbna, -b

parittya < paritya < pratja < portja

pondro6 < pondrave < ponorve

poraz < povrazb < povorzb

szarka < sraka < sorka

varadics < vratiCp < vorti¢p (1mo31-
H{ee}?)

varazsol < vrazi- < vorzi-

Zabrany < ? za brany

zarandok < szarandok < stranbniks
< stornbniks

Anhang 17:
Worter mit TelT

béléndék < bélén < bléns < belns
pélyva, polyva < pléva < pelva

polyva — pélyva
szelemén < sléme < selme

Anhang 18:
Worter mit TerT

berkénye < brékyna < berkyni
csere — cserét
cserép < Crépsb < Cerpb

csérészny€ < CrésSpna (CrésSpna?) <
CerSpna
*cserét (7 > csere) < Crétp < Certb
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Cserta < Créta < Certa

csoroszlya < csoroszla < c¢réslo <
Cerslo

Darné < drénovs < dernovs

Darnoc < drénoveck < dernovech

Darnoca <drénovica < dernovica

marazsa < mréza < merza (mMO31-
H{ee}?)

parlag < prélogs < perlogs

Perecsen < préens

Poroszlo < Préslave < Perslave

sérpenyd < cs€rpenyd < csérpenye
< ¢réppnja < Cerpbna

szém(&)rék < smréks (smurks?)

szémérke < (1) smre¢ka [smobrka?];
(2) <7 smerka

szémrék — szém(&)rék

szérda < sréda < serda

turbolya < trebulja (mozga{ee}?)

vereten (?) < vréteno < verteno

Anhang 19:
Zum Schicksal des ¢

acél < océlp

bélézna < blizna, -o
bérétva, borotva < britva
bérmal < bérma-
beszéd < beséda
borotva — bérétva

csép < cépn (? Pl. cepy)
csésze < ¢eSe < Casa
cséve < céva

déd < dédn

dézsa < déza

ebéd < obéds

eplény < oplénb
eszterha < stréxa

jaszol < jasli < édsli
kalitka < klétpka

kenéz < knéz < kbnezp (mo3mH{ee}!)
1ép < lépp

lepény < lepénb/b

lésza [€] < I&sa

medve < medvédn

méh < méxsb

mér < ? méri-

mérce < mérica

métely < metyljp (*métyljp?)

mézga < mézga

néma < néma, -b

német < némsch

pénz < péngznb

pérel < ppre-

peszérce < ppsarica

repa [é] ~ [E] < répa

ritka < rédwka, -b (mozgu{ee} ?)

szégye < s¢dja

szélind€k < széléndék < sz€lédné€k
< slédeniks

sz€mét < sbmétb ~ sbmethb

széna < séno

szin < szén < sénb

szévétnek < svétbniks

szusz€k < sus€kb < sQsékn

té€szta < tésto

véka < véko

vitéz < vitézp < vitezb

vitorla < vétrilo < vétridlo
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Anhang 20:
Worter mit u > u

(a) Substantive:

abrosz < obrusb puzdra < puzdro

Budmér (~ Bodmér !) < Budimérs ruga < ruga

burjan < burbjans ruha < ruxo

cuca < sulica runa < runo (mo3mH{ee}?)

csuka < §cuka suba < ? Suba

duda < duda (mo3nu{ee}?) sulyok < Suljpks

*dusnok < duseniks szuka < suka (mo3uu{ee})

kules < klucs talyog < ? taljugn

kulcsar < klucarp

kurca < kurica Aber vgl. Esztergom < striguns und
kurva < kurpva s. hier das Worterverzeichnis.

lapu < lapuh < lopuxs

(b) Adjektive:

buja < buja, -jb puszta < pusta, -b
puha < puxs (Adj. Fem. -a?) suta < Suta, -b

Anhang 21:

Worter mit u > o

Al-Torja < ? Turpja Ro/udna < rudna
Bodola < Budilo szoknya < suknja
csoda < ¢udo toka < ? tuka, -b
*donha < dux(p)na uborka < ugorka < ugurska
kaposzta < kapusta
kom < ? kumsp Vgl. auch Budmér ~ Bodmér in An-
koma < kuma hang 20(a).
konyha < kuxynja

Anhang 22:

Worter mit CCu > CoCo

dorozsba — Kiskundorozsma gonosz < gnusb
Dorozsma — Kiskundorozsma Kiskundorozsma < druzsba (zusam-

Golop < glups men mit altung. dorozsba)
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komor < ? xmurs

poroszkal < prusa-, *pruska-
szomoga < smuga

zsolozsma < szolozsma < sluzeba

Aber vgl. auch: korpa < krupa, pota
< pluta, szolga < sluga, turha <
truxa.

Anhang 23:
Worter mit », b

ablak < oblok < obvslpks

aszat < oswtb (mo3au{ee}?)

dana < dbna < dwbna

debre — dobra

deget < degbtp (mo3mH{Ce}? — CKO-
pee Bcero)

dobra, debre < dwbra (mo3gu{ee}?)

dobor, tobor < debrb

iga < jbgo

iglice < jpgnlica (mo3mu{ee}?)

*igréc < jbgrbch

ikra < jekra

imely < ? jpmels (mo3au{ee}?)
iszap < jbZSBPb

malom < malon < mslyns
mezge < ? m...zga

szikra < jpskra

tiszt < Cpstb

tisztel < Cpsti-

tobor — dobor

Anhang 24:
Worter mit Co/C-

ecset < ? spletb

marna < mpréna

pésztérce < pustrica (mo3ma{ee}?)
piszke < pnsika

piszra < psstra, -b

pisztrang < pbstrogb

poszata < ppsota

ragya, rogya < redja
rogya — ragya

rozsda < rpzda < redja
szulak < spvolks
takacs < tekacb

unoka < venuks

Anhang 25:
Worter mit -ica

aj(V)nca < ojbnica

Bakoca < bekovica (? bokovica)
barkoca < brékovica < berkovica
*bélc < *bélca < bélica
*Bernece < brenkce, brenica

Berzence < ? berzenica, ? berzinica,
? berzanica < bbrzenica

*Bordoce < ? berzd[ovica]

cuca < szuca < sulica < sudlica

Dalécsa < ? dolica
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Darnoca < drénovica < dernovica medénce < médénica, ? médenica
Dobroce < ? Dobrica mérce < mérica

galdca < glavica < golvica pince < pivenica

Garabonc < ? grobbnica polc < *polca < polica

Gelence < glinica szekerce < sekyrica

Iklodbordéce — *Bordéee szelénce < solbnica

jérce < jarica tomldc < tdmnoc < tmbnica
Kelence < ? kolsnica ver6ce < ? vratica | vrbvica < vorti-
keménce < ? kominica ca | vervica

Magloca < mogylovica

Anhang 26:
Notizen:
(2)
Ha uT0 Hag0 00paTUTh BHUMAaHHE:

(1) B cymnocTH, BeHT. ty/gy, Kak and. g/gj, oTpaxaer, KOHEUHO, He cepO. 7,
h, a *tj, *dj umm, m.0., *kj, *gj, T.e. cocrosiHUE, OyM3Koe K mpacias. Jlymaro, oj-
HAKO, YTO 3TO IMPOCTO PE3yNIBTAT TOTO, YTO B C.-XOPB.-CIIOBEH. pasBUTHE & > Fi
OCYIIECTBIIIIIOCH, AEHCTBUTEIBHO, MTO3KE; K 3TOMY BPEMEHHU B OONT. yiKe OBLIO
HeuTo Bpoje *§t. T.o., B KOHEUHOM c4eTe, £y/gy BCe-TaKH HE paHHHE 3aHMCTB.
U3 CIIaB. sI3bIKa OOJIT. THUIIA,  3aUMCTB. M3 BCE TOTO JKE C.-XOPB.-CJIOBEH., HO eIIe
(oHETHYECKH HE TPOJABUHYTOTO.

(2) B mob6om cityyae, 4to OpocaeTcs B IJia3a, TakK 310 To, 4To TBos {= ? Helim-
skis} (BeHr.) cucTema mepe/ad nepeaacT Beeria CTOJb JKe Wik 00Jiee apXaudH.
CJIaB. A3BIK. 3T0 YAUBUTCIIBHO, U JINUIb MMOAKPEILIACTCA CHUTAHHBIMH HUCKIIFOYC-
HUSMH. XPOHOJIOTHUSA (OTHOCUTEIIbHAS ) TAKOBA:

I. Ouenp apxamdH. 3auMCTB. B aio., rae *», *y > u, *o > a, *¢ > o, *s > sh.
Takux < 10 wryk. VI-VIII B.?

II. TBom {= ? Helimskis} Benr. cnosa. X-XI B.?

II1. 800 3aumcTB. B anb. ¢ *@ > én, un, *s > s, *o > o, *y > i etc. Jlymaro, He pa-
Hee XIV-XV B.

(b)

B Hek. {= HEKOTOpBIX} Ciydasx s BBIHYXJICH UCXOJHUTh U3 ClaB. (OPMBI #
OCCH. E.g. *grebono (OCCS *greby/*greben-, HO cp. epebenv, epebhsi), *gre-
dile (OCCH *gredelw, HO cp. epsdunv). JlyMmaentsb ix THI, 9TO TPU TAKUX OTCTYII-
JIEHUSX HYXKHBI KOMMeHTapuu? Mnm MoxHO 000WTHCH KpaTKocTH pamu? IIpo-
BEpPb, HET JIK OTUX Bap-TOB B KH. BapOor. S ObI Bce-Taku oroBapuBal.
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(c)

[To BeHT. MaHHBIM, B TJIaT. KOPHE ‘MECTH JKYTKOE MPBITaHLE JOITOTHL: met-/meét-.
[Totomy, 4TO 3TH TIAroNEI ¢ AOATOTON THIA bég- BooOIme 3aranka. E.g. cuém.
Ho BeHr. szemét < svmétv. Ho BeHT. pemete < pometa (= MeTIna).

(d)

HeoOmecnasHckue 3aumMcTBOBaHus (hrukcupyemsie 10 1500 r. (3a BEIYETOM Ty-

PEIKUX 3aMMCTBOBaHHUH depe3 cepOboXopBaTCKOe MOCPENCTBO) (TO, UTO HE BOIILIO

B KapTOTEKY):

balin ‘priba Aspius radax (u mp.)’
ok. 1395 balyn; pan BapuanToB
~ cnaB. *bolenwv / *bolenv (OCCS 2: 172 “CnoBo He BIIOJIHE SCHOM 3THMO-
JIOTHH, C XapaKTEPHBIM OTPAaHIYSHHUEM [0.-3aIl. apeasloM. 3auMCTBOBaHue?” .

birka (c 1461) ‘oBna’ < wemt. birka (KynbT.-ucTOp. maHueie, cM. Kn. 1: 92-93;
TESz 1: 304-305). Ho mommyctmo mymatb u o cnaB. *byrska (cMv. ECYM
1: 184).

cékla (1322 ? szn. Ceclas; ok. 1405 cecla) ‘cBexna’ (quan. cikla, cvikla etc.).
Hctopust pacrnp. {= pacnmpocTpaHEHHUs} KyJIbT. TEPMHHA HEIOCTATOYHO
scia (Kn. 1: 114-115; TESz 1: 416-417; EtSz 1: 630). M.G., npsiMo u3 rp.
oevria (Pl), c eu > é (1) u s > ¢, KaK B HEK. JIp. BO3M. {= HEKOTOPBIX IPY-
THX BO3MOKHBIX } TPEIM3MaX.

csatorna (1261 ? Chaturna hn.; 1374 chaturna) ‘xanan’ < cxps. (Cdtrnja, Kaiik.
Cetrnja ‘muctepHa’) < uT. citerna (> {!; 0: <} cisterna).

deszpot (1467) ‘xus3p Cepoun’ < cXpB. despot < Tp. 0e0mOTHG.

gabanica (c ok. 1405 kabaricha BM. -n-) ‘BuI BepX. onexbl’ < CXpB. kabanica,
ciH. gabanica < ut. gabbano ‘mmant’.

hajdina (1495) ‘pohanka Fagopyrum sagiltatum’ < kaiik.-xopB. hajdina id., cxps.
Xdjouna, ci. hdjdina < Hewm. (6aB.-aBCTp. haidn, cp.-B.-H. heidenkorn).

harisnya (1470 harysnat, [Tonbko] 1664 haliosniat) ‘aynku’ < yKp. Xo10uiHi
[meTanu sBHO HescHBI], cM. *xolca DCCH 8: 56.

hofnica altung. (1462 hofnyczas) ‘Bun opyxkus’ < uenr houfnica (oOTKyaa u
HeM. Haubitze).

kolya (ox. 1430 cola; 1576 kollyanak) ‘renera’ < cxps. *kdlvja.

lepény (1319/1342 hn.; 1500 lepenhal) ‘pei6a Thymallus’ < cnas. lipans, lipens
(BuAMMO, TTOJT BIVSIHUEM lepény ‘nerenika’).

mozsar (ok. 1405) ‘crynka’ < ciH. mozar, KalK.-XopB. mozar (< HeM. Morser?).

orbonasz (1447) ‘anbanenr’” < cXpB. apbanac.

oszpora (1468) ‘typenkas cep. {= cepeOpsHas} MoHeTa’ < CXpB. dspra < Tp.
dompog ‘0enpli’.

patkany (c 1138/1329) ‘kpsica’: ckopee > detl., CIBIL. potkan.

pepelce (tonbko ok. 1405): RMGI. unaue, yem Kn. — pempolce.



EUGEN HELIMSKIS MATERIALIEN 93

pilis (ok. 1405 plis, piles) ‘ToH3ypa’ < uak. pli§ < pléss.

pogacsa (ok. 1395) ‘kopxuKk, meImka’ < CXpB. noeaua, OONT. nozdua < WT. fo-
gaccia.

pohinka (1494) ‘rpeunxa’ < gem. pohanka, cnBu. pohanka.

*pokronta (ox. 1405) ‘Bun neyenbs’ < cnas. pokrota? Cxopee < MOJBCK.

polyak (1408) ‘momnsx’ < monbck. Polak, cnsu. Poliak.

pribék (1484) ‘Oexenenr’ < cXpB. npubjée, npedjee (TSpPMUH 3MOXHU TYp. BOWH).

raré (1273) ‘coxon Cherrug cherrug’ < 3am.-ciaB. [ckopee BMecTe ¢ *rarog u3
HEKOET'0 MHOTO MCTOYHUKA].

tarho (ox. 1395) ‘rBopor’ < tvaroh.

tar (ox. 1395) ‘pana, mpam’ < tvors (ckopee CIH. fur (~ tvor) < BEHT.).

verpec: Bce HESICHO.

viasz ‘Bock’ < vosks.

(e)

{Ung. Vornamen:}
Adorjan : Adrianus Donat : Donatus
Agoston : Augistin(us) Domotor, Demeter : Dimitrij (craB.)
Andras : rp. Andreias Emil : Aemilius
Balazs : Blasius Etele : Attila
Bélint : Valentinus Fébian : Fabianus
Bence : Vincentius Ferenc : Franciscus
Bendek : Benedictus Fiil6p : Philippos
Bertalan : Bartholomeus Gergely : Gregorius
Boldizsar : Balthasar Gyarfas : Gervasius
Damjén : Damianus Gyorgy : Georgius
Demeter — DOmotor Ignac : Ignatius
Dénes — Dienes Ill¢s : <Eliasy
Dienes, Dénes : Dionysius Istvan : Stephanos
Domonkos : Dominicus Izsak : Isaac
®

I'pynmet *tort, *tolt, *tert, *telt B cyOCTpaTHBIX CIaBSHCKUX AHalieKTaxX (BO BCS-
KOM Clly4ae, B OCHOBHOM MX YaCTH) COBIAJIM COOTBETCTBEHHO C *trat, *tlat, *trét,
*tlet, cp. BeHr. bardzda ‘6opo3na’ < *brazda < *borzda w bardt ‘npyr’ < *bratv;
kalasz ‘konoc’ < *klasv < *kolsv m palast ‘tnamt’ < *plasce; szérda ‘cpena’ <
*sreda < *serda v nuan. észtérha ‘crpexa’ < *stréxa; cr.-BeHr. bélén (> bélén-
dék ‘6enena’) < *blénv < *belnv m CT.-BeHT. pelészn (— penész ‘TeceHn’) <
*plésno.

HaunGonee oueBnaHbpIM 00pa3oM peduiekchl Tuna *frat mpoCIeKUBAIOTCS B
HETEPBBIX CIIOTaX, Cp. pordz ‘MOBOAOK cobaku’ < *povraze < *povorzwv, CT.-
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BEHI. pdprdt (— pdpragy, pdfrany ‘nanopotHUK’) < *paprate < *paports,
Nograd < *Novegrade < *nove gorde, Zabrany < *Zabrany < *za borny,
pondro “aepBsSYOK, THUUHKA' < *pondrave < *ponorve, tokldsz ‘KOIOCKOBEBIE
yemyn' < *stoklasv < *stokolsv. B mepBoM criore mepBu4Hasi pediexcarius
CHJIBHO 3aT€MHEHA JIByMs NPOLIECCAMH, NMPOHCUICAIINMH y’Ke Ha COOCTBEHHO
BEHrepckoil noyse. IIepBbIl M3 HUX — YCTpaHEHUE MHHUIMAIBHOIO COYETaHUS
COTJIACHBIX ITyT€M BCTAaBKH KPAaTKOTO INIACHOTO, KAYECTBEHHO TOXKICCTBEHHOTO
epBUIHOMY TIIacHOMY (bardzda, bélén n T.11.). BTOpoii mporiecc, MpoTeKaBITHit
B HECKOJBKUX BapUaHTaX B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT (POHETUYECKHX YCIOBHH U OT JHa-
JIeKTa (BEHIepCKOr0) — PEAyKIHS TJIACHOTO BO BTOPOM OTKPBITOM CJIOTE JI0 HYJIA,
€CITY TIPH 3TOM HE CO34aBajoCh “TPYAHOr0” KOHCOHAHTHOTO codeTaHus (szérda
< np.-BeHr. *széréda; cp. aHANOTMYHBINA Tporiece B zabla ‘ynuna, y3na’ < *zo-
balo < *zobadlo v T.11.), niu 10 “HEUTPATBLHOTO” TJIACHOTO 0/€ (peXKe I, a), eCIu
MOJHAS PETYKIIMS MOTJIa MPUBECTH K “TPYJHOMY’’ COUYECTAHHUIO COTJACHBIX (auall.
malogya ‘Bun BB’ < np.-BeHT. *malagya < *mladja < *moldja, ananornano
palota ‘nBopent’ < np.-BeHT. *paldta < *polata), npudeM BEHrepCKUe TUATEKTHI
pacxonarcs B TPaKTOBKE HEKOTOPBIX COYETAHHMH Kak “TPYAHBIX” M “JETKUX’
(cp. gabona, nuan. gabna ‘xneGHbIE 371aKu, 3epHO’ < *gobino), a B 3HAUUTEIb-
HOW YacTu auajekToB (0COOCHHO B 3amajHON yacTu BeHrpuu) mpu yrpose
“TpyIaHOTO” COUYETaHUsS MOJTHH TJIACHBIM BOOOINE HE pemyIupoBaincs (cp. sza-
lonna, maan. szalanna ‘cano’ < ap.-BeHr. *szalan(i)na < *slanina < *solnina).
CMm. Moor 1964: 48-51 (aBTop paccMaTpuBaeT 3TH MPOIECCH B KOHTEKCTE CBOEH
THIIOTE3bI O IIepexo/ie BEHTePCKOro A3bIKa B KOHIIE 3MOXH ApPIajoB ¢ MOPOCUH-
TaIONICH Ha CIIOTOCYHUTAIOILYIO CUCTEMY).

Tpernii mporecc — COKpaleHrue AO0NToro TIIACHOTO, HAaXOMsIIerocsl B He-
MEPBOM CIIOTE Mepe]] COYeTaHHEM COTJIACHBIX. [I0CKONIBKY TOUHBIE YCIIOBUS €T0
MPOTEKaHUS B BEHT€PCKOM S3BIKE BBHY HEIOCTATKA IPUMEPOB OCTAIOTCS HesiC-
HBIMH, TIPUBOJIUM NIEpEeUYCHb (DOPM C COKpAIllEHUEM:
csérésznye ‘aepemHs’ < *¢résvna < *Cersvna
csoroszlya ‘nemex minyra’ < *creslo < *Cerslo
Garadna MH < *Gradvna (wn *Gradina) < *gordena (wnu *gordina)
haraszt ‘cyxas muctBa’ < *xvrasto < *xvorsto
Poroszio MH < *Préslave < *perslave
Zalatna MH < *Zlatena (wimm *Zlatina) < *zoltena (v *zoltina)

AmnanoruuHo: kalangya ‘ckupaa, konHa’ < np.-BeHr. kaladnya < *kladvna.

B cnenyromux cinoBax ¢ *fort cokpaienus He HaOIIOIAI0TCA:
bardzda ‘6opozna’ < *brazda < *borzda
Dardska MH < *drazeka < *dorzoka
pardzna ‘pa3BpatHbil’ < *prazdenalo < *porzdenalo
zarandok ‘manoMHUK’ < Ip.-BeHT. szardnnok < *stranvniks < *stornvniks

AHaNoruyuHo: gardzda ‘cBapnuBblil’ < *gorazdalo.



EUGEN HELIMSKIS MATERIALIEN 95

Mpl counn He0OXOAUMBIM OErfI0 KOCHYTBCS 37I6Ch 3THX IPOIECCOB MHTO-
HalMH, HaKJIAJBIBABIIMXCS HA €IIe COXPAaHABIIHECS IOJTOTHO-KPATKOCTHBIC
pasmmuns. He BoaBasice B 00CyXJIeHHE BO3MOKHBIX MMIUTMKALMHA M MHTEPIIpe-
Tanuio 31oro Qakra (mpobiemMa OCIOKHEHa YPEe3BBIYANHBIM Pa3HOOOEM HOBO-
JIOJITOTHBIX COOTBETCTBHUI B CIIABSHCKUX S3bIKAX, UTO, KCTATH, CAMO 110 ceOe CBH-
JIETEIbCTBYET MPOTHB apXauYHOCTH JAHHOTO SIBJIICHHS), aBTOP OTPaHUYUBACTCS
KOHCTaTallMeH TOTo, YTO BEHTEPCKU S3BIK, O-BUIUMOMY, HUKAK HE OTpakaeT
pasinire MEeXAY Y/UIMHSIBIIUMUCS W HEYITHHSBIIMMUCS TIACHBIMU B PaHHHX
CIIaBSHCKUX 3aHMCTBOBAaHHAX, Cp. bab ‘0600’ (cxpB. 606, cmH. bob, wem. bob,
ciBi. bob, monbck. bob, ykp. 6i6), ganaj ‘THoW (CXpB. eHdj, CIAH. gndj, dell.
hnij, cnBU. hnoj, IONbCK. gnodj, YKp. eniil) u lapdt ‘nonara’ (CXpB. 10nama, CIH.
lopata, wem. caBil. lopata, nonwck. fopata, yKp. iondama); cp., ¢ Ipyrod cTopo-
HBI, Ul bor-fa ‘cocHa’ < cnBl. bOr — MO3HEE 3aMMCTBOBAaHHE C OTPaKCHUEM
BTOPUYHOM JONTOTHI.

B OykBaJIbHO CUMTaHHBIX PAHHHX 3aWMCTBOBAHHMAX OTMEUAETCS OTCYT-
CTBHE OKHIAEMOW JOJTOTHl TJIACHOTO TEPBOTO WM 3aKPBITOTO IOCIECTHETO
ciora (B CpeJUHHBIX CJIOrax Takoil eHoMeH ropasno Oosnee yact, HO OH 00bsC-
HSIETCSl TIPOLIECCaMU MPOUCXOJUBIIMMH Ha BEHTEPCKOI MOYBe): jegénye ‘mupa-
MUJIAIBHBINA Tomons’ < *jagnédwv, medénce ‘1a3’ < *médvnica, Kamon MH <
*kamenw, lengyel ‘onsk’ < ap.-BeHT. lengyen < *ledjanvy (umu *ledjens), zanot
‘pakuTHHK’ < *zanovétv, nadrdg ‘Oproku, mTaHel’ < *nadragy, naszad ‘xartep’
< *nasadv, gatya ‘nommranaukn’ < *gatja (Mo KpaiiHeW Mepe MOCIeAHHUE ABa
CJIOBa, CyAd IO JaTaM MNepBoi ¢ukcauuu [mepsas nonoBuHa XVI B.], coBep-
HIEHHO He 00513aTeNIbHO OTHOCATCS K IPEBHEMY CJIOI0 CIaBSHCKUX 3aUMCTBOBA-
Huit). OrpaHUYEHHOCTh MaTepHaia MO3BOJISET JIMIIb MPEATIONIOKHUTD, YTO MEPe
HaMH OTpPa)KCHUE HAuaBIIErOCs COKPAICHHUs JIONTOT, B 0OCOOCHHOCTH B yJap-
HOM, aKyTHPOBAHHOM cliore (cp. médv, kdmens, dgne).

Bonee nmpobieMaTHuHBIM OCTAETCSl BOIIPOC O TPHYMHAX JIBOMCTBEHHOM pe-
¢rexkcanuy CIaBIHCKUX Y3KUX IOJTUX TIAacHBIX *u, *y, *i, 11 KOTOpPBHIX Ha-
psaay ¢ 0osee YaCThIMH, TOJITOTHBIMU pediiekcaMu (JIp.-BEHT. i, I, COBD. u/u, i/T)
HaxouM 0OoJiee peKre KPaTKOCTHBIE (Ip.-BEHT. U, i, i, COBp. 0, &, 0). Bunumo,
3[IECh CHITPAJl POJIb KOMILIEKC (PaKTOPOB, Cpe/i KOTOPBIX OMPEIEIIIONIEe MECTO
Urpaia Mo3uNHus B CIOBE: KPATKOCTHBIE Pe(IIeKCH PEINTEIBHO MPeodIafaoT B
HENEePBBIX 3aKPHITHIX cllorax (pdsztor ‘mactyx’ < *pastyrw, kardcsony ‘poxnue-
ctBO’ < *korcunv) u B IEpBOM CJIOTE€, OTKPHIBABIINMCS B CIIABSTHCKOM CTEYEHUH
IBYX cornacHbIx (bélézna ‘nedext B Tkanu’ < *bliznalo, szolga ‘cnyra’ < *slu-
ga); KPaTKOCTHbIC peIeKChl OOBIMHO TIPEJICTABICHBI B IEPBOM OTKPBITOM CIIOTE
(ruha ‘onexna’ < *ruxo, hiba ‘ommbka, m3bsH’ < *xyba). Pacnpeznenenue pe-
¢iiexcoB B Apyrux (POHETHUECKHX THUIIAX CIIOB M UX BO3MOXKHAs CBS3b CO Clla-
BSHCKMMH MHTOHAIMSMH TPEOYeT JOTOIHUTEILHOTO U3YYEHHS.
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st xapakTepuUCTHKN CyOCTPaTHBIX CIaBSIHCKUX JTUANIEKTOB CYIIECTBEHHO,
BO3MOXHO, JIUIIb TO OOCTOSATENLCTBO, YTO IIPHU HEPEIKUX CIIydasX pacxoxzie-
HUS MKy BEHTEPCKUMH TUAJIEKTAMH B TPAKTOBKE ciaB. *i, *y, *u “monrotHsie”
(hopMbI Oonee THIMHYHBI 1151 061acTel K BOCTOKY OT JlyHas, a “KpaTkocTHBIE” —
s 3agyHaBbs, cp. MNyA (ans villa/vélla ‘Bunxa’ < ap.-edr. villa/villa <
*vidla).

Kpome toro, camu xosnebaHus B peduiekcalliyd y3KUX JOJTUX TIIACHBIX,
MIpH Ype3BBIYANHON peaxocT KonebOaHwit B peduiekcammu *a, *é, ToBOpAT 0
TOM, 9TO WX (POHETHUYECKASI IPOIIICHHOCTH (BCETIa WIIM B YaCTH TTO3HIIHIA) ObLIa
CPaBHHUTEIBHO MEHBLICH.

(@

Tpynmet *ort, *olt. HecMOTpsi Ha OTpaHUYEHHOCTh UMEIOIETOCs MaTepuaa, OH
CBUETEIBCTBYET O TOM, YTO METare3a IUIaBHBIX B 3THX IPyIax OObIYHO Beja
HE K rat-, lat-, a x rot-, lot-, cp.:

rab ‘pad, mneHHuk’ < *robv < *orbw

rabota (quan.) ‘pabora’ < *robota < *orbota

rekéttye ~ muan. rakottya ‘npok Genista; nenenbHas uBa Salix cinerea’ < *roky-

toje < *orkytvje

ladik ‘nnockomonka’ < *lod- (cyddukcanmpHOoe opopmiieHHe HeICHO) < *old-

*lakma (oTKyaa mMpowW3BOMHBIN Tnaron lakmarozik ‘mupoBats’) < *lokomalo <

*olkomalo.

Kak u BO BceX CIaBSHCKHX TUANIEKTaX, JAOIUX 0COOYIO pedeKcalfio TPy

*ort, *olt, He 00x0aUTCs 0€3 UCKITIOUEHHIA:

* CT.-BEHT. rdszt ‘OmyxoJjb ceneseHku < *rast (He *rost!) < *orst. — CeMaHTH-
Ka, OJTHAKO, 3aCTaBIIsICT BUACTh B rdszt (Bcien 3a Kn. 727, TESz 3: 349) He
Haclie/Iie JPEBHUX KOHTAKTOB, a 3aMMCTBOBaHHE W3 CXpB. pdcm ‘OONE3Hb
CEJIC3CHKH ;

* gman. rasza ‘paccapa’ (< cT.-BeHT. *rdszad < *razsadv [He *rozsadv!] <
*orzsadv). DTOT IPUMEP TaKXKe, BIPOUEM, HEIIb3S CUUTATh OC3yIPEUHO YHC-
TBHIM, T.K. aHOMAJIbHBIN pedIiekc cliaB. *0 MPUCYTCTBYET €IlIe B OJAHOM-IBYX
CJIOBaX CO CXOJIHOHM CTPYKTYpOH U CYILOOM:

e pdszta ‘Toyoca Ious, MocTaTh’ < Ip.-BEHT. pasztdt < *postato

1, BUJIMO,
* abra ‘pucyHOK’ < Ap.-BeHT. abrdz < *obrazwv.
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Index der slawischen Etyma

€ steht nach e

b, b, V (= ein Vokal) stehen am Ende des Alphabets

— siehe

agnedv — jegénye
areba — iromba
arsikv — érsék

ban — ban

bana — banya
barakovica — barkoca
bekovica — Bakodca
beréekovica — barkoca
bergvy — Bereg
beséda — beszéd
béganv — Bagany
bélica — bélc

bélvka — Bilke
bobona — babona
Boboveve — Babot
bogata — Bakta
Bogoméry — Bagamér
Boguta — Bakta
Bogv — Bag
bojevoce — Bajot
bokovica — Bakoca
boltisce — Balastya
bolbsa — Balsa
Borsava — Borsova
borzda — barazda
botvjansy — Battyan
boZa — bazsa-r6zsa
boZarv — bazsa-rozsa
bozvkove — Basko
brazda — barazda
brégy — Bereg

brodv — Borod
bronvka — Baranka
bronica — Bernece
brenvce — Bernece

breve — biirii

breveno — borona
Budimeérs — Budmér
burvjany — burjan
buta — buta

bordo — borda
bordvce — bérce, borda
bvrveno — borona
bwc¢i — bocs

bwcévka — bocska
bwvdbns — bodon
bvlgarvy — bolgar
bwlkace — Bolkacs
bwrzanica — Berzence
bwrzdica — Bordoce
bwrzdovica — Bordoce
bwrzinica — Berzence
bwvrzonica — Berzence
Bwrzava — Borsova
Cakanv — csdkany
casa — csésze

cavvka — csdka

celar — Csalar

¢elo — Csala

Cemers — ¢sOMOr
cerda — csorda
Cerénv — cserény
cerslo — Anhang 26 (f)
Cersbna — csérésznye
Cetarb — Csatar
cexwlv — csahol
Cestja — Csencs(e)
Cestjica — Csencs(e)
Ces¢a — Csencs(e)
Cescica — Csencs(e)
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¢éréda — csorda
¢réslo — Anhang 26 (f)
¢résena — csérésznye
Crésvna — csérésznye
c¢uma — Csoma
¢wbVl(j)a — csobolyo
Comers — csOmMOr
Combre — cSOMOr
¢vrda — csorda
Corpaks — csorpak
cortove — Cserto
degvtr — deget
dereza — Darza
dernovica — DarnoOca
dernove — Darné
dobryni — Dabrony
dolica — Dalocsa
Domase — Damas(d)
domvks — Damak
dorgovece — Dargbc
dorzvka — Anhang 26 (f)
dobrava — Dombro
dobrova — Dombro
dobrove — Dombrd
dragovecoe — Dargbc
Drava — daroc
draveco — daroc
drazvka — Anhang 26 (f)
drékvy — dérék
drénovica — Darnoca
dréenove — Darné
dréstens — Dercen
drisina — Dercen
drisine — Dercen
dristena — Dercen
dristens — Dercen
Drza — Darza
duseniks — dusnok
duxws — doh

dux(v)na — donha
dux(v)na — donha

dynja — dinnye
dvorans — Darany
dvrteca — derce
dvrze — Dérzs
dvska — dészka
dvbra — dobra
dvbriny — Dobrony
dvbre — DObor
dvbroca — Dobor
dvska — dészka
dvxvy — doh

edla — Gyalla
edlovbcy — Jaloc
edlovoka — Gyaldka
elvSava — Josva
elvSeva — Josva
eretonikvy — eretnék
etrocélv — atracél
édsli — jaszol

gatja — gatya
gatvje — Gétye
Gdansk — Gadany
gdula — godolya
glavica — galoca
glénvs — Gelén
glinica — Gelence
gljiiwa — golyva
glogova — Galgod
Glogovece — Galgo
gobino — gabona
goljp — gally
golvica — galdca
gorazda — gardzda
gorazdvna — garazna
*gordina — Anhang 26 ()
gordja — garaggya
gospoda — gazda
gostine — Gasztony
godvce — Gondoc
gosina — Gonszna
grabja — garablya
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grabla — garablya

Grabovnica — Garabonc

grabrv — Halabor
gradja — garaggya

Grebenvco — Garabonc

grebja — gereblye
grebla — gereblye
greby — gerebén
greb- — geréb

grobwvnica — Garabonc

gros — garas
gopans — ispan
gordla — gérle
gorla — gérle
gordlica — gérlice
govrlica — gérlice
gvréa — géresa
jagnedv — jegénye
jareba — iromba
Jjarica — jérce
jarems — jerke
jarvka — jerke
Jjasli — jaszol, jerke
javors — jerke
jazo — jerke

jedla — Gyalla
jelovecy — Jaloc
jeloveka — Gyaloka
Jjunota — Inota
Jjvbrans — lbrany
Jbgroce — igréc
Jjogwlove — Iglo
jomela — imola
Jjomelv — imely
jova — Iva
Jezgaga — izgaga
Jjvzgvnecoy — Ignéc
Jvzkazy — Iszkéz
Jjbzsup® — iszap
Joztyka — Osztoke
kaca — kacsa

kadarje — kadar

kamens — Anhang 26 (f)

kamorvy — Kamor
kapa — kapa
kapusta — kaposzta
kladvna — kalangya
klepbca — kelepce
kletvka — kalitka
kobyla — kabala
kobylica — kaboca
koleda — kelengye
kolvnica — kelence
kominica — keménce
komora — kamra
kopvje — kopja
korvmans — karmany
kosela — kasolya
kotvka — katka
kovensy — Koény
kozeljb — guzsaly
krasv — Karasz
krecetv — Kerecseny
krékvs — Kerecseny
krosvna — karosnya
kruxws — korhad
krvcidlo — korcsolya
krvxa — korhad
kuma — koma

kumv — kom
kuxynja — konyha
kuzeljp — guzsaly
kvaro — kar

kvasove — Kovaszo
kvdulja — godolya
kvlbasa — kolbasz
kwvlcine — Kolcsény
kwvrcidlo — korcsolya
kvrma — kormany
lancux — lanc
lebeda — laboda
leboda — laboda
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lepénv — lepény
ledjanvy — lengyel
ledvniks — 1€dnék
loboda — laboda

lod- — ladik

lokoma — lakma
lopatvka — lapocka
lovbcje — Lbcs
lovVnja — Lonya

letja — Csencs(e)
lovove — LOvO

Marks — Marok
matvka — matka
metyljb — métely

mecs — mancs, Mencshely
mesarjb — mészaros
médvnica — Anhang 26 (f)
méra — M¢éra

meérica — Mérce
meérvky — Mérk
mocidlo — mocsolya
mocilo — mocsolya
mogyla — maglya
mogylovica — Magldca
mogyloveco — Maglod
moljb — moly

mysSvka — Miske
Mys$wvkovecy — Miskolc
mySina — Misina
mwlyns — halom, malom
mwvréna — marna
mwrkvvica — merkdce
mwSvka — muska
mVrkvveco — Markoc
mVzga — mezge
nadragy — nadrag
nasadv — naszad
nemyja — nyomja
nevolja — nyavalya
nosidlo — nyoszolya
nosilo — nyoszolya

obari — abal
obojbnbce — abajdoc
obrazv — éabraz
obruss — abrosz
obvari — abal
obvlanicy — ablanc
ogarvy — agar

oko — Aka

okolv — akol

okvno — akna

old- — ladik

oléjp — olaj

olkoma — lakma
opléns — eplény
orbota — rabota

orbv — rab

orkytvje — rekéttye
orstvy — részt

orv- — réna |
orzsadv — rasza
ostrve — 0sztori
ostbns — Oszton
Qpejp — Ompoly
paoks — pok

pauks — pok

perina — parna
perslave — Anhang 26 (f)
pica, pica — picsa
plakVnja — Palkonya
pluta — pota

ploxv — pele

polica — polc
polkVnja — Palkonya
porzdena/o — Anhang 26 (f)
postate — paszta
posvmetv — poszmat
povijadlo — polya
povijalo — poélya
povilvka — poka
prazdena/o — Anhang 26 (f)
précony — Perecsen
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Préslave — Anhang 26 (f)

preslenvy — pérészlen
pritory — pitar
pritvors — pitvar
prusa- — poroszkal
pruska- — poroszkal
prvzi- — pérzsél
puxvs —puha

povlxve — pele
pusarica — peszérce
pusars — pécér
pusika — piszke
pusota — poszata
pustra — piszra
pbstrogv — pisztrang
pustrica — pésztérce
raca — réce

rdst — réaszt

robota — rabota
robv — rab
Rodimvco — Regmec
rokunica — rakonca
rokytvje — rekéttye
rovina — rona I, II
rovena — rona I
rovenina — réna |
rozsadv — rasza
robi- — rombol

ruga — ruga

rvdja — ragya, rozsda
rvzda — rozsda

sapa — szapa

seno — széna

sive — szoke

skoba — &szkaba
skorvnja — szekérnye
slanina — szalonna
smrekvy — szémérék
smorkv — sz€mérék
soldv — szalad
solnina — szalonna

sosédv — szomszéd
stegvlb — tengelic
stergomv — Esztergom
stérxa — €sztérha
Steza — eszteze
stornvnikv — Anhang 26 (f)
stranvnikv — Anhang 26 (f)
strégomv — Esztergom
stréexa — €sztérha
striguns — Esztergom
styka — 6sztoke

storkvy — Esztérag
storokv — Esztérag
sudlica — clca
susvnjaks — susnya
svétonikvs — szOovétnek
swcetb — ecset

svretjia — Csencs(e)
Satvrv ~ Satvre — sator
S¢ava — csava

Scegnlo — tengelic
Sc¢ignle — tengelic
Sipovbcy — sipdc
Sisbka — siska

Span — ispan

taljugy — talyog

termv — terém

tezalo — tézsla

tremv — terém

truxa — torha

tvlmace — tolmacs
ug-jakv — uzsak

uzakv — uzsak

uzina — uzsonna
uzinona — uzsonna
Veliméro — Velemér
verbv — veréb

vetridlo — vitorla
vetrilo — vitorla
vézovniks — vézsnek

vidla — Anhang 26 (f)
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vinjaga — venyige
vortica — veroce
vratica — verdce
vrébv — veréb
vruvica — veroce
vyzola — vizsla
vodre — vodor
Vbrc... — verecsen
vorsoks — vOrsok
vbrvica — veroce
vbxods — Ohat
xleba — Helemba
xmures — komor
xolms — halom
xomots — hamut
xomutv — hamut
xorbrv — Halabor
xotvjiny — Hetyen
xrabrv — Halabor
xraks — harak
xrénv — Herény

xre§cany — Herencsény
xrip» — Hirip

xusarb — huszar
xvorste — haraszt
xvraste — haraszt
xwvlmbvce — Helmec
xwrte — hort

zanovéts — zanot
Zlatina — Anhang 26 (f)
zobadlo — zabla

zobalo — zabla

zoltina — Anhang 26 (f)
Zalvje — zséllye

zZelbv — zs€lép

Zena — Zsana
Zeratonikvs — zsaratnok
zlebv — zs€lép

Zblna — zsolna

Zultina — zsoltina
Zopans — ispan

Abkiirzungen

acc. = accusativus

Adj. = Adjektiv

ahd. = althochdeutsch
aks. = altkirchenslawisch
alttiirk. = alttiirkisch
altung. = altungarisch
arab. = arabisch

arch. = archaisch

d.i. = das ist

dial. = dialektal

Dim. = Diminutiv

dt. = deutsch

e.g. = zum Beispiel

eml. = emlékkonyv ‘Festschrift’
estn. = estnisch

Fem. = Femininum

gr. = griechisch

Hel. = Eugen Helimski
heut. = heutig

hn = helynév ‘Ortsname’
ibid. = ibidem

1d. = idem

ill. = Illativ

kirg. = kirgisisch
krimtat. = krimtatarisch
lat. = lateinisch

lit. = litauisch

liter. = literarisch

NB = nota bene

op.cit. = opus citatum
osman. = osmanisch
poln. = polnisch

Pl. = Pluralis

Px = Possessivsuffix
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s. = siche

Sg. = Singularis

slaw. = slawisch

slowak. = slowakisch

s.0. = siche oben

s.u. = siehe unten

s.v. = sub voce

szn. = személynév ‘Personenname’

aBap. = aBapcKuit

aBCTp. = ABCTPUUCKUI

aaM. = aIMUHUCTPAIIMOHHBII

ano. = anbaHCKUHA

0aB. = 6aBapcKmit

Oank. = OayKapCKuid

Oenop. = Genopycckuit

Ooutr. = Gonrapckuit

Oyuir. = OynrapcKuii (TIOPKCKHIA)

OBIBIII. = OBIBIINIA

B. = BEK, CTOJIETHE

BEp. = BEPOATHO

B.-JIy’K. = BEPXHEITY KALIKAN

BO3M. = BO3MOXHO

BOCT. = BOCTOUHBIN

B-T = BapUaHT

riar. = (1) rarom; (2) rmaroasHBINR

rp. = IpeuecKuit

JIeT. = JeTallb

JIUall. = AUaneKT(HbIi)

ap. = (1) npeBHuit; npeBHe-; (2) Apy-
roi

JIp.-B.-H. = IPeBHEBEPXHEHEMEIIKU I

K.p. = )KEHCKUH poJ

3ayH. = 3ayHaliCKUil

3aUM. = 3aUMCT. = 3aUMCTBOBaHHNE

3al. = 3anaJHbli

WHCTP. = HHCTPYMEHT

UT. = UTAIbSIHCKUI

KallK. = KallKaBCKUN

KH. = KHUTa

KHIKH. = KHYKHBIN

tat. = tatarisch

tschag. = tschagataisch
tiirk. = tiirkisch

ukr. = ukrainisch

ung. = ungarisch

vgl. = vergleiche

VS. = Versus

K-pBI = KOTOPBIX

KBIITY. = KBIMMYAKCKUH

JIaT. = JJATUHCKUN

JIN - nuaHOE UMt

mut. = (1) nutoBckuii; (2) nurepa-
TYypHBIA

TyK. = JTY>KULKHH

M. = (1) moxer; (2) ung. megye ‘Ko-
mitat’

MakK. = MaKeJIOHCKHH

M.0. = MOXET OBITh

MHMIII. = MUIIEPCKUN

MH = mecTHOe Ha3BaHUE

MOp. = MOPaBCKHI

M.p. = MYXCKOH pof

HAaIlp. = HapuMep

Hap. = HApOJHBIN

HEM. = HEMELKHI

H.-JTyK. = HIDKHEITYKAIKAN

0-B = OCTPOB

Or'y3. = OT'Y3CKHUI

OK = OKOJIO

0c00. = 0COOEHHO

MaHH. = TAHHOHCKUH CJIIaBIHCKUN

moJ1ab. = moJabCKui

MOJIbCK. = MOJBCKUN

MIPOUCX. = IIPOUCXOKICHUE

p. = (1) pycckuii; (2) pexa

pyC. = pyccKuid

p.-II.-cTIaB. = PYCCKO-IIEPKOBHOCIIA-
BSTHCKUH

pOMaH. = pOMaHCKHH
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PYMBIH. = PYMBIHCKHI

pyc. = pycckuii

C.-B. = CEBEPO-BOCTOUHBII

CEKEJIbCK. = CEKEJIbCKUHI

cepb. = cepOckuit

CJIaB. = CJIaBSIHCKUU

CJIBILI. = CJIOBAIIKUM

cJes. = CeayIonuit

CJIH. = CJIOBEHCKUU

CJIOBHH. = CJIOBUHCKUU

CM. = CMOTpH

COBP. = COBPEMEHHBIN

CIICIl. = CTCIHAIIEHO

Cp. = CpaBHH

Cp.-B.-H. = CpPEITHEBEPXHECHEMELIKUI

CT.- = CTaphblii; cTapo-

C.-XOPB.-CIIOBEH. = CepOCKO-XOp-
BAaTCKO-CIIOBEHCKUI

CXPB. = cepOCKO-XOPBATCKUI

TaT. = TaTapCKUU

T.€. = TO €CTh

TXK. = TOXKE, TaKKe

{777} = unleserlich

T.K. = TaK KaK

T.0. = TaKUM 00pa3oM
TPaHCHUJIbB. = TPAHCHUIILBAHCKUI
Typ. = TypeUKHuil

T.4. = (B) TOM YHCIIC
TIOPK. = TIOPKCKHUH
yaap. = yAapeHue

YKp. = YKPAUHCKHUI

YCT. = ycTapenbli

¢. = popma

¢uH. = PuHCKUN

¢bp. = dpaniy3ckuit
¢.-y. = QUHHO-yrOpCKHUiA
Xap-p = Xapaxrep

XpPB. = XOpBAaTCKUHU

10. = KOXKHBIN

10.-3. = FOr0-3aMaiHbIN
YyaK. = YaKaBCKUU

Yyell. = YelICKUn

9TUM. = 3THUMOJIOTHS, STHMOJIOTHU-
YeCKUN
S13. = SI3BIK

{777, = npoucxoxaeuue} = unleserliches Wort, semantisch etwa ‘npoucxosxe-

b

HHUC
o: = lies, sprich, soll sein

Marek Stachowski

ul. Barska 1/4

PL —30-307 Krakow
[stachowski.marek@gmail.com]
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HALICZ KARAIM sajan ‘WAISTCOAT; SKIRT’

1. How ironic and frustrating, but at the same time beautiful and curious,
the realm of etymology can be is something everyone working in the field is
aware of.' The case under consideration is, in this respect, a jewel. That is why
in my humble opinion such a case might be offered to the memory of Eugene
Helimski, who discovered so many etymological treasures and confronted the
Janus’s double-face of etymology so many times.

In 1932 Ananiasz Zajaczkowski published a very important monograph on
the nominal and verbal suffixes used in West Karaim, i.e. in the Karaim dialects
spoken in Troki (Lith. Trakai) and Halicz (Ukr. /"aruy). There one can read that
sajan ‘skirt (Pol. spddnica)’® is derived from the root saj- by means of the de-
verbal suffix -an (Zajaczkowski 1932: 77 [16] saian).’ The definition provided
by Zajaczkowski with regard to the suffix -an (variant -a7n) runs as follows:
“[...] wystepuje w karaimskim rzadko. Tworzy imiona, przewaznie rzeczowniki,
oznaczajace podmiot lub przedmiot czynnosci.” (Zajaczkowski 1932: 76 §10).*

So far so good. A close look at this word reveals that its Turkic nature is
just an illusion. Moreover, the ultimate origin of sajan is “nearer” to Zajacz-
kowski in a way he could have never managed to think about.

2. To begin with, the root *saj- is attested nowhere in Karaim, apart from
the very word sajan. Given the non-self-evident meaning of such root (it seems

' I would like to express my most deep and sincere acknowledgement to Michat Né-

meth (Uniwersytet Jagiellonski) for offering me this etymological challenge. He also
provided materials and discussed with me previous versions of this paper. Thanks
also to Professor Ralph Penny (University of London) for his help in proofreading
the paper.

Baskakov, Zajonckovskij and Sapsal (1974: 459b s.v. caiian th [saian K, sajan M]
100Ka | spodnica).

Kowalski quoted the word too (1929: 247 s.v. sajan ‘spddnica’), but he offered no
morphological segmentation. It is worth noting that Kowalski, like Zajaczkowski,
was a Polish Turkolog.

‘[...] is rarely used in Karaim. It forms nominals, mainly substantives, denoting the
agent or the patient of the action.’
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that neither Kowalski nor Zajaczkowski considered it to be worth mentioning),
it is necessary to look for possible candidates throughout the Turkic lexicon.
But before starting the external search, what about internal evidence? Would it
be reasonable to think that the original meaning of the Karaim word sajan is not
‘skirt’, but another unattested primary meaning, and that ‘skirt’ is therefore sec-
ondary? In order to support the real value of the Karaim sajan — of course with-
out doubting the reliability of Kowalski’s and Zajaczkowski’s information — we
can see the word in a more philological context. Sergiusz Rudkowski (1873-
1944), a Karaim poet from Luck (Luck), used this word with the meaning of
‘waistcoat (pol. kamizelka)’ in one of his verses:

Bunar efcedim men ezimni erkienbe,

Kim sajan dzamanba botmahaj ma kienbe,
Da dahy kyskaba, hanuz kiep uzunba
Sawahat kylasen inno ez usunbal...’

‘Dlatego zmierzylem ja siebie lina,

Aby ubranie [= kamizelka?] czasem [= przypadkiem] nie bylo na mnie
{zbyt} szerokim,

A zarazem krotkim, [czy] jeszcze bardzo dtugim,

Wzbudzisz przychylnos¢ {Boza} tylko swoja madroscia...”°

In a previous passage the kind of clothing they are talking about is clearly
stated:

Jakowusiu kari, karyndas barasen? ...
Erkinni nehe bu kotunda tutasen? ...
Saharha baramen, ajtty ma Rachelka,
Ki kierek ma hali janhy kamizelka...

Bu bary jachsydy, da nehe erkiendi? ...
Antama awurdy, janhylyk bu nendi? ...
Umuzumba kienmen, belimde inckiemen...
Etcewsiz necik men kumasny izdemen? ...

> Németh (2006: 20 [Polish philological transl.] ft. 26 [references], 66 [facsimile]).
The nature of Németh’s work (critical edition) prevented him from going deeper into
the etymological analysis of this word, though he already notes the oddity of Kowal-
ski’s and Zajaczkowski’s statements.

‘That is why I measured myself with a rope, / so that the clothes (= waistcoat?)
would not by chance be too big for me, / or too small, [or] even too long, / you ask
benevolence {to God) only with your own wisdom...’.
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Jakowusiu dokad, bracie, podazasz?...
Czemu to trzymasz w swojej rece ling?...
Id¢ do miasta, powiedziata mi Rachelka,
Ze potrzebna mi teraz nowa kamizelka...’

To wszystko dobrze, lecz dlaczego ta lina?...
Zrozumie¢ ciezko, co to za nowina?...

W ramionach jestem szeroki, w talii jestem cienki...
Jak ja materiat wyszukam bez miarki?...*

The meaning, as is obvious from the above quoted text, remains in the
semantic field of clothing. It is impossible to find other contexts where Karaim
sajan means something else, for there are no other written records. Therefore,
the orgiginal meaning of the word in question is likely to be ‘skirt’ or ‘waist-
coat’.

3. Now, from the external viewpoint, the first obvious candidate, based on
criteria of shape, is the well-known root saj+, that Clauson (1972: 858a s.v. 1
sa:y) defines as “[...] originally ‘an area of (level) ground covered with stones;
stone desert’”. Semantics alone should lead us to refrain from comparing this
root with the Karaim word under consideration. Unless an extraordinarily com-
plicated semantic shift (not recoverable by any means) had taken place, saj+
‘area covered with stones’ is likely to have nothing to do with the Karaim term.
Other roots with the same shape also fail to fit the semantics of the Karaim
word. I quote them just for the sake of argument: *saja- ‘to be rare’, e.g. in
Tatar sajaq ‘rare’ (Risdnen 1969: 395) or *saj- ‘to slander, lie’, e.g. in Uzbek
sajiy ‘delirium’ (ibid.), Uyghur saj- ‘to pierce’ (Résénen 1969: 400). The well-
known root *sa(j)- ‘to count, to consider’ (Clauson 1972: 781-2 s.v. sa:[y])
must be also rejected on both semantic and phonological grounds.

‘My dear brother Jacob, where are you going? / Why are you holding a rope in your
hands? / I am going to the town, Rachel has told me / that now I need a new waist-
coat...’.

¥ Németh (2006: 19-20). ‘Everything is fine, but why that rope?... / I hardly under-
stand what news is that?... / My shoulders are broad, my waist is thin... / How will I
be looking for material without a measure?...’.

We have to keep in mind that Zajaczkowski used in his works materials mainly from
the Troki dialect, whereas Rudkowski was a speaker of the dialect of Luck. As a
matter of fact, Rudkowski’s utterance appears inserted in a poetic context. There-
fore, it is legitimate to wonder whether either dialectal or non-linguistic motivations
could have altered the original meaning of sajan.
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All this rather suggests that there is no Turkic material that can be related
to Karaim sajan."

4. If there is no Turkic evidence for this word, it is necessary to consider
the borrowing option. Where does a linguist have to look for it? Given the geo-
graphical location of the Western Karaim dialects, the Slavic family of languages
appears to be the first good place to check. Many loanwords from Polish, Ukrain-
ian and Russian are extensively documented in the Karaim lexicon, as Dubinski
(1987) or Németh (2004) have already noticed in a number of publications.
Unsurprisingly, the solution to the riddle can easily be found on the pages of
Vasmer’s and Briickner’s etymological dictionaries. Thus, Vasmer (1955: 584)
says about casn sajan ‘Sarafan aus farbiger Glanzleinwand, offener Sarafan’, a
loanword from Old Polish sajan. Briickner (1989° [1927]: 479a-b s.v. sajan)
tells us that “Rej wymienia migdzy wloskiemi i hiszpanskiemi wymystami »ony
dziwne plaszcze, sajany, kolety, obercuchy«”."" Classical authors of Polish lite-
rature like Mikotaj Rej or Jan Kochanowski quoted this word, but rather as an
old fashioned item. It is not surprising therefore to find that it was lost at the be-
ginning of the 18" century. Reczek (1968: 437b s.v. sajan) just confirms what
was said by Briickner. Therefore, we can conclude that the reason why Zajacz-
kowski and Kowalski did not recognize Karaim sajan is because, though they
were native speakers of Polish and philologists, for them sajan was already a
forgotten word in Polish.'” They were victims of the historical changes that the
lexicon of their own language underwent a couple of centuries ago.

5. The ultimate origin of Old Polish sajan is from the far west. Already in
Republican times, soldiers from Rome used to be dressed in saga, plural form
of the noun sagum, -1 ‘kurzer Mantel’ with the variant sagus. This word has
continued in a number of Romance languages (for a general overview cf. Meyer-
Liibke 1935: 621b s.v. [7515] sagum), one of them being necessarily the original
source of the Slavic forms. The earliest of all such continuations is documented

Why Zajaczkowski was silent about this fact goes beyond the goal of this paper. Let
us say, however, that in theory there is no reason to doubt the Turkic nature of the
word. The root and suffix structures fit completely what one expects from a Turkic
word and many examples confirm this, e.g. Karaim soyan ‘onion’ vs. Turkish sogan
‘id.”, or Karaim saban ‘plough’ vs. Turkmen saban ‘id.’, both quoted by Zajaczkow-
ski and Kowalski.

For the complete quotation, vide Linde (1859: 208a): “Ony dziwne ptaszcze, sajany,
kolety, obercuchy, az straszno o nich mowi¢”, transl. ‘those strange coats, short
coats, [k. of] jackets, [k. of] dresses, that it is simply awful to talk about them’.

The most recent etymological dictionaries of the Polish language (Dtugosz-Kurcza-
bowa 2003, Bory$ 2005) do not contain it, of course. Bankowski (2000) has yet to
reach the letter s.
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in Spanish, a language in which in fact one can find two different results: sago
(elevated style, already old fashioned) < Latin sagum, and saya (and its derivate
sayal) < Vulgar Latin sagia, documented for the first time as early as 935." Co-
rominas (1967° [1961]: 527a s.v. saya) already notes that the Latin word could
be the Greek diminutive cayiov (sic!) or from the adjective *sagéa, with later
semantic shift. Contrary to Corominas’s assumption, the Greek diminutive is
traditionally considered to be a secondary formation from oayog¢ ‘wollener Man-
tel, Soldatenmantel’ «— Latin sagus, variant of sagum itself (Frisk 1970: 670).
The fact that odyiov appears only in Modern Greek (pl. adyia) provides further
validation for this analysis. On the other hand, the (unattested) adjective *sagéa
is unnecessary, since it is communis opinio that the usage of the plural sagia
instead of the singular sagum / sagus was the result of analogical influences of
toga, -ze ‘a particular outer garment’ (Walde and Hoffman 1954: 464).
However, given chronological and geographical difficulties, neither the
Spanish forms nor the Latin variants could be the source of the Slavic words. It
will be necessary to go a bit deeper to try to figure out which language served as
donor for the Slavic word. As far as French saie (feminine, direct descendant of
Vulgar Latin sagia, ca. 1212) is concerned, Bloch and von Wartburg (1975:
569b) explain that it was used “[...] notamment en parlant du manteau des acteurs
jouant le réle d’ancients Romains [...]”. As such, the French term is useless in
trying to trace the origin of Slavic sajan. However, it turns out that saie (but
masculine!, 1510), a paradigmatic analogical form taken from Spanish sayo
(1400), was borrowed by Italians, yielding first the naturalized noun saio (Corte-
lazzo and Zolli 1990-1991: V.1119a s.v. saio, 1531-1535) and, after derivation,
saione (Battisti and Alessio 1951: V.3312 s.v. saio — saione, not glossed in
Cortelazzo and Zolli)." Italian saione is probably the original source of Old
Polish and Russian sajan. This is also the opinion of Borejszo (1990: 77, 85-6,
176)."> Moreover, she goes further in developing her position and adds no fewer
than 16 additional Italian loanwords in Old Polish, all of them referring to diffe-
rent kinds of clothes documented during the 16™ century, e.g. Zupan ‘traditional
dress of noblemen’ < giuppone, giubbone ‘a k. of shirt of coat’ (cf. Spanish
Jjubon ‘a k. of bag’) or pontat ‘a k. of trousers’ < puntale ‘id’ (cf. Spanish panta-

" Corominas says 941, despite the fact that two earlier sources exist: the first of 935
and the second of 937. For further details, see Menéndez Pidal, Lapesa and Garcia
(2003: 566a-b s.v. saia, saga, sagia, saja, saya).

Italian saia (1264) is the direct descendant of Vulgar Latin sagia.

Borejszo (1990: 85 s.v. sajan) states that the Italian word was directly inherited from
Latin, despite the fact that phonology does not support this view. In any case this
misunderstanding may be due to Borejszo’s sources. In addition, the author says
nothing about Russian sajan. On the other hand, Polonists should be aware of the
misprint “sajony” in Karlowicz, Krynski and NiedZzwiedzki’s Polish dictionary
(1902: 451a-b s.v. obercuch [~ obertuch], emended in 1912: 7a s.v. sajan).
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lon id’). These examples also confirm the fact that as a rule the final vowel of
the Italian words is lost in the process of naturalization.'® The most curious
thing is, therefore, that the word which has been borrowed in Old Polish and/or
Russian is not the inherited one, but the masculine variant developed originally
in Spanish and later spread first into French and finally into Italian.

To close the circle, a few words about Latin sagum. Polybius already tells
us that gdyog is of Gaulish (= Celtic) origin. Walde and Hoffman (ibid.) con-
sider that Irish sachilli is from sagellum, the diminutive of sagum in Vulgar
Latin, whereas Irish sdi or Welsh sae are said to be from Middle Latin saia."”
However, these Celtic words are obviously not the origin of Latin sagum.
Pokorny (1959: 11.887 s.v. seg- 2) derives the Latin word from the Proto-Indo-
European root with nasal infix *se(n)g- ‘heften, anhdngen’, to which also
belong Old Persian fra-hajam ‘héngte auf’, Old Indian (@-)sdjati ‘heftet an’,
Welsh hoenyn (hwynyn) < *sog-no- and Middle Irish sén < *seg-no- ‘Fangnetz’,
Old Church Slavonic segnoti ‘ergreifen’, and also Old Prussian sagis and Lithu-
anian saga ‘Klammer, Schnalle’ (Fraenkel 1965: 754a). Inherited forms in Cel-
tic and Slavic makes even more ironic the external etymology of Old Polish and
Russian sajan.

Therefore, Karaim sajan has probably completed the following lexical
route (I prefer not to quote every word cited above in order to avoid confusions;
in the chart “>” stands for “genealogical” or “derivative process”, and “—" for
“loanword relation” or “under the influence of™):

Gr. adyog > adyiov  Lat. toga, -2

T !
IE. *se(n)g- > Celt. *s*,g-no- — Lat. sagus / -um > *sagia >(1) Sp. saia (f.) > saio (m.)
!
(2) Fr. saie (f.)  saie (m.)
!
(3) It. saia (f) saio > saione
!
OPol. sajan — Rus. sajan
! !

Karaim sajan

' Leeming (2001) comments on some Italian loanwords from this time. However,
sajan is not among the selected items, maybe because Leeming correctly considered
that it does not deserve any observation.

7" Though not indicated by Walde and Hoffman, saia is the regular outcome of the
Vulgar Latin adjectival form sagia, also attested in early Spanish, see above fn. 13.
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Finally, taking into consideration geographical and sociological issues, the
rest of the Turkic languages in which this word can be identified, certainly re-
ceived it through Russian.

6. Ockham’s Razor asks that Entia non sunt multiplicanda preeter necessi-
tatem. Without a Turkic background, but with many loanwords from Polish and
Russian, the origin of Karaim sajan ‘skirt’ turns out to be in fact a perfect ex-
ample for Ockham’s Razor. The issue of whether the borrowing was from Polish
or Russian is something that has the same degree of uncertainty as whether
Russian took the word from Polish or Italian. In any case, it is irrelevant to
determine the origin of the Karaim word (and of the Russian too!).

José Andrés Alonso de la Fuente
C/Miguel Angel 2, 6°B
Mostoles, C. P. 28931

E — Madrid
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Alfred BAMMESBERGER (Eichstitt)

ZUR ETYMOLOGIE VON ALTENGLISCH wagian

1. Das altenglische Verb wogian ‘freien, heiraten’, das bei lautgesetzlicher
Weiterentwicklung zu mittelenglisch wowen fiihrt, ist der Vorldufer von heutigem
woo gleicher Bedeutung. Das schwache Verb des Altenglischen ist zuverldssig
iberliefert. Vollig regelmiBig gehort zu einem schwachen Verb der 2. Klasse
eine Abstraktbildung auf -ung, ndmlich wogung ‘das Freien’. Das nomen agentis
wogere glossiert lat. sponsus und procus. Der Formenbestand wird bei Fischer
(1986: 121-123) dargestellt. Eine allgemein akzeptierte Etymologie fiir das erst
im spiteren Schrifttum des Altenglischen auftretende Verb liegt nicht vor. Uber-
haupt wurden im Laufe der Zeit nur wenige Vorschldge zur historischen Erkla-
rung von ae. wogian vorgelegt.

2. Roeder (1899: 22) behandelt die Glossierungen von procus durch woge-
re/fogere und meint, dass fogere die urspriingliche Form sei, die er mit ae. fegan
‘fiigen” verkniipfen will. Diese Deutung ist aus mehreren Griinden nicht vertret-
bar. In erster Linie ist zu betonen, dass fogere aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach
eine Fehlschreibung fiir wogere ist, wie Napier unter Hinweis auf einige weitere
Schreibungen von (f) fiir (w) eingehend ausgefiihrt hat: “I believe that in all
these cases we have merely a graphical error of the copyists, f and w being
much alike in the cramped handwriting of the gll. This is borne out by the con-
verse mistake of w for /7 (Napier 1900: 104). Insbesondere ist zu beachten, dass
das zugrunde liegende Verb durchweg mit w- geschrieben wird, so dass dessen
Ausgangsform auf jeden Fall als wog- angesetzt werden muf3. Ferner sollte her-
vorgehoben werden, dass das nomen agentis zu fegan als *fegere zu erwarten
wire. Gegen Roeders Vorschlag hat bereits Pogatscher (1901: 196) entscheiden-
de Einwinde erhoben.

3. Holthausen erkennt “in wogian eine Ablautsform zu waeg, got. wegs, an.
vag-r, as. ahd. wag ‘Woge’” und nimmt “als Grundbedeutung des Verbums
‘sich bewegen’ an” (Holthausen 1910: 212-213). Lautlich und wohl auch seman-
tisch ist die Deutung moglich. Man wird aber bedenken miissen, dass die sonst
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sehr gut bezeugte Wurzel urg. *weg- (< idg. *weg”-) eine Ablautstufe ¢ nicht
aufweist.

4. Eine Verbindung von ae. wogian mit lat. vovere ‘geloben, versprechen’
wird bei Walde (1954: 837) und Anttila (1969: 129) erwéhnt. Eine ausfiihrlichere
Begriindung dieser Etymologie findet sich bei Petersson (1913: 322). Die in lat.
vovére < *wog""-éye- vorliegende Wurzel kann als idg. *h;weg""- (Rix 1998:
225) angesetzt werden. Pokorny (1959: 348) notiert die Wurzel als eweg"". Die
Vorformen fiir ae. wagian sind dann als urg. *wogw-gja- < idg. *h;wog""-aye-
zu postulieren. Die lautliche Entwicklung einer urgermanischen Form *wogw-
oja- zu ae. wogian wird in 10. erortert. Die Verkniipfung ist denkbar, man darf
aber hervorheben, dass auch bei der Wurzel *h,weg"”- ebenso wie bei *weg’-
eine Ablautstufe o des Wurzelvokals nicht sicher nachweisbar ist. Das Substantiv
ai. vagh-at- ‘Beter’ kann zwar auf idg. *h;wag""- zuriickdeuten, aber *h,weg""-
ist freilich auch denkbar, so dass ai. vagh-at- also kein zuverldssiges Zeugnis fiir
die Vokalstufe 6 im Paradigma der Wurzel idg. *h,weg""- bietet. Die Wurzel
idg. *h,weg""- scheint jedoch sonst im Germanischen keine Spuren hinterlassen
zu haben.

5. Es ist unter diesen Umstdnden nicht iiberraschend, dass etymologische
Werke meist davon Abstand nehmen, die Herkunft von ae. wogian nidher zu be-
stimmen. So schreibt etwa Holthausen (1934: 404) im Eintrag wogian lediglich:
“unbek. Herk.” (= unbekannter Herkunft). Ebenso sagt das OED s.v. woo knapp
“of unknown origin”. Entsprechend notiert Skeat (1911: 615): “of obscure ori-
gin”. Fischer (1986: 123) bemerkt: “The etymology of wéog- is not known, but
none of the words in the list above seem to be old.” Wenn sich eine brauchbare
Etymologie finden 14Bt, dann kann freilich wogian sehr wohl betrichtliches Al-
ter haben.

6. Hinderlich fiir jede Einordnung ist das Faktum, dass ae. wogian in den
verwandten germanischen Sprachen keine direkte Entsprechung findet. Da ande-
rerseits aber auch die Annahme, dass ae. wogian auf Entlehnung beruhen konnte,
jeder Grundlage entbehrt, sollten wir wohl doch versuchen, dieses altenglische
Verb auf der Basis des germanischen Wortmaterials zu erkldren. Versuchsweise
kénnen noch folgende zusitzlichen Uberlegungen vorgetragen werden.

7. Als unmittelbare Vorform fiir ae. wogian ist urg. *wog-ojan- anzusetzen.
Eine Verbindung zwischen *waog-ojan- und der bekannten Wurzel urg. *weg- (<
idg. *weg”- [3.]) diirfte unwahrscheinlich sein, da im Paradigma von *weg- die
gedehnte o-Stufe sonst nicht vorkommt. In &hnlicher Weise muss die Verbin-
dung von *wég-Gjan- mit der Wurzel idg. *h,weg""- zumindest als unsicher gel-
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ten, auszuschlieBen ist sie freilich nicht, da ai. vagh-at- moglicherweise auf idg.
*h,wog""- zuriickgeht. Dass die Wurzel *h,weg""- sonst im Germanischen nicht
nachweisbar ist, macht aber schon einen gravierenden Einwand aus (4.).

8. Primér aus morphologischen Griinden ist dagegen fiir eine Ausgangsform
urg. *wog-gjan- eine Verkniipfung mit dem althochdeutschen Priteritum giwuog
‘erwihnte, nannte, ersann’ in Betracht zu ziehen. Dem Préiteritum giwuog steht
ein Nasalpriasens giwahinen ‘erwihnen’ zur Seite. Der Formenbestand des Alt-
hochdeutschen wird eingehend bei Seebold (1970: 531) und Riecke (1996: 521)
analysiert. Eine Wurzel *wah- (mit gedehnter o-Stufe *wog) kommt als Aus-
gangspunkt fiir die germanischen Formen in Frage. Einige weitere Einzelheiten
dieser Etymologie sollen kurz erértert werden.

9. Die Wurzel urg. *wah- kann etymologisch “an wek"- ‘sprechen’ ange-
schlossen” (Seebold 1970: 531) werden. Die Wurzel idg. *wek"- ist in zahlrei-
chen Bildungen erkennbar. Ein Wurzelnomen (Nom.) *wak"-s ist in altindisch
vak, avestisch vaxs und lat. vox, vocis f. ‘Stimme’ (mit durchgefiihrter Dehn-
stufe 0) erkennbar. Zum abgeleiteten Verb vocare ‘heiflen, nennen, hervorrufen’
ist Steinbauer (1989: 24) zu vergleichen. Das Vergleichsmaterial fiir die Wurzel
idg. *wek"- ist bei Pokorny (1959: 1135) und Rix (1998: 614) gesammelt. Die
paradigmatischen Verhiltnisse werden bei Sihler (1995: 118) geschildert.

10. Da Reflexe von urg. *wah-/wog- deutlich erkennbar sind, ist die Ver-
kniipfung von ae. wogian mit der 6-Stufe dieser Wurzel durchaus denkbar. Frei-
lich kann man weder idg. *wagh-aye- > urg. *wag-dja- noch idg. *h;wog""-aye-
> urg. *wogw-gja- als Vorform fiir ae. wogian mit absolut stichhaltigen Argu-
menten ausschlieen. Da aber bei der Wurzel *wek"- die Ablautstufe 6 im Wur-
zelnomen *wok"- > urg. *wogw- > *wog- bestens beglaubigt ist, besteht guter
Grund fur den Ansatz eines abgeleiteten Verbs *wok"-aye-: Urg. *wag-ojan- (<
*wok"-aye-) ist von der Ablautstufe des Wurzelvokals abgesehen direkt mit lat.
vocare (< *wok"-aye-) vergleichbar. Der wurzelschlieBende Labiovelar *£"- in
*wek"- fiihrt zu urg. *h"-/g"-, und vor einem velaren Vokal erscheint g"- tat-
sdchlich als -g- wie aus dem Plural des Préteritums ae. segon < urg. *ség"-un-
(Priteritum zu *seh"- ‘sehen’) ersichtlich ist.' Somit bestehen auch in lautlicher
Hinsicht gegen die Herleitung von urg. *wog"-ojan- > *wag-ojan- von idg.

Seebold (1970: 531) akzeptiert die Herleitung von urg. *wah"-/wah- aus idg. *wok"-,
bemerkt aber, dass man vielleicht auch -f- als Reflex von -k"- wie bei *wulfa- (idg.
*wik"-0-) erwarten sollte. Moglicherweise ist aber eine derartige Lautentwicklung
tatsdchlich bei ae. woffian ‘schreien, toben, ldstern’ zu erkennen; freilich bleiben
Einzelheiten dieses schwachen Verbs unklar.
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*wok"-aye- keine Bedenken.” Die Herleitung von ae. wagian aus idg. *wak"-
aye- wurde bereits von Pogatscher (1901: 196) in knapper Form vorgeschlage-
nen, in der Folgezeit ist aber Pogatschers Idee nicht mehr aufgegriffen worden.’

Alfred Bammesberger
Richard-Strauss-Strasse 48

D - 85072 Eichstaett
[Alfred.Bammesberger@ku-eichstaett.de]
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STEPHEN SKINNER’S ETYMOLOGICON
AND OTHER ENGLISH ETYMOLOGICAL DICTIONARIES
1650-1700

1. Etymology in English dictionaries before 1700

The hard-word dictionaries of early seventeenth-century England sometimes
marked the languages from which the words they registered had been borrowed.
So, for instance, Cawdrey’s Table alphabeticall identifies its subject-matter on
its title page as “hard vsuall English wordes, borrowed from the Hebrew, Greeke,
Latine, or French,” and indicates headwords from the French by placing a section
sign § before them and headwords from the Greek by placing a (g) after them.
This consciousness of etymology was expressed at a more or less basic level in
other monolingual English dictionaries of the seventeenth century: Blount’s
Glossographia, for instance, provides etyma or identifies source languages quite
consistently, and includes more extended etymological discussions in entries
such as gospel and scot and lot. The closest approach to an etymological dic-
tionary of English to be completed before 1650 was John Minsheu’s Ductor in
linguas, identified in its royal licence of 1611 as “the ‘Glosson Etimologicon,’
or dictionary etymological of 12 languages” (qtd. Williams 1948, 758). Despite
the etymological material it included, however, Minsheu’s work was in the end
a polyglot dictionary with etymology in second place, as the title under which it
was eventually published admitted: “The guide into the tongues with their agree-
ment and consent one with another, as also their etymologies, that is, the reasons
and deriuations of all or the most part of wordes.” Meric Casaubon’s De quatuor
linguis commentationes of 1650, a discursive account of Hebrew and Old English
(his treatments of Latin and Greek, the two further languages implied by the
title, were not published) offered etymological speculations, coloured by his be-
lief that English was descended from Greek, but was not a dictionary.

Casaubon was a patron of William Somner, whose Old English dictionary
of 1659, the first to be printed after a century of manuscript wordlists and dic-
tionaries of the language, made the basic materials for the study of English ety-
mology readily available for the first time. Three significant attempts to construct
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etymological dictionaries of English were made between its publication and the
end of the century.' These were undertaken by the Lincoln physician Stephen
Skinner (d. 1667), the German-born philologist Franciscus Junius the younger
(d. 1677), and the Oxford polymath Edward Bernard FRS (d. 1697); of these,
only the last-named lived to see his work in print, as the 34-page “Etymologi-
con britannicum” appended to George Hickes’s Institutiones grammaticae of
1689. Skinner’s work was published under the title of Etymologicon linguae
anglicanae in 1671 (an abridged translation appeared in 1689 as Gazophylacium
anglicanum), and Junius’ remained in manuscript until 1743. The following ac-
count will attend more closely to Skinner’s and Bernard’s works than to Junius’
since they were much more widely available in the seventeenth century.

2. Stephen Skinner’s Etymologicon linguae anglicanae (1671)

Skinner had begun his studies at Oxford before spending some time in con-
tinental Europe after the outbreak of the English civil war. He entered as a
medical student at Leiden on 22 April 1649 and at Heidelberg on 6 May 1653
and graduated MD at the latter in 1654 (Porter and Bevan 2004). This continen-
tal residence must have given him some exposure to Dutch and German. From
then on, he practised medicine in Lincoln, where he “practised his faculty there
and in the neighbourhood with good success, and [was] therefore much resorted
to by persons of all quality, and beloved of the Gentry.” Being “a person well
vers’d in most parts of learning” (Wood 1692, col. 287), he naturally made con-
tact with other educated men in the city in which he lived — and at Lincoln, that
meant the cathedral clergy, notably the book collector Michael Honywood, who
had also been in exile in the Low Countries in the 1640s, and the virtuoso Thomas
Henshaw FRS. On his death at the age of 45 on 5 September 1667, he left a
collection of etymological wordlists in manuscript.

He had already made plans for the publication of these materials; the papers
which he left were indeed fair copies made by an amanuensis (Henshaw in
Skinner 1671, sig. a2r). In 1666, two title pages were printed by way of adver-
tisement, one in English and one in Latin, identifying Skinner’s forthcoming
work as An etymologicon of the English tongue and Etymologicon linguae ang-
licanae respectively (Alston 1965-, 5:357). “After his death,” Wood continues,
“his before mention’d Works, which had been by him left imperfect, came into
the hands of Thomas Henshaw of Kensington near London Esq. who correcting

' 1 exclude White Kennett’s wordlist “Etymologia anglicana,” at least part of which

dates from the 1690s, since it is a dialect dictionary with etymological material
rather than an etymological dictionary as such (see Fox 2000, 66-67, and Harris
1992, 48-50).
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and digesting them, and adding many words to them of his own, were published
... with an Epistle before them to the Reader of Mr. Henshaw’s writing.” This
took a little time, but in 1668 the book was given its imprimatur, and in 1669 a
two-leaf proposal with a specimen page appeared (Alston 1965-, 5:358). The
Etymologicon linguae anglicanae was finally published in 1671 as a folio of 804
pages (Alston 1965-, 5:353). It is not clear how much of it really was of Hen-
shaw’s writing. Wood wrote that entries marked with the letter H were his, but
these are simply the entries in which Skinner acknowledges Henshaw’s advice;
this error of Wood’s has misled a fine historian of lexicography (Read 1934,
269n21). In the autobiographical sketch which he prepared for Wood twenty-
two years later (Pasmore 1982, 177-180), Henshaw appears not to have thought
his part in the publication of the Etymologicon worth mentioning at all.

The published dictionary began, after Henshaw’s foreword, with a nineteen-
page preface. Here, Skinner set out the history of human language from the con-
fusion of tongues at Babel onwards. He recognized seven European linguae
matrices, i.e. unrelated protolanguages, a concept which had been articulated by
Joseph Justus Scaliger in the sixteenth century and transmitted by the English
polymath Edward Brerewood in the early seventeenth (see Droixhe 1978, 64,
and Metcalf 1974, 239). These linguae matrices were Greek, Latin, Germanic,
Slavonic, the ancestor of Welsh and Breton, the ancestor of Basque, and Irish
(the idea that Irish and Welsh might be related belongs to the decades after
Skinner’s death: see Poppe 1986, 67-72). Skinner then explained that linguistic
change happens because of migration and warfare, trade, and the cultural pres-
tige of languages. This last, he added, accounted for the case of Chaucer, who
had damaged English by importing “whole cartloads of words from France into
our language.”” Seriously as he took the Germanic origins of English, he an-
nounced his strong disapproval of the “inanely subtle and laboriously useless”
Goropius Becanus, “who made the whole world and indeed God himself speak
Germanic” when arguing that the language spoken in Eden had closer affinities
with modern Dutch than with any other language.’ He was not even prepared to
accept the more moderate arguments of the writers who believed that the Ger-
manic languages and Persian were related, perhaps as descendants of a “Scythian”
or “Celto-Scythian” protolanguage, and animadversions on this argument occupy
the next few pages of the introduction (sigs. B3r-C3r). “But that’s more than

2 Skinner 1671, sig. B3r, “Chaucerus poeta, pessimo exemplo, integris vocum plaus-

tris ex ... Gallia in nostram Linguam invectis, eam ... omni fere nativa gratia & ni-
tore spoliavit.” Chaucer is more reverently treated at his place in the onomasticon
(sig. Mmmmm?2v).

Skinner 1671, sig. B3r, “Ut enim sileam illum inaniter subtilem & operose ineptum
Jo. Goropium Becanum, qui totum ... terrarum orbem, imo Deum ipsum Teutonice
loqui cogit”; for Goropius see Van Hal 2008, 83-125.
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enough of that,” he concluded, and turned to the point that English words could
chiefly be traced back to Old English or Anglo-Norman, followed by a discus-
sion of the other languages from which English had borrowed words, in which
he paid sustained attention to the reasons for language contact. Since, he con-
tinued, a great deal of Old English had been lost, he would supplement the
insular record with continental Germanic cognates (sig. C4r). He concluded by
pointing out that although he did not know as many languages as he might, that
was not necessarily a bad thing: “if I were versed in as many languages as Go-
ropius Becanus, I might place Paradise in the Gothic or Germanic snowfields.”
Nor, he reflected, was etymology an unsuitable occupation for a physician: in
both, diagnostic conjecture must often stand in the stead of hard proof (sig. D2r).

Immediately after these faintly rueful words, Skinner showed how far his
etymological conjectures were from wild guesswork, setting out the sorts of
sound-change which he believed to be possible, with examples, in 66 pages of
“Prolegomena etymologica.” These were of two kinds. First, he listed processes
such as aphaeresis, the loss of initial sounds, as in the derivation of skirmish
from French escarmouche or of lady from Old English hlzfdig.® Second, he
identified particular cases of the apparent interchangeability of sounds, as in the
tendency for the sound represented by b in Latin to become the different sound
represented by v in Romance languages, so that Latin probare gives Italian
provare, and Latin mirabilia gives ltalian meraviglie and French merveilles.
There is a great gulf between the etymological practice of the seventeenth century
and that established in the nineteenth, and many of Skinner’s rules and examples
have not stood the test of time. His achievement was to see that language
change is rule-governed, and to try to set out some of the rules. He was not alone
in this: since the Spanish grammar of Antonio de Nebrija in 1492, students of
the European vernaculars had investigated the possibility that features of their
languages might be the products of regular phonetic development from earlier
languages (see Droixhe 1978, 67-75 and 99f). His procedure was comparable to
that of an eminent Continental contemporary such as Hiob Ludolf, the pioneer-
ing maker of an Ethiopic grammar and dictionary, who wrote that in certain dif-
ficult cases “my method is that I ignore the vowels, then transpose the letters
which are similarly articulated.””

*  Skinner 1671, sig. C3r-v, “Sed de his satis superque. Nostra Lingua praecipue ex

Anglo-Saxonica vetere & Gallo-Normannica conflata est.”

Skinner 1671, sig. D1r, “si tot Linguas quot Goropius Becanus calluissem, fortean
Paradisum inter Gothiae vel Germaniae nives statuissem.”

Here and throughout this paper, forms given in seventeenth-century dictionaries are
reproduced without comment on their accuracy or, in the case of those from living
languages, their continued currency.

7 Ludolf, letter to Leibniz of 12 December 1695 in Leibniz 1923-, 1.12:235, “Mea me-

thodus ... est, ut vocales non curem, deinde literas ejusdem Organi inter se permutem.”
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The main wordlist ran to 411 pages, in double columns with English head-
words and Latin text. It registered about 7900 headwords. Early dictionaries
tend to give more space to entries at the beginning of the alphabetical sequence
than to entries at the end (see Osselton 2007). An English dictionary which does
not do this will have reached the latter part of L or the beginning of M at its
physical halfway mark (so, the wordlist of the second edition of the Canadian
Oxford Dictionary extends over 1815 pages, and page 907 ends with the word
long-range); a dictionary which gives disproportionate space to entries early in
the alphabet will not have got as far (so, the wordlist of the first edition of
Cawdrey’s Table alphabeticall extends over 122 pages, and the 61st, sig. E7r,
ends with the word incorporate). The midpoint word of the Etymologicon is
knap, showing that Skinner was giving a fairly balanced treatment of material
across the alphabetical range. Two further conclusions follow. First, Skinner
was a more sophisticated lexicographer than some of his contemporaries (cf.
Osselton 2007, 82). Second, although his dictionary was published posthumous-
ly, he did probably live to complete its alphabetical sequence: had Henshaw, for
instance, been preparing entries from T onwards from rough notes, one might
expect these entries to be sparser than those earlier in the alphabet, in which
case the midpoint of the Etymologicon would have been earlier.

The main wordlist was followed by four shorter ones. The first, “Etymolo-
gicon botanicum,” an inventory of English plant-names which appears to draw
heavily on earlier works such as John Parkinson’s Theatrum botanicum of 1640,
ran to 33 pages, registering about 1000 headwords, many of them being given
Latin equivalents but no etymologies. The second, “Etymologica expositio vo-
cum forensium,” which also drew on a strong printed tradition, citing the work
of Cowell, Skene, and Spelman particularly frequently, treated about 1300 items
of legal vocabulary in 67 pages. The third, “Etymologicon vocum omnium anti-
quarum anglicarum,” registered about 3200 obsolete words from the post-con-
quest era, i.e. what we would call Middle English, in 101 pages. Many of these
are from Chaucer, whom Skinner read with the assistance of the glossary in
Speght’s edition of 1602, but other writers are cited: Gower, Langland, Lydgate,
Gavin Douglas’s translation of the Aeneid, some chronicles, and the Book of Saint
Albans (Kerling 141-149). The last of Skinner’s shorter wordlists, “Etymolo-
gicon onomasticon,” dealt with about 2000 English and other proper names (with
particular attention to those of the Low Countries) over 85 pages. These shorter
wordlists include a considerable number of cross-references to the main one.

One characteristic of the main list is Skinner’s evident interest in making
sense of the words he encountered in speech or current writing. So, for instance,
he appears to have been the first person to commit poop ‘to fart quietly’ to
paper, remarking that although there is a Dutch poepen with the same sense,
both words may be independent onomatopoeic formations, as may Greek zon-
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mblw ‘blow a raspberry.”® Likewise he appears to have been the first to write
down the phrase to a cow’s thumb ‘exactly’ (s.v. cow’s thumb) and to insert an
entry for fuck in the alphabetical sequence of an English dictionary (see Read
1934, 268-269). His work and dictionaries deriving from it are our only sources
for gulchin ‘little glutton’ and knubble ‘knuckle’; these may be Lincolnshire
words, of which he identifies a number such as adle ‘earn,” elsin (s.v. awl),
blink beer, chattle ‘chat,” chark ‘expose beer to the air during its fermentation,’
grove ‘trench,” hack ‘rack for fodder,” shan ‘disgrace,” and siss (s.v. hiss). He
contrasted alegar ‘malt vinegar,” which he regarded as a northern expression,
with the London equivalent ale vinegar. Amours (in the sense ‘illicit love
affairs’) he observed as a very new word in London usage. Amper ‘swelling’ he
identified as Essex usage, barken ‘farmyard’ as Wiltshire, and nesh ‘somewhat
delicate’ as Worcestershire. No previous survey of current English vocabulary
had dealt this thoroughly with dialect words (see Wakelin 1987, 157-158 and
160-161). In his observation that Scandinavian words were more common in
northern and eastern dialects of English than in others, and that this corre-
sponded to the distribution of Danish settlements in Anglo-Saxon England, he
was opening up the field of historical dialect geography (sig. C3v).

Henshaw is acknowledged at a number of places in the dictionary, for
instance as having suggested that abandon is from Old English abannan ‘sum-
mon, proclaim,” which he thought might have a force ‘exile or ostracize by proc-
lamation.”” Mole as the name of an animal is said to have been derived by
Henshaw from moldwarp, itself from Old English mold ‘earth’ and weorpan
‘throw,” but by the physician George Rogers (like Henshaw, a friend of John
Evelyn’s) from a form of Greek uwivw, which refers in one passage of Hip-
pocrates to the progress of ulcers, and was taken by Rogers to mean ‘make a
tunnel.” Skinner evidently talked about particular questions to a number of
friends. He was not uncritical in his assessment of the suggestions they offered,
remarking that Rogers’s “certainly looks like an extremely neat comparison, but
scarcely an etymon” (in fact, Skinner’s Greek was clearly not good enough for
him to know that uwidw does not mean what Rogers thought).'® Likewise,

Skinner 1671, sig. Ooolv (s.v. poop), “a Belg. Poepen, submisse Paedere, nisi malis
utrfum] a sono fictum, ut & Gr. [lorad{w, quod exponitur compressis labris acutio-
rem quendam sonum edo.”

Skinner 1671, sig. Aalr-v (s.v. abandon), “ut ingeniose, pro solito, divinat Vir Ami-
cissimus & hujus operis praccipuus fautor [sidenote: ‘Th. J. Henshaw Arm. SRM. ab
Ep. Gall.,” i.e. Armiger, Secretarius Regiae Maiestatis ab epistolis gallicis] ab AS.
Abannan, Promulgare, Denunciare, g. d. publico edicto, seu programmate Abdicare
& Ejurare.”

Skinner 1671, sig. lii3r (s.v. mole), “Doct. autem Th. H. nostrum Moldwarp ingenio-
se pro solito deducit ab AS. Molde, Terra, & Weorpan, Jacere, Projicere. ... Doct.
quidam Amicus nostrum [sidenote: ‘G. Rogers M. D. C. M. L. S.” i.e. Medicinae
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though he paid Honywood the compliment of recording his speculative deriva-
tion of abate from privative a (as in amoral) and Middle Dutch baet ‘reward,
contribution,” baeten ‘to help,” on the grounds that when something has been
abated, it is less helpful, he noted tactfully that there are other possible explana-
tions of the word, and that the learned must judge between them."'

Skinner’s work has a general quality of shrewdness and rationality. He
argues, for instance, that Scots anent is unlikely to be from Greek évavri ‘against,
opposite,” since despite the agreement of the forms in sound and sense, there is
no evidence that speakers of Scots and Greek were in contact with each other,
and he wonders with at least a hint of satire why “our Hellenists” have never
derived ash (the tree) from Greek "dvw ‘ignite’ since its wood burns so well."”
Even when he is wrong, he is wrong thoughtfully: he decides on a Germanic
derivation for admiral after rejecting what he thinks to be the only alternative, a
hybrid form from Arabic emir and Greek diioc ‘of the sea,” on the grounds that
the historical enmity of the Arabs and the Greeks makes it unlikely that such a
hybrid would have arisen and that the distance between their languages and
English makes the borrowing implausible.”’ On the other hand, he reflects that
amell ‘enamel’ may well ultimately be from a Germanic form such as schmal-
zen ‘melt,” since German expertise in metallurgy and related arts makes it likely
that the terminology of these arts will be Germanic."

Doctor, Collegii Medici Londinensis Socius] Mole, deflectit a Gr. polode8ai, apud
Hipp. Cuniculos agere, quae sane felicissima videtur Allusio, vix Etymon.” In fact
Rogers had misunderstood the passage in question, in which the ulcer is not making
a tunnel but fading away: see Estienne 1831-1865 s.v. uwidve.

Skinner 1671, sig. Aalv (s.v. abate), “Vir Reverendus, & non minus literis, quam
Dignitate Ecclesiastica illustris [sidenote: ‘Rev. Dom. Mich. Honywood SS. Th. Dr.
& Eccl. Cath. Linc. Decanus’], libentius deflectit ab 4 priv. & Belg. Baete, Commo-
dum, Fructus, Utilitas, Emolumentum, verb. Baeten, Prodesse, quia sc. unde aliquid
detractum est, illud minus prodest; Judicent docti.” Honywood is also cited ibid. sig.
Hh4r (s.v. to cant) and KK2r (s.v. to choke) and in the “Etymologica expositio vo-
cum forensium” at sig. Mmmma3v (s.v. broch).

Skinner 1671, sig. Bb2v (s.v. anent), “Sunt qui deflectunt a Gr. évavri, évavtiov, Op-
positum, nec male sane, si vel soni vel sensus convenientiam respicias; sed quo
commercio Graeci, Scotis totius Europae longitudine dissitis, vocabula impertiri po-
tuerunt?” Ibid. sig. Cclr (s.v. ash), “Miror Hellenistas nostros nondum deflexisse a
Gr. "Avw. Accendo ... est enim prae reliquis lignis Accensu facillimum.”

Skinner 1671, sig. Aa3r (s.v. admirall), “secundum alios, est vox hybrida, a dicto
Arab. Emir, & Gr. "Aliog, Marinus ... cum Minsevo declinare possem a Belg. 4en,
Meer, Al (i.e.) Super, Totum, Mare. Quidvis horum longe facilius & simplicius vide-
tur quam Etymon cum aliis, a duabus gentium tam a se invicem, quam a nobis dissi-
tarum linguis, Arabica sc. & Graeca, emendicare.”

Skinner 1671, sig. Bb2r (s.v. amell), “Nec mirum est Germanos, cum Chymiae &
Metallurgiae in primis semper studiosi & periti fuerint, reliquis Europae gentibus ex
sua lingua hujus artis terminos suppeditasse.”
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Henshaw wrote in his preface to the Etymologicon that Skinner was steeped
through with every kind of learning, being a man who not only devoured all the
best books but also digested them thoroughly, and remembered what he had
read."> Some of this reading is reflected in his lexicographical work. He natural-
ly used a number of the standard dictionaries. He noted that Minsheu makes ill-
judged and far-fetched etymologies, and that he even makes words up to fill
gaps in the evidence, but counting the named sources in the range A-AZ suggests
that the Ductor in linguas was the source which he cited most frequently.'® He
admired and emulated Gilles Ménage’s Origines de la langue francoise (see sig.
DIr). He also used Cotgrave for French, Florio for Italian, and Sebastian de Co-
varrubias Orozco’s Tesoro de la lengua castellana for Spanish, the Etymologi-
cum magnum and the Byzantine encyclopedia called the Suda for classical Greek,
Joannes Meursius’ Glossarium graeco-barbarum and Simon Portius’ Dictiona-
rium latinum [et] greco-barbarum for post-classical Greek, G. J. Vossius’ Ety-
mologicon linguae latinae for classical Latin, and Spelman’s Archaeologus for
post-classical Latin. For English, he used the newest and biggest dictionary,
Phillips’s New world of words, which he often criticized (see extracts at Blount
1673, sigs. C2r-v), and of course Somner’s dictionary. He referred to a notably
wide selection of other texts. Some were the natural raw material of an etymo-
logical dictionary, for instance Meric Casaubon’s De quatuor linguis commen-
tationes (on which there are courteous remarks in his preface, sig. B1v) and
Abraham Mylius’ Lingua belgica. Others suggest his leisure reading. He turned
on a number of occasions to the notes of Isaac Casaubon and Claudius Salma-
sius in the latter’s edition of the entertaining and unreliable history of the later
Roman emperors called the Historia augusta, and used other classical texts such
as Oppian’s Halieutica and Pliny’s Historia naturalis with the commentary of
Jacques Dalechamps. At one point he cited a familiar line of Virgil together
with what appears to be his own translation of Virgil’s Latin into Greek — but if
s0, it is a mistranslation.'” He read more modern Latin texts, particularly in the

Henshaw, preface in Skinner 1671, sig. alr, “Virum omnigenae doctrinae non levi
tinctura imbutum! nempe qui omnium aetatum optimae notae libros non solum de-
voraverat, sed concoxerat; & tam validi, foelici, & praesenti memoria, ut Bibliotheca
loquens & vivens merito videri possit” (lightly adapted without acknowledgement in
Wood 1674, 2:280).

E.g. Skinner 1671, sigs. C4v-Dlr, “Industriam ejus probo, Judicium & Fidem non
probo. Multa absurde, multa violenter, tanquam rudentibus, detorquet; imo, quod
minime omnium ipsi ignoscendum est, saepe, ne Etyma desint, vocabula ex proprio
cerebro comminiscitur.”

Skinner 1671, sig. Aalv (s.v. abide), “Abide etiam satis facili sensus flexu significat
Sustinere, Durare contra mala, Mala non refugere, ook avadvesQori, dila mpookop-
16pelv 10I¢ Kaxoig, prorsus eodem sensu, quo Poeta dicit, Tu ne cede malis, sed,
contra, audentior ito,” quoting Virgil, Aeneid 6:95. The Greek is not to be found in
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natural sciences, where he quotes Conrad Gessner’s Historia animalium, one of
the alchemical works of Andreas Libavius, and the Thaumatographia naturalis
of the Polish-born Scottish naturalist John Johnstone. In English, he read John
Evelyn’s French gardiner, Gervase Markham on the ailments of horses, and
Sylvanus Morgan on heraldry. Some of the books he used were from Hony-
wood’s remarkable library and Henshaw’s very good one (Skinner 1671, sig. D1r;
Kerling 1979, 149). Although I have found no evidence that he used any of
Honywood’s Middle English manuscripts, which included copies of the Chron-
icle of Brut and the Medulla grammatice, and the Thornton romances (Thomson
1989, 51, 62-64, 65-69), there does seem to be some correlation between Hony-
wood’s printed books and Skinner’s sources, and he could for instance have
read Cotgrave, Covarrubias, Florio, Meursius, Minsheu, Portius, Somner, Spel-
man, the Suda, and Vossius in Honywood’s copies.'®

His manner is at times pleasantly conversational: having suggested that ad-
miral may come from Germanic words including Meer, he imagines the reader
who counters “hey, my dear fellow, Meer is not part of the original vocabulary
of German,” and on the verb fo air, he begins “foreign reader, this will surprise
you: for us, fo air does not simply mean to expose to the air but to expose to the
heat of a fire.”" The same geniality is perhaps evident in his treatment of mobby,
‘alcoholic drink made from sweet potatoes,” of which, although he suspected
that the etymon must really be a Caribbean word, he noted that the derivation
from Spanish muo bueno ‘very good’ was recommended by the fact that “it is a
cheering drink enough, and extremely healthful.”*’ Henshaw admitted that al-
though Skinner gave his spare time up to etymology rather than to sleep, dice,
the pleasures of the table, or wine, he was not averse to merry meetings (sym-
posia) of a philosophical and erudite kind.*' Etymology and pleasure were, after

the Thesaurus linguae graecae database or in major dictionaries or commentaries on
Virgil, and mpooraptepeiv toic kaxoic means the opposite of what seems to be in-
tended: ‘to persist in bad things,” not to endure or rise above them. I am grateful to
Andrew Wilson for discussing this point with me.

These are all preserved in the Wren Library of Lincoln Cathedral: see Hurst 1982,
items C881, C911, F144, M281, M317, P421, S416, S463, S606, V141.

Skinner 1671, sig. Aa3r (s.v. admirall), “Sed heus bone vir, inquies, Meer non est
priscum & vere Germanicum”; ibid. sig. Aadr (s.v. to air), “to Air nobis, quod mire-
ris, peregrine lector, non Aeri simpliciter sed igni exponere designat.”

Skinner 1671, sig. Lii2v (s.v. mobby), “nisi, quod valde suspicor, vox haec Barbarae
Americanae sit originis; fort. contracta est ab Hisp. Muo Bueno (i.e.) Valde Bonum;
est enim potus satis jucundus & valde salubris.” Cf. also the knowledgeable entries
for mulled sack and muscadine at sigs. Kkk1v and Kkk2r.

Henshaw, preface in Skinner 1671, sig. alv, “solebat horis subsecivis (quas aliqui
somno, aleae, ventri, vino, impendere amant; quamvis non ipse, ut omnia scias, a
Philosophicis & eruditis symposiis abhorrebat) magnum voluptatem capere in ve-
nandis nostrorum verborum Originibus.”

20

21
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all, not distinct in his experience: “what music,” he asked, “is more pleasant
than that concord and harmony of languages?”**

Starnes and Noyes concluded in The English dictionary from Cawdrey to
Johnson that “the Etymologicon of Skinner represents not something new under
the sun of lexicography, but rather a convergence of influences from Latin-
English dictionaries, from the accounts of the native language, and from his pre-
decessors in compiling English dictionaries” (65). There is something mean-
spirited about this, and the claim a few lines below that “It is noteworthy that
Skinner puts his definitions in Latin, so that his borrowings [from Phillips] are
not so readily detected” is perhaps the nadir of their book. Wiser and more just
is Johan Kerling’s observation that Skinner’s work “shows a breadth of learning
and a scholarly attitude which is not unique in the seventeenth century, but
which does make him one of the most prominent scholars of his day” (136).
Skinner’s dictionary was a serious attempt to explain the affinities and origins
of a wide variety of English words, based on interesting reading and good lis-
tening, considerably more judicious than the work of predecessors such as Min-
sheu and Meric Casaubon, and hardly superseded in print for two centuries after
its publication. It was appreciated by discerning readers as soon as it was pub-
lished (see e.g. Ray 1674, sig. A6v). Having recommended Vossius’ Etymologi-
cum as one of the books which a gentleman should own, John Locke added that
“Skinner’s ... is an excellent one of that kinde for the English Tongue” (in
Locke 1693/1989, 326). Samuel Johnson’s positive assessment of the Efymolo-
gicon linguae anglicanae will be quoted below.

2.1. Richard Hogarth’s Gazophylacium anglicanum (1689)

The Gazophylacium anglicanum, containing the derivation of English
words of 1689, the first English etymologicon to be published in English (Alston
1965-, 5:75), was an abridged translation of the main part and the onomastical
appendix of Skinner’s Etymologicon. It was published anonymously, and histori-
ans of lexicography have not hitherto identified its author. He was in fact Richard
Hogarth, father of the artist William Hogarth. His first publication had been a
teachers’ handbook, the Thesaurarium trilingue publicum, being an introduction
to English, Latin, and Greek, published in May 1689: this gives rules for spell-
ing, syllabification, and punctuation, followed by exercises in syllabification, an
English wordlist with syllable-divisions marked, and rules for the accentuation
and vowel quantity of Greek, also with a wordlist. Hogarth refers at one point to
“a Book intituled, The Etymology of the English Tongue” (Hogarth 1689a, 25),
and this was his next work, appearing in November as Gazophylacium anglica-
num. The title may have puzzled prospective readers (the word gazophylacium

22 Skinner 1671, sig. C4v, “quid Musica illa Linguarum consonantia & harmonia ju-
cundius?”
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means ‘treasury,” and had not been used before as the title of an English book),
and the work was reissued as A new English dictionary in 1691 (Alston 1965-,
5:76). Hogarth produced other schoolbooks, opened a coffeehouse at which
Latin could be spoken, and died with a big Latin dictionary unfinished (Paulson
1991, 14-15, 33-36).

The ascription of the Gazophylacium to Richard Hogarth was first made in
a biography of his son, on the basis of an annotation on one of Richard’s letters
to his friend Thomas Noble, “Mr Hogarth writ of the Greek accents in English
[i.e. the Thesaurarium] ... and an abridgemt of Dr Skinner’s Etimologicon”
(Paulson 1991, 4 and 341n5). It seems entirely plausible: apart from the refer-
ence to the Gazophylacium in the Thesaurarium, the affinity of the two books’
titles, and the fact that they were both printed for sale by the same bookseller, a
series of rules by which the form of the Latin etyma of English words may be
calculated, beginning “Most Words in English ending in nce, or cy, are derived
from the Latin, ending in tia” is repeated verbatim from the Thesaurarium in
the Gazophylacium (Hogarth 1689a, 25-26; idem 1689b, sigs. A7r-v), and there
are verbal echoes from one preface to another. One last sign of Hogarth’s author-
ship, a compelling one, is that at one point (and I believe only one), the Gazo-
phylacium adds a new entry to those translated from the Etymologicon: this is in
the onomastical section, and it is for the name Hogarth.

The Gazophylacium was a much smaller book than its original, an octavo
of 558 pages, of which the main dictionary, comprising about 6300 headwords,
took up 380 and the onomasticon 162. As Hogarth worked through the main
part of the Etfymologicon, he started to abridge more drastically: whereas the
midpoint word of the Etymologicon is knap, that of the Gazophylacium is
hostage, earlier than that of any other monolingual dictionary. He was evidently
finding it difficult to keep in control of his work. His treatment of Skinner’s
onomasticon was more leisurely: he omitted a handful of entries, but in fact
whereas Skinner’s midpoint word is Huldericus, Hogarth’s is [vel: he was
abridging some of the long entries early in Skinner’s alphabetical sequence judi-
ciously. He added an eight-page appendix to the onomasticon, “Proper Names
of Men and Women now commonly used, coming from the Hebrew, Greek, and
Latin, truly derived,” which may have been of his own composition.

In the main dictionary, he did try to improve on his original in some small
ways. For instance, Skinner’s treatment of abstain had commented that this
verb, like retain, detain, and others, was evidently of Latin origin, all of them
being from fenere plus a preposition, but Skinner did not say expressly that the
etymon in this case was abstinere, and Hogarth did so. Sometimes his use of
English was to his advantage: after reporting the derivation of lask ‘diarrhoea’
from Latin /axus ‘loose’ he had a natural opportunity to point out that “a loose-
ness in the guts” is a common analogous expression. He corrected the occasional
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mistake, for instance emending the form nelde given as Danish by Skinner s.v.
nettle to the correct nedle.

However, he introduced more errors than he corrected. Most pervasively,
where Skinner presents etymon and cognates in a single list, Hogarth regularly
treats all the forms as possible etyma. For instance, Skinner’s “Shrine, ab AS.
Scrin, Fr. Gr. [sc. “Fr. G.” i.e. Franco-Gallica] Escrin, It. Scrigno, Teut. Schrein,
Lat. Scrinium” means that the English word shrine is from Old English scrin, to
which may be compared French escrin, Italian scrigno, German Schrein, and
Latin scrinium. Hogarth’s version is “A Shrine, from the AS. Scrin, the Fr. G.
Escrin, the Ital. Scrigno, or the Lat. Scrinium,” and this is wrong: as Skinner
could have told him, since Old English has a form scrin and Old English sc corre-
sponds very regularly with modern English sA (Skinner 1671, sig. R1r illustrates
this rule with the example of scrin and shrine), there is no need to go hunting in
French, let alone Italian, for an etymon. There are local mistranslations too: for
instance, fillip is defined in the Etymologicon as “a flick with the knuckles: a
word formed from the sound (vox a sono ficta),” and Hogarth has misunderstood
vox ... ficta to come up with “fillip, a feigned word.”” Likewise Henshaw’s
suggestion that hab-nab ‘rashly’ might be from a form Aap n’hap ‘with or with-
out success’ is translated nonsensically “whether it happen or no”: a rash action
may or may not succeed, but it does by definition happen.** Judging the respec-
tive merits of deriving the first syllable of Old English wiman, wimman ‘woman’
from wif ‘female’ or from womb, Skinner prefers the former, “because the
Anglo-Saxons never wrote [the sound represented by] o with the letter i,” and
Hogarth translates this “the Saxons generally us’d i, instead of 0.7 A few
entries are conflated, not always to good effect, for instance crump ‘curved’ and
crumple; a number are excised, e.g. to lase, lavolta, nescock, nesh, nice, and
niches (since ¢6300 of Skinner’s ¢7900 headwords are retained, about one in
five must have been excised or conflated with others overall). Typographical
errors might be taken over slavishly, such as the entry for Berwent-fels in the
onomasticon: since Skinner went on to say that the fells in question took their
name from the river Derwent, Hogarth should have realized that the headword
should be Derwent-fels, but he did not. Hogarth or his typesetter had problems
with Old English spelling: cleefra becomes chefer s.v. clover, haeca becomes
hacca s.v. hack; hlihan becomes hlian s.v. laugh.

2 Skinner 1671, sig. Rrdv, “Fillip, talitrum vox a sono ficta.”

* Skinner 1671, sig. Aaalr, “ut ingeniose divinat Doct. Th. H. q[uasi] d[icens] Hap
N’hap, (i.e.) sive Succedat, sive non.”

Skinner 1671, sig. Fftf2r-v (s.v. woman), “Woman, ab AS Wiman, Wimman, Mulier,
hoc Doct. Th. H. botéywg, ut solet, deflectit ab AS Wif, Mulier & Man, Homo,
q[uasi] d[icens] Homo Femina. Possit & non absurde deduci a Womb & Man,
q[uasi] d[icens] Homo Uteratus seu Utero praeditus. Sed prius Etymon longe prae-
fero, ... quod Anglo-Saxones per i non o olim scripserunt.”
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In conclusion, the Gazophylacium anglicanum is fundamentally a piece of
hack-work: it is an inaccurate abridged translation of Skinner’s Etymologicon,
with no significant additions apart from the eight-page onomastical appendix.*
It did make English etymology newly accessible to people who knew little or no
Latin, and (with the exception of G. W. Lemon’s crankish English etymology of
1783), it was the only cheap etymological dictionary of English published
before the nineteenth century. So it is not to be sneered at, but it it was not an
original contribution to scholarship.

3. Franciscus Junius’ “Etymologicum anglicanum” (1650s-1670s)

Franciscus Junius, the son of a Protestant theologian and classical scholar,
was born in 1591 and educated at the University of Leiden.”” After a period as a
minister in the Low Countries, he moved to England and spent twenty years in
the service of the collector of art and antiquities Thomas Howard, Earl of Arun-
del. This was followed by a period in Friesland, by the end of which Junius was
fluent in Dutch and English, had some knowledge of Frisian, and had started
thinking seriously about the relationship of these three languages. He had begun
working on the historical records of the English language by the late 1640s,
when he had helped Sir Simonds D’Ewes with his dictionary of Old English. At
this stage, he was inclined to see the Germanic languages as descended from
Greek, and a Scots wordlist which he appears to have prepared at the end of the
1640s, now Bodleian MS Junius 74, fos. 18-36, cites a number of supposed etyma
from Greek. During the 1650s, he worked with the earliest substantial Germanic
text, the translation of the New Testament into Gothic which had been made in
late antiquity and preserved in a manuscript now known as the Codex Argen-
teus, of which he published the editio princeps, in parallel with an edition of the
Gospels in Old English by the churchman and philologist Thomas Marshall. At
this stage in his researches, he abandoned the idea of derivation from Greek and
settled down to investigate the internal relationships of the Germanic language
group.

His etymological dictionary of English, the “Etymologicum anglicanum,”
belongs to this last period in Junius’ work on the Germanic languages. He
appears to have begun work on it in the late 1650s, when he showed the book
collector Sir Christopher Hatton “an alphabeticall collection of English words,

% The points at which Wakelin (1987, 161) sees him going beyond the content of par-

ticular entries in Skinner are simply cases where Hogarth has conflated two of Skin-
ner’s entries.

For him, see Considine 2008, 216-235, on which the following account of Junius’
etymological work is based.
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whose proper signification and originall I had traced out and set downe as well
as I could”; in 1661, he asked the herald and antiquary Sir William Dugdale if
any Englishman would be interested in completing the work and publishing it
“for the credit and honour of his owne countrie and language” (letter of 1661 in
Junius 2004, 980 and 982). His manuscript of the dictionary comprises two
volumes, Bodleian MSS Junius 4 and 5, amounting to just under five hundred
folio leaves in total, written on one side only.

Some of the entries are for words which had only entered English recently,
as in the case of artichoke, a vegetable which was said to have been introduced
in the reign of Henry VIII, for which Junius gives two forms, artechoke and
hartechoke, then a Latin gloss, “Carduus altilis, cinara, strobilus,” then five
cognates — French artichaut, Italian articiocco, arciocco, Spanish artichosa,
Danish artiskock and Dutch artischock — before a reference to a discussion of
the artichoke family in Claudius Salmasius’ encyclopaedic Plinianae exercita-
tiones (MS Junius 4, fo. 28v). This is actually a noteworthy entry, since Skinner
had treated the same word, with a more limited set of cognates but with the
same reference to Salmasius. Perhaps Junius drew on Skinner’s work here.

Other entries are naturally much closer to his long-standing Germanic in-
terests: asunder is glossed and then compared to Gothic sundro, Old English on
sundran, on sundron, Old High German suntrigo and Dutch in’t bysonder before
Old English syndrian ‘to separate’ is adduced as a parallel and the entry seorsum
in an Old High German glossary in Junius’ possession is cited (MS Junius 4, fo.
29r). The Germanic material is sometimes presented in digressions from head-
words of Romance origin, as s.v. assist, where a reference to the Dutch equiva-
lent bij-staen leads Junius to reflect that Satan says in an Old English poem that
“bigstandad me strange geneatas. da ne willad me at dam stride geswican”
[strong companions stand by me, who will not desert me in the battle] and to
discuss this passage for five lines.

The author to whom Junius refers most often in the “Etymologicum” is
Chaucer. He also uses Gavin Douglas, to whose translation of the Aeneid he had
made a manuscript wordlist, and a range of Old English texts from manuscripts
which he transcribed or owned, including the Old English translation of Orosius,
the glossed gospel-book called the Rushworth Gospels, and a set of glosses on
the Psalms. There are likewise references to ancient primary sources such as Old
High German glosses and the Codex Argenteus, and perhaps to personal obser-
vation. This last, however, is difficult to judge: he mentions the English idiom a
paire of bellowes and the English word blisterflie without quoting authorities,
but both had been registered in dictionaries (MS Junius 4, fos. 43v and 50r; cf.
Somner 1659 s.v. bilig and H. Junius 1585, 72). Among his numerous secondary
sources are his own work on Willeram and on Gothic, and the standard English
and Continental authorities: Laurence Nowell, Spelman, and Somner; his brother-
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in-law G. J. Vossius, the lexicographer of Dutch Cornelis Kiel, and the Danish
antiquary Ole Worm.

Junius had undertaken the “Etymologicum anglicanum” in his sixties, and
he had not prepared it for publication upon his death. The manuscript passed
with others to the Bodleian Library in Oxford, where it remained until the next
century. It was finally published in 1743, edited with additions by Edward Lye.
It is not Junius’ most dramatic work, and it was vulnerable to criticism even
before the advances of nineteenth-century Germanic studies, as in the comparison
with Skinner’s Etfymologicon made by Samuel Johnson, who was able, thanks to
Lye’s edition, to use both in his own dictionary:

Junius appears to have excelled in extent of learning, and Skinner
in rectitude of understanding. Junius was accurately skilled in all the
northern languages, Skinner probably examined the ancient and re-
moter dialects only by occasional inspection into dictionaries; but the
learning of Junius is often of no other use than to show him a track by
which he may deviate from his purpose ... Skinner is often ignorant,
but never ridiculous: Junius is always full of knowledge; but his variety
distracts his judgment, and his learning is very frequently disgraced by
his absurdities. (Johnson 1755, sig. Blr; cf. DeMaria and Kolb 1998,
24-26).

Some of Junius’ etymologies in which derivations from Greek occur follow
in a footnote, and they are indeed most implausible. Nor was it always Greek
which led Junius astray, since, as George Hickes noticed in a letter of 1694, he
had been willing to derive gir/ from Latin garrula, ‘talkative’ (Harris 1992,
152). This derivation actually went back to Minsheu, and was characteristically
rejected by Skinner, who postulated that Old English ceor/ might have had an
unrecorded feminine form ceorla and that this might be the etymon. But as
Johnson acknowledged, he had used Junius and Skinner extensively in his own
work because no other attempt at a comprehensive etymological dictionary of
English was available to him. More than a century later, W. W. Skeat could still
observe that the etymological dictionaries of his day suffered from a tradition of
uncritical borrowing from the same two sources (Skeat 1881, xi). Only after
work such as Skeat’s had superseded Junius’ Etymologicum could the latter be
seen in historical perspective and appraised with detachment as “the first syste-
matic etymology of the English Language” with the additional reflection that “from
it stems the modern historical approach to lexicography” (Barker 1978, 27).
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4. Edward Bernard’s “Etymologicon britannicum” (1689)

Skinner was a provincial physician, Hogarth a Grub Street man, Junius an
independent scholar who spent much of his time in the Netherlands. Edward
Bernard, in contrast to these three, had a privileged position in English intellectual
life: a Fellow of the Royal Society, who held the professorship of astronomy at
Oxford and might have had that of Hebrew, best known now for his part in the
production of a union catalogue of manuscripts in the libraries of the British
Isles, though his other work ranged from the study of the Arabic text which
preserves part of the Conics of Apollonius to the printing of one of the first
examples of the ancient Palmyrene language to be published (Madan et al.
1895-1953, 1:xxv-xxxv; Molland 1994, 218-221; Daniels 1988, 424-425). He
owned a considerable library, 170 manuscripts from which, including his unpub-
lished recasting of a Coptic-Latin dictionary by Athanasius Kircher, are now in
the Bodleian.?® His printed books were sold after his death in an auction of 1454
lots; the only dictionary of English among them, by the way, was that of Elisha
Coles (Bibliotheca Bernardina 1697, 30 lot 85). Edmund Castell asked him to
collaborate on the Lexicon heptaglotton in 1661, and although he declined this
invitation, he nursed other lexicographical plans, not least for a revision of Henri
Estienne’s enormous Thesaurus graecae linguae (Toomer 1996, 236; Smith
1704, 69-70). He was urged by J. G. Graevius of Leiden to effect the publication
of Junius’ “Etymologicum,” but nothing came of this project (Carter 1975, 310).

One of his acquaintances was George Hickes, who became a fellow of Lin-
coln College in 1664, six years after Bernard had become a fellow of St John’s.
They were both members of a circle of Oxford men interested in philology, in
which John Fell, Dean of Christ Church and vice-chancellor of the university,
and Junius’ collaborator Thomas Marshall (fellow of Lincoln from 1668 and
rector, i.e. head of the college, from 1672) were important figures. Hickes even-
tually resigned his fellowship to become successively chaplain to Charles II and
Dean of Worcester, but he did not give up his academic interests, and in 1689
he published grammars of Gothic and Old English, together with Runolfur Jons-
son’s pioneering Icelandic grammar (reprinted from the Copenhagen edition of
1651), a lexical index to it based on that made by Junius (see Bennett 1937, 37),
and a catalogue of printed books and manuscripts bearing on Germanic philol-
ogy, all under the general title Institutiones grammaticae anglo-saxonicae et
moeso-gothicae. The final item in the volume was Bernard’s “Etymologicon
britannicum.” On the face of it, this looks like a coherent collection: grammars

2 Madan et al. 1895-1953, 3:1-24; for the Coptic dictionary, now Bodleian MS Bodl.
Or. 346, see also Carter 1975, 293. Thomas Marshall likewise worked on the lexi-
cography of Coptic, making a wordlist to the Gospels, now Bodleian MS Marshall
Or. 112 (Madan et al. 1895-1953, 2.2:1208).
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of two ancient Germanic languages and one very conservative one; a wordlist of
the only one of those languages for which no printed wordlist was readily avail-
able; a bibliography permitting further work, either with published tools such as
Somner’s dictionary or with inedita; an etymologicon capable of demonstrating
the connection between the ancient Germanic languages and modern English.

In fact, Bernard’s contribution was not fully consistent with the rest of the
volume. It began with a short preface (text and full translation are presented as an
appendix below). This rehearsed the etymological theories about the origins of
English which Bernard had encountered before presenting his own. He proposed
that the Germanic languages originated in an early form of the language of “the
Russians and Slavs,” an ill-defined entity which I shall call “Russian / Slavonic”
below, and which itself originated in the languages spoken by the descendants of
Japhet who lived around the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. Of these peoples, he
named the Cappadocians, Colchians, Iberians (i.e. Georgians), Armenians, and
Scythians; the only one of their languages of which Bernard owned specimens
was Armenian.”’ He believed that the language of the Japhetides had also been
adopted by the Medes and Persians. By way of an afterthought, he added that
there was an evident affinity between Welsh, Hungarian, and Armenian.

Bernard offered proofs of his argument in dictionary form as a partial ab-
stract of a monograph in progress, the only other part of which to appear was an
elaborate single-sheet table showing the descent of the Greek, Roman, Gothic,
Runic, Coptic, Ethiopic, Cyrillic, and Armenian alphabets from the Samaritan
one, itself closely related to Hebrew (Bernard 1689b). This monograph may
never have got beyond rough notes.™

¥ Bibliotheca Bernardina 1697, page 8 lots 42-44, lists an Armenian translation of
Bellarmine’s Dichiaratione piu copiosa della dottrina christiana (1630), Teseo Am-
brogio’s Introductio in chaldaicam linguam, syriacam, atque armenicam, et decem
alias linguas (1539), and Francesco Rivola’s Grammaticae armenae libri quatuor
(1624), though not Rivola’s Dictionarium armeno-latinum (1621; new ed. 1633);
ibid. page 9 lot 127 is an Armenian Bible, but since Bernard was still trying to buy
such a book in 1693 (Simmons 1950, 110), he may not have owned this one as early
as 1689. The languages of the ancient Cappadocians, Colchians, and Scythians were
lost; a little material in Georgian was available in Hieronymus Megiser’s Thesaurus
polyglottus (1603), available to Bernard in the Bodleian (Bodleian Library 1620,
326 col. 1), and a dictionary, Stefano Paolini’s Dittionario giorgiano e italiano, had
been produced in 1629, and may likewise have been available in the Bodleian,
among John Selden’s books.

Bernard’s first biographer did not find it among his posthumous manuscripts (Smith
1704, 67), though it may be represented by Bodleian MSS Lat. misc. e. 13 and 14,
both catalogued with the date c1670-80 and described respectively as “Latin vocab-
ulary, with equivalents in English, Russian, and Polish, in irregular order” and “Ety-
mological and miscellaneous notes” (Madan et al. 1895-1953, 3:7, 4). The printed
table of alphabets was admired by Leibniz (Schulenburg 1973, 32-33).
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The dictionary was, as Bernard put it, a record of “the Russian, Slavonic,
Persian, and Armenian origins of English and British words.”' This title betrays a
confusion as to the difference between etyma and cognates like that which we
have seen in Hogarth’s work: the modern Russian, Czech, Polish, and other
Slavonic forms which he cited were presumably descended from the Russian /
Slavonic mother of the Germanic languages, and Bernard had said explicitly
that Persian was descended from the Japhetic ancestor of English; as for Arme-
nian, his claim that it was one of five languages from which Russian / Slavonic
was descended might likewise have been more robust as a claim that it was an
extant representative of the Japhetic language from which Russian / Slavonic
and Persian were both descended. So, rather than having Russian, Slavonic, Per-
sian, and Armenian origins, English really had, by the logic of his own argument,
origins which could be illustrated by the citation of forms from these languages.

Once that confusion is cleared away, Bernard’s argument makes sense. He
believed that the languages of Europe had, like Persian, diffused from a point in
southwestern Asia, north of Babylon but south of the Caucasus, and he believed
that linguistic innovation had taken place during the process of diffusion. There-
fore, the languages of eastern Europe were closer to the protolanguage than those
of western Europe, and Armenian was still closer to it. Like other sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century comparativists who rejected the concept of linguae matrices,
he was working with a model which adumbrated the modern understanding of
the Indo-European language group — though, like them, he was critically handi-
capped by not knowing Sanskrit (see Metcalf 1974, esp. 238-241 and 251-252,
and Szemerényi 1980, 151-160). He was misled by his assumption that innova-
tion had only taken place during diffusion and that increasingly conservative
forms could therefore be found on a line from northwestern Europe back towards
the Japhetic homeland: we may say that he lacked a clear enough concept of
language death for the concept of an extinct protolanguage to come naturally to
him. But he knew that some languages are more conservative than others, and
he was impressed by the affinity between Persian and Germanic: this was, he
remarked, surprising evidence of linguistic conservatism, but he was prepared to
follow the evidence where it led him.

Bernard’s “Etymologicon” ran to thirty pages, handsomely laid out by the
Oxford compositors, and boasting Gothic set in the Junian types, modern English
in black letter, some Old English in a Saxon type, and Russian and Armenian in
Greek type.” It had 768 headwords. Not all of them were English: the first

' Bernard 1689a, sig. Qq3r, “Vocabulorum Anglicorum & Britannicorum origines

Russicae, Slavonicae, Persicae & Armenicae.”

Both the Cyrillic and the Armenian alphabets are of Greek origin, which is why Ber-
nard used Greek as a substitute for them, but the Greek alphabet does not provide
satisfactory equivalents for all the sounds used in Russian and Armenian; Bernard
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entry, for instance, is for a ‘and,” identified as Welsh, and the last is for znati,
scnati ‘to know,’ identified as Serbian and Croatian. Synonyms which Bernard
regarded as evidently related to the headword are then cited: those in the entry
for a ‘and’ are a in Czech; € in Russian and Armenian; i in Croatian; jah in
Gothic. This brisk presentation of forms is characteristic. Slavonic forms are
plentiful: English milke is followed by Old English meoloc and Icelandic miolk,
but then by Russian moloka and by forms mleko and mliko which are ascribed
to language varieties including Sorbian, two varieties of Croatian, Polish, and
Slovenian.”® Sometimes the evidence is forced: English scrawles (a new word in
1689, of which Bernard’s entry appears to be the first written attestation) is
defined as “the gills of fish, and letters written slantwise and awkwardly,” and is
followed by Polish skrzelie “gills.”** The English word cannot in fact mean
‘gills’ and does not resemble any word with this meaning (nor can the Polish
word mean ‘scrawled letters’); Bernard must have spotted two words which
looked the same, and wanted there to be a connection between them.

It is, notwithstanding this sort of bad practice, very remarkable that so
many Slavonic languages should be cited by an Oxford scholar of the 1680s.
There was at the time no printed grammar of any of these languages — the first
would be that of Hiob Ludolf’s nephew Heinrich Wilhelm Ludolf, produced
with Bernard’s help and encouragement, and printed in Oxford in 1696 (Sim-
mons 1950) — and Slavonic books were hard to come by in western Europe. But
anyone interested in the relationships of European languages would be aware
from Scaliger and Brerewood that the Slavonic family had to be taken into
account, and scattered data was available in print and manuscript: Marshall, for
instance, owned a number of Slavonic books, including dictionaries.” At least
some of Bernard’s Slavonic forms come from Hieronymus Megiser’s Thesaurus
polyglottus of 1603; this dictionary is rich in Slavonic material, for which Leib-
niz recommended it to a correspondent in 1698 (Wieselgren 1884-1885, 31).

therefore obtained Cyrillic and Armenian types for the University Press in the 1690s
(see Simmons 1950, 108-113). There were also problems with the transcription of
Slavonic languages in the Roman alphabet, as Leibniz knew (Wieselgren 1884-1885,
27, 37-38). Persian was presented in Roman type since the Arabic font available at
Oxford was incompatible with the Junian types.

Bernard 1689a s.v. milke (sig. Ss3r), “Milke, lac. meoloc. Sax. miolk. Isl. poloxo.
Russ. mleko & mliko. Sclav. Lus. Dalm. Croat. Pol. Carinth.”

Bernard 1689a s.v. scrawles (sig. Ttlr), “Scrawles, branchiae piscium, & literae ob-
lique & inconcinne ductae. skrzelie. Pol. krelynti. Boh.”

E.g. Grzegorz Knapski’s Thesaurus polonolatinograecus of 1626 (now Bodl. Mar.
103), Danyel Adams’s Sylva quadrilinguis vocabulorum et phrasium bohemicae,
latinae, graecae, et germanicae and Nomenclator quadrilinguis of 1598 (now Bodl.
Mar. 118 (1, 2)), and Sigismundus Gelenius’ Lexicon symphonum of 1544 (now
Bodl. Mar. 126).
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The separate labelling of forms as e.g. dalmatica and croatica reflects Megiser’s
tendency to give separate treatment to as many dialects of a given language as
he could find.”® Bernard’s use of these forms in an etymological dictionary
primarily of English was intellectually adventurous: very few western scholars
had tried to integrate Slavonic material into their work before him, let alone to
bring it together with Persian and Armenian (see Droixhe 1978, 62).

The “Etymologicon britannicum” had other good points, as can be seen
from the entry beginning with the English headword am. This gives eam and
eom as the Old English forms and em as Icelandic, before expanding to cite the
first, second, and third persons in Gothic as im, is, ist; in Armenian as em, es, e;
in Persian as em, i, est; in Russian and Serbian as esme, esé, este. A Turkish
form im and an Albanian iam follow, both with the sense ‘am.” Then the entry
turns to the past tense were, citing Icelandic and Old Norse var, Old English
waere, Gothic warst and Armenian er, and also comparing Georgian me var,
shench ar, iman aris ‘1 am, you are, he is.” Some of these resemblances are
coincidental: the Turkish and Georgian forms are not in fact related to the
English ones. But in this entry, Bernard showed that he appreciated the role of
grammatical inflections in demonstrating linguistic relationships.

Having said that, his “Etymologicon” was not a success. Hickes’s Institu-
tiones was the forerunner of a greater work, the Linguarum veterum septentrio-
nalium thesaurus, published between 1703 and 1705. In 1698, the translator and
student of languages John Chamberlayne wrote to Hickes about this project,
expressing his “Doubts whither it were not better to leave out both your Glossa-
ries especially that of Dr. Bernard’s as bold in his etymologies as our Friend
Junius, in order to prevent the swelling both in bulk & price of your next edition”
(Harris 1992, 228). Hickes retained the Icelandic glossary, and his work swelled
greatly in bulk, to two folio volumes, but he evidently agreed with Chamber-
layne that Bernard’s work was not worth keeping.

Bernard himself was satisfied enough with it to plan a new version, which
would have been substantially enlarged, and would have been further enhanced
by an essay on “the Saxon people, from which we derive our origin.” This would
have given him an opportunity to clarify the distinction between linguistic
diffusion and ethnic migration which he had made in the preface to the pub-
lished “Etymologicon”: the Russian language might be the key to the history of
the Germanic languages, but that did not mean that the Germanic peoples were
descended from Slavonic migrants. In his memoir of Bernard, the antiquary and
orientalist Thomas Smith recorded the likelihood that both ill health and the

% See Stachowski 1969, 9 for Megiser’s labelling of forms from the Slavonic lan-
guages, and cf. Considine 2008, 292 for his separate reporting of forms from nume-
rous dialects of a single language.
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claims of his other researches in very different fields had kept him from pro-
ducing the expanded dictionary.”’

5. Conclusion

Seventeenth-century etymologists faced two challenges whenever they
worked on a word: to establish its immediate etymon, and to discuss its cognates.
When identifying etyma, Skinner, Junius, and Bernard were all on the surest
ground when an English word was clearly descended from an Old English form
registered in Somner’s dictionary. None of them thought it necessary to give a
systematic account of words which were obviously learned borrowings from
Latin or Greek. In other cases, Bernard regularly turned to similar forms in Sla-
vonic and western Asian languages, and was regularly misled by coincidental
resemblances; Junius was likewise often misled by coincidental resemblances,
in his case with Greek forms; Skinner’s preference for forms from languages
such as French and Dutch which had been spoken by peoples in contact with
English-speakers stood him in good stead. When discussing cognates, Skinner
was again generally sound, citing plausible Romance and Germanic forms; he
was on shakier ground when it came to Greek. Junius was at his best identifying
cognates from the Germanic languages, which he knew better than any other
seventeenth-century student of English. Bernard played, as it were, for high
stakes: his pioneering identification of cognates in Slavonic languages (as at
brow) and beyond (as at door, where he correctly identifies cognates in Germanic
and Slavonic languages and in Welsh, Armenian, Persian, and Albanian) was
not underpinned by any system, and so he often went wrong. All three had got
about as far as was possible before the systematic comparative philology of the
nineteenth century, which would build up a set of rules by which to distinguish,
as Skinner knew the etymologist must do, between the “extremely neat compa-
rison” and the etymon.

7 Smith 1704, 67 “Sane animo proposuit Etymologicon suum Britannicum multiplici

auctario & dissertatiuncula de gentis Saxonicae, e qua nostram ducimus originem,
Scriptoribus illustrasse: sed partim aegritudine, partim aliis longe diversi argumenti
studiis impeditus, istud institutum, ut puto, ultra prosequi desinebat.”
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Appendix:
Edward Bernard’s preface to his “Etymologicon britannicum”
(Bernard 1689a, sigs. Qq2r-v)

EDVARDUS BERNARDUS | GEORGIO HIXIO V. CI. | SALUTEM.

Cum Viros doctos viderim Britanniae nostrae Linguae, antiquam novam-
que, alios quidem ad Gothiam velut sedem principem referre; Gothos vero ipsos
cum loquela sua e primis molibus Babylonis, nulla media gente, arcescere: alios
originibus Punicis & Hebraicis nimis sibi adblandiri: Graecanicis abuti alios,
quanquam lonis sive lavonis dialectum fraterna regna profunde infecisse certis-
simum & confessum: item de paucarum vocum sonoritate Saxonici Persicique
sermonum necessitudinem & cognationem conjectare alios felicius quam osten-
dere: caeteros vero, a Cornelio historico facile deceptos, per Germaniam, Galliam
& Hispaniam, propterque Gallos in hac Insula linguam quandam Celticam jam
olim excrevisse, quod nec fungi solent, sponte sua Asiaeque seminibus omnibus
puram; placuit demum nobis, e dissertatione, quam de Orbis eruditi Literatura
apparamus, Moesogothicis tuis apta & convenientia quaecdam commodare, &
amicitiae causa adjungere. Inde equidem constat, Saxonas ¢ majoribus nostris,
& Islandos & Danos & Suecos, aut nomine vetusto & peramplo Gothos, sed &
plerosque omnes Germaniae populos, a Russis & Slavis sermonem quam genus
in mundi Occidua acceptum propagasse. Slavis vero Russisque & vivere & loqui
dederunt Cappadoces, Colchi, Iberi, Armenii & Scythae. Has denique gentes
sparserunt Mosoches & Thobelus & Magoges, tot incrementa Japeti; cum a Ba-
bylone dejecta partim inter Pontos Caspium & Euxinum pergerent, partim lacvum
iter deflecterunt. Orbis itaque renovati quasi primordio Anglici non absimilis
sermo circum mare Hyrcanum ferebat: quem Medi & Parthi eisdem temporibus
ultro acceperunt. Mirandum sane in parte mundi temperata & nationum feracis-
sima tantam linguarum adfinitatem omni aevo viguisse. Quoniam vero longum
esset & meo animo grave, [sig. Qq2v] haec omnia multis exemplis persequi,
ipse equidem praeclara nonnulla Lexici ordine receptiori jam exponi volo, plura
multo posterorum industriae permitti. Linguarum igitur Occidentalium, excepta
Latina, quae ab Hellenismi abuso Aeolico tota defluxit, initia et origines veras
demonstravi, atque adeo Portas Caspeas metuenda limina aperui. Siqui tamen
tot nominum congruentiam casu quodam accidisse credant, aut a regionibus
nostris has merces in Asiam aliquando fuisse deportatas, gaudeant per me licet
sua sagacitate. Quinetiam Britannorum veterum lingua, ne hoc sileam, Hungari-
cam in pluribus & Armeniacam refert: tametsi Lexicon Johannis Davisii ex
quadrante Cambricum sit, semis habens a Latinis, quadrante altero Anglis domi-
nis concedente. Ex etymis autem nostris, quae aliis non paucis dubia forte vide-
buntur et longinqua, tu sane ratione certiori & proxime derivata esse intelligis.
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Quanquam denique ad Divini juris intima, quo salus populi principumque gloria
ac felicitas omnino pendent, non ad cortices solos magnarum rerum, paratum te
esse sciam & instructissimum; interim haec talia dialecto patriae utrique debui-
mus. Vale Vir pie, amor & lumen Vigorniae.

Oxoniae Idubus Maiis

A. D. MDCLXXXIX

EDWARD BERNARD TO THE EMINENT GEORGE HICKES, GREETINGS!

We have seen learned men deal variously with our British language, in its
ancient and its modern forms. Some have referred it to the land of the Goths as
if to a first seat, and have indeed derived the Goths themselves, with their lan-
guage, directly from the first constructions at Babel.”® Some have deluded them-
selves to excess with Punic and Hebrew origins.”” Some have made bad use of
Greek origins, as if it were most evident and acknowledged that the Ionian or
Javanian language had saturated the kingdoms of the brothers of Javan.*’ Again,
some, working from the sound of a few words, have made a better job of con-
jecturing than of demonstrating an intimacy and affinity between the Saxon and
the Persian languages.*' Others, indeed, easily deceived by the historian Cornelius
Tacitus, now suppose that some Celtic language once grew up throughout Ger-
mania, Gallia, and Hispania, and, on account of the Gauls, in this island — nor are
they satisfied with that, but suppose that it did so spontaneously, uncontaminated
by any Asiatic seed.*” Finally, I wished to accommodate your Moeso-Goths
with something fitting and suitable from a monograph which I am preparing

* E.g. Goropius Becanus and his followers (very few as these must have been by
1689): see Borst 1957-1963, 1215-1219, and Droixhe 1978, 54-55.

See Droixhe 1978, 34-50; the myth of the Phoenician ancestry of English originated
in the work of John Twyne in the sixteenth century (see Ferguson 1993, 93) and had
recently been aired in Aylett Sammes, Britannia antiqua illustrata, or, The antiqui-
ties of ancient Britain, derived from the Phoenicians (1676).

Javan was one of the sons of Japheth, supposedly the progenitor of the Ionians, and
of the Greeks in general: see Genesis 10.2 and cf. Milton, Paradise Lost 1:508. As
we have seen, the myth of the Greek origins of English appealed to Meric Casaubon
in the 1640s and to Franciscus Junius as late as the early 1650s, but Junius subse-
quently rejected it, and Stephen Skinner argued against it at several points.

See Droixhe 1978, 76-85. Bernard goes on to say that he does himself believe in the
affinity between English and Persian: his point here is that previous attempts to
demonstrate the affinity have, compared to his, been methodologically jejune.

Cf. Droixhe 1978, 128; here, inquiries into the possibility of Celtic-Phoenician
affinities are recorded, but a seventeenth-century historian who identified Tacitus’
Germani with the Celtic inhabitants of Britannia would have to reject this line of
argument, since Tacitus argued that the Germani were autochthonous.

39

40

41

2



146 JOHN CONSIDINE

about the writing-systems of the literate world, and to append it to your work as
a sign of friendship.

Now, for my part, it is certain that the Saxons (who are among our ances-
tors), together with the Icelanders, Danes, and Swedes — the Goths, to use an
ancient and general name — but also nearly all the peoples of Germania, received
their language from the Russians and Slavs, though they were not descended
from them, and perpetuated it in the western world.* The Russians and Slavs,
however, had their life and their speech from Cappadocians, Colchians, Iberians,
Armenians, and Scythians. These people, finally, were scattered as the seed of
Mesech and Tubal and Magog, so many progeny of Japhet: upon the fall of
Babel, they proceeded in part between the Caspian Sea and the Black Sea, and
in part they turned their way westwards.* And so, the language of a world re-
newed as if it had been newly created, which was not dissimilar to English,
moved forward; moreover, in those times, the Medes and Parthians adopted it. It
is truly extraordinary that in a fertile part of the world which has borne very
many nations, such an affinity between languages should have flourished
throughout the ages.*

Because it would certainly be a long business, and to my mind a burden-
some one, to follow through on all these points with numerous examples, [ my-
self wish for my part to expound some of the most striking, in the more normal
dictionary order, leaving the great majority to the labour of my successors. I have
showed the beginnings and true origins of the western languages, with the
exception of Latin, which is entirely the product of the Aeolic corruption of
Greek; and to that extent I have opened the fearful doors of the Caspian Gates.*
If, however, any believe that so many congruences of names came about by

® Bernard is distinguishing four classes of peoples of Germania: (i) Saxons, whose

language was sometimes supposed to be best represented by Old English but also to
be the ancestor of Dutch and Frisian; (ii) Scandinavians, who can also be called
Goths; (iii) other Germanic-speakers, i.e. speakers of High German and Alemannic
language varieties; (iv) other peoples of Germania, among whom he must have had
in mind the speakers of Slavonic languages such as Sorbian, Polabian, and Slovenian.
Mesech or Mosoch, Tubal, and Magog are among the sons of Japhet in Genesis
10.2, variously regarded as the progenitors of the Armenians, Scythians, and other
peoples located to the north of Babel, i.e. of Babylon (see Borst 1957-1963, 123).
Bernard imagines them heading northwards after the confusion of tongues, and then
splitting up so that one group enters the Caucasus and another turns left towards
Europe.

Bernard feels that linguistic conservatism can be expected in the sort of inhospitable
area which may be settled by a single group who will subsequently have no rivals
for their territory, such as Iceland.

The Caspian Gates were a legendary barrier between the Mediterranean world and
the northern barbarians: specifically, according e.g. to Josephus, the Scythians.
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some chance, or that at some time these goods were brought from our lands into
Asia, I am happy for them to rejoice in their own sagaciousness.

And furthermore, I should say something about the language of the ancient
Britons: in many places, it recalls Hungarian and Armenian — even though the
dictionary of John Davies only inherits a quarter of its contents from the lan-
guage of the Cambrians, having half from the speakers of Latin, the other quarter
being conceded to the English masters of Wales.

Now, from our etyma, those which will perhaps seem doubtful and far-
fetched to not a few others, you certainly perceive to be derived by a surer argu-
ment, and very closely. To conclude: although I know that you are well versed
and most learned in the essentials of the law of God, on which the welfare of the
people and the glory and happiness of princes have all their dependence, and not
on the mere externals of great matters, for the time being, I owe you these
remarks, such as they are, on the language which is our shared inheritance.”’
Farewell, O man of piety, the love and the light of Worcester.

Oxford, 15 May, 1689.

John Considine

Department of English
University of Alberta
Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2E5
Canada
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THE LEXICOLOGY AND ETYMOLOGY OF
RUSSIAN FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS

As soon as a person has more relatives than Adam, he or she has a problem
in designating them, whether they are in a blood relationship (rodstvo, v rodstve)
or a relationship by marriage (svojstvo, v svojstve), that is whether they are rod-
stvenniki or svojstvenniki. The terms for a blood relationship (krovroe rodstvo)
include, for example, (rodnoj) otec and (rodnaja) mat, these being the parents
(roditeli) and their children (deti) being syn ‘son’ or do¢ ‘daughter’, brat ‘broth-
er’ or sestra ‘sister’, and in a descending line vauk ‘grandson’ or vaucka ‘grand-
daughter’ and pravnuk ‘great-grandson’ or pravnucka °‘great-granddaughter’,
while ancestors in an ascending line are ded(uska) ‘grandfather’ and bab(us)ka
‘grandmother’, djadja “uncle’ and tétja ‘aunt’. Relationships by marriage include
otcim ‘stepfather’, macexa ‘stepmother’, pasynok ‘stepson’ and padcerica ‘step-
daughter’. One or both of the parents may not be the natural ones (nerodnoy).
They may be an adoptive or foster father (priémnyj otec) and adoptive or foster
mother (priémnaja mat’), their adopted or foster child (priémnyj rebénok or pri-
émys) being priémnyj syn or priémnaja do¢ (adopted or foster son or daughter).
A foster brother or sister, fed by the same mother as the rest of her family, will
be molocnyj brat and molocnaja sestra respectively. There may equally well be
a stepfather (ot¢im) or stepmother (macexa) in the family. It is perhaps worth
noting that in Russian, as in English, a stepmother can represent an evil or
hostile force (think of all those wicked stepmothers in fairytales): «IIpupoaa
ObLTa MHE HE 3JI0I0 Mauexoi, HO q00poro, HexHO Marepbio» (V. Belinskij).
The adjective svodnyj is commonly used in referring to the stepchildren (svod-
nye deti), the stepbrother being svodnyj brat and the stepsister svodnaja sestra,
but the prefix pd-, a variant of po-, also plays a part, for stepson is either svod-
nyj syn or pasynok (pd- + syn + ok) and stepdaughter either svodnaja do¢ or
padcerica (pa- + dcer + ica, dcer being a Russianized form of dscer, an archa-
ism based on the Old Church Slavonic equivalent of do¢): «5I HuCKONBKO He
YIUBISIOCH OOBIKHOBEHHOW BpaXkIe MEXIy MajdepuiamMu U madexamm» (A.
Herzen). Svodnyj is also used loosely of half-relationships, which should be
more correctly expressed by the adjectives edinokrovnyj (having the same father
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but a different mother) and edinoutrobnyj (having the same mother but a diffe-
rent father), so that a half-brother and half-sister (loosely svodnyj brat and svod-
naja sestra) are in the latter sense properly edinoutrobnyj brat (or edinoutrob-
nik) and edinoutrobnaja sestra, and in the former sense edinokrovnyj brat and
edinokrovnaja sestra.

Otec, ot¢im

Otec, from Common Slavonic *ofsce, is related to Indo-European *dtta
‘father’ and its derivative *dttikos ‘paternal’, cf. Albanian at ‘father’, Greek dtta
‘father’, Attikos ‘Attic, Athenian’, Gothic atta, Old High German atto ‘father’,
Sanskrit arta ‘mother’, Turkish ata “father’ (Cernyx 1994: s.v. otec, Miklosich
1886: s.v. otii). The Latin atta ‘grandfather’ is a children’s word apparent also
in atavus ‘ancestor’ (Trubacev 1959:22). *Atta is seen as an expressive (familiar)
formation originating in infants’ babbling. Indo-European *a- gave Slavonic o-.
Proto-Slavonic *otsce came from *otvkw, a derivative of *otv ‘father’ seen in
Old Russian and Old Church Slavonic otens ‘paternal’ and dialectal Russian
bezotnoj ‘fatherless’, otik ‘male animal’ and o#ék ‘father’ (Vasmer 1976-80: s.v.
otec). The change of -k- to -c- in Slavonic is apparently an example of the third
palatalization (*atta > *att-iké-s > *otvké-s > *otvcew). It is possible that the
adjectival sense of *att-iko-s was maintained in Balto-Slavonic *att-ik-as with
the suffix -ika- seen still in Lithuanian brolikas ‘brother’s son’ : brolis ‘brother’.

Otcim was evidently formed with the verbal suffix -im- seen in Russian
podxalim ‘toady’ (with the root xal- seen in naxal ‘insolent fellow’) and pobra-
tim ‘sworn brother’ (with no verbal root, like otcim). The stress of d¢cim appears
to have changed from *otc¢im seen still in Ukrainian vitcim.

Mat, macexa

The Indo-European noun for ‘mother’ is *matér, common to all Indo-
European languages and without parallel in the extent of its distribution among
blood relationship terminology. Its passage into Slavonic was *matér > *maté >
*mate. This -é with circumflex intonation gave -7 (mati), which was subsequently
reduced to maty. Some have suggested that the ma- part of the word originated
in children’s babble (Trubacev 1959:30, 33). The -r- is retained in the oblique
cases (genitive materi) and in dialect (mator), cf. Lithuanian moté, genitive mo-
ters ‘woman’, Farsi madar, Sanskrit mata (accusative mdtdram), Armenian
mair, Greek métér, Latin mater, Old High German muoter ‘mother’, Albanian
motré ‘sister’ (Vasmer 1976-80, Preobrazenskij 1958: s.v. mat’).
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Macexa originates in *matjexa, Common Slavonic for stepmother, formed
from the word for mother with the expressive suffix *-jex-a giving the modern
pejorative suffix -ex-a. It can be explained as *mat-jes-a, where -jes- is an Indo-
European suffix of the comparative type, so that the form with the suffix means
‘like a mother’, cf. Latin mater-tera ‘maternal aunt’.

Syn, pasynok

This term goes back to Indo-European *sinus, which is common to a num-
ber of Indo-European languages. It derives from Indo-European *seu- > *sii-
‘give birth to” + -n-us, a suffix forming deverbal nouns of the passive voice
(Cyganenko 1970: s.v. syn), cf. Old Prussian souns (accusative sunun), Sanskrit
sitniis, Gothic sunus, Old High German sunu. With the root *sii- compare San-
skrit siite ‘gives birth to, produces’, sutdh ‘son’. *Sinus literally means ‘born by
a mother’ (Trubacev 1959:50).

The Common Slavonic noun *pasynvks is derived with the prefix pa- and
suffix -vkw, originally only used in u-stems, from syns < *sinus, in much the
same way as Lithuanian po-sinis, except that the Lithuanian shows a change
from u-stem to ja-stem not seen in Russian pasynok < *pa-synw-kv (Trubacev
1959:53).

Doc, padcerica

The word for ‘daughter’ in all Slavonic languages goes back to Common
Slavonic *dwkti, which originates from Indo-European *dhughatér. There are
related terms in other Indo-European languages, such as Sanskrit duhitd, Avestan
dugdar-, Armenian dustr, Greek thugatér, Gothic dauhtar, Old Prussian duckti,
Lithuanian dukté, genitive dukters. The Slavonic lost the schwa (2) and the an-
cient stem in -7-. Russian do¢ is a shortening of doc¢i < *duvci < *dvkti. As for
the meaning of *dhughatér, it has been linked with the root *dheu(gh)- ‘milk,
gives milk’, cf. Sanskrit dogdhi ‘milks’ (Trubaéev 1959:56, Cernyx 1994, Vas-
mer 1976-80: s.v. dod). Thus *dhughatér is someone who gives milk.

Directly linked with Slavonic *dwkti (accusative *dwvkters) is the noun pad-
Cerica with the prefix pa-. The formation *padvkti (*padvkters) gives rise to
Russian pa-dcer-ica. Old Church Slavonic dwsti (> dscer, an archaism in Rus-
sian) with the same prefix gives padwSterica, which is parallel with paduvcerica
after loss of the -»-, cf. Bulgarian sterka ‘daughter’, pasterica ‘stepdaughter’.
Cognate with these various forms are Lithuanian podukra and Old Prussian po-
ducre (Trubacev 1959:57).
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Brat, bratan

In most Indo-European languages the word for brother goes back to Indo-
European *bhrdatér, Common Slavonic *bratrs, Gothic brépar, Old High Ger-
man bruoder, Old English brodor, Sanskrit bhratar-, Greek firatér (member of a
brotherhood), Latin fr-ater, Old Prussian brati. It is likely that the original mean-
ing of the word was ‘member of a brotherhood’, cf. the Greek adelfos for ‘broth-
er’ in the relationship sense. Slavonic bratr, bratv go back to Indo-European
*bhrater, the form bratw presumably arising by dissimilation from bratr, which
survives in some languages, such as Czech bratr (Trubacev 1959:59).

Linked with brat are words such as bratan, bratanic, which in Old Russian
and in dialect could be used to denote a brother’s son; USakov lists bratan as a
dialectal term meaning, among other things, a brother’s son. Some of these terms
are still current in standard language, as for instance Ukrainian bratany¢ and
Polish bratanek. They are, of course, all suffixal derivatives of the word for
‘brother’, cf. also bratanka ‘brother’s daughter’.

Sestra, sestri¢

The Indo-European word for ‘sister’ is an ancient r-stem. It is reflected in
the Indo-European languages in a contrast between the nominative singular and
the oblique cases of the singular, as seen in Balto-Slavonic *sesuo, *sesers,
while in Slavonic only the oblique cases are represented (*sesr- > *sestr-). Typi-
cal of Slavonic was the transition -sr- > -str-, which links the Slavonic with
Germanic, cf. from Indo-European *swesr- comes German Schwester. While
Slavonic changes the r-stem to an a-stem (sestra), Lithuanian keeps the archaic
consonant inflexion (sesuo, genitive sesers). It is not thought that the -#- was
originally part of the Indo-European root (some have supposed that it fell out).
The original root was probably *swe-, cf. its survival in Slavonic svekry (see
below). This can be seen in Latin soror < *swosor, while there is no trace of the
ancient -w- in Lithuanian sesuo or Russian sestra. This suggests that the Indo-
European root may have had two forms, one with -w- and the other simplified to
s-. The etymology of the Indo-European *swésor has been convincingly thought
by Pisani and Mayrhofer (see Trubacev 1959:65-66) to be *su-esor ‘of one’s
own blood’, where *esor : *esr ‘blood’ is seen in Sanskrit dsrk, Hittite eshar.

Just as with ‘brother’ there are Russian dialectal derivatives of ‘sister’ for
various relationships, e.g. sestric, sestrinec ‘sister’s son’ and sestrenica ‘sister’s
daughter’, cf. Ukrainian sestryc, sestrine¢ ‘sister’s son’ and sestrinka, sestriny-
cja ‘sister’s daughter’ and Polish siostrzeniec, siostrzenica. Most of these words
follow typical Slavonic word-forming practices. One might notice especially
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*sestrénvcw, Polish siostrzeniec, Ukrainian sestrineé ‘sister’s son’, from *ses-
trénw, Polish *siostrzan.

Deti, rebénok

*Deéte (Russian ditja) is the one name for a child that is undoubtedly Com-
mon Slavonic. Nearly all Indo-European words for child are neuter (German
Kind, Greek téknon, Slavonic déte) and many are deverbal substantivized adjec-
tives, cf. Kind < Indo-European gentom ‘born’, téknon (also meaning ‘that which
is born’) < tikto ‘I bear’, déte < *detent- ‘fed’. The plural deti (singular *déto
alongside *déte) is still the normal word for ‘children’, though the singular is
limited in use and has been replaced by rebénok. The plural form *déti is a special
form of *dete (the usual plural of which would be *détefa); in effect what is
being avoided is the neuter form as being too inanimate for living things, al-
though in Indo-European the neuter was used for young creatures. Slavonic déte
contains € < oi < Indo-European ai, cf. Sanskrit dhdyati ‘he sucks the breast’
and Old Church Slavonic dojo ‘I feed with the breast’, from Indo-European
*dhei- . *dhoi- ‘milk, give milk’. Thus *déte goes back to *dhojtent-, with the
participial suffix -ent- and the suffix -z-, which may indicate a passive form
(‘fed with the breast’). Cognate are Latvian déls, Latin filius ‘son’ (< felius with
normal f' < Indo-European dh), Latin fellare ‘suck’, femina ‘woman’, Sanskrit
dhéniis ‘milch cow’ (Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. ditja, Cernyx 1994: s.v. deti).

Another word for child was Indo-European *orbh-, which can be seen in
some Indo-European languages as meaning ‘orphan’, cf. Greek orfanos, Latin
orbus, Armenian orb. The original root meant ‘young’, cf. Sanskrit darbha(ka)
‘small boy’. The derivative forms in Russian have been said by Meillet to fall
into three groups: rab, rabota, rebénok (Trubacev 1959:39). Indo-European
*orbho- gave Proto-Slavonic *orb- ‘weak, powerless’, which gave East and
West Slavonic robw and South Slavonic rabw, cf. Old Russian robe ‘child’,
Russian dialect robja, robjatko, robénok, Ukrainian pdrubok ‘fellow, lad’ (< pd-
robok), Polish parobek. Russian rebenok is a local change from robenok due to
assimilation before the change e > ¢ (Trubacev 1959:40). The initial form was
*orbe, genitive *orbete, and Russian robenok came from robja, Old Russian
robe (Vasmer 1976-80, Cernyx 1994: s.v. rebénok).

When considering members of the so-called nuclear family, one should not
forget that its sociological pre-eminence, at least in some cultures, represents
the modern result of a transition from earlier predominance of the extended
family, expressed thus in Literaturnaja gazeta 9, 1971 (cited in Kotelova 1984:
426, s.v. nuklearnyj): «nepexoj OT Tak Ha3bIBaeMOI 0ObEAMHEHHON ceMbH (ze-
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nyuika, 6a0yiika, UX JIETH W BHYKH) K ceMbe ‘HyKJIeapHOW (OTell, MaTb, Jie-
H)». In this broader conception of the family, aunts and uncles played a major
role and their position in the hierarchy was clearly defined. In Old Russian, for
example, there were separate words for paternal uncle, i.e. father’s brother and
father’s sister’s husband, and maternal uncle, i.e. mother’s brother and mother’s
sister’s husband, viz. respectively stryj (or strij, stroj) and vuj (or uj), as in
modern Polish (stryj, wuwj) and Latin (patruus, avunculus). Dal (1912-14: s.v.
vuj) gives the following early example, which records them both: «Csrocnas
HEe XOTeJ MPOTUB Bys cBoero Ma3sciaBa BoeBaTh, HO, omacasch ctpbis CBsATO-
cliaBa, HE CMeln OT Hero orcTarh» (taken from the Russian Primary Chronicle,
Povest vremennyx let, with the orthography modernized). The feminine stry(n)ja
and (v)ujka could be used respectively for paternal and maternal aunt, i.e.
father’s and mother’s sister (= tétja rodnaja) and father’s and mother’s brother’s
wife (tétja po svojstvi), as can the western Ukrainian stryna and vujna respec-
tively (compare the Latin amita ‘paternal aunt’ and matertera ‘maternal aunt’).
Perhaps fortunately these subtleties did not survive in modern Russian, where
djadja and tétja are now used for uncle and aunt, respectively, regardless of the
side of the family involved. It is worthy of note that outside the nuclear family
no special stress tends to be placed on relationship by marriage; separate words
are not normally used for uncle in the sense father’s or mother’s sister’s hus-
band (i.e. aunt’s husband) as distinct from father’s or mother’s brother.

Stryj (stroj)

In Indo-European the paternal uncle had a name almost identical to the
word for ‘father’, i.e. *patru(j)o, derived with a suffix from *pater-, cf. Latin
patruus, Greek patros, Sanskrit pitrvyas. The form *stryjs has survived in Sla-
vonic languages other than East Slavonic, where it has been replaced by djadja,
but until the 14th century s#ryj was widely used in Old Russian and only later
became an archaism. Ukrainian still keeps the old name in south-western dialects,
e.g. stryj, stryk, stryjko, stryko. It is cognate with Lithuanian strijus ‘grand-
father’, Old Irish struith “old, respected’, Old High German fatureo, fetiro, Ger-
man Vetter ‘cousin’ (Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. stroj 1I). Mikkola gives the correct
etymology (Trubacev 1959:80), likening it to patruus, especially in the Indo-
Iranian (Avestan) tizirya-, which contains the null grade of *pater, i.e. ptr-. Vey
has pointed out (1932:65-67) that Slavonic st(7)- is normally derived from Indo-
European pt(r)-, so that Slavonic *stryje is thus from *ptruwjo (see Trubacev
1959:80, note 492).
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Uj (vuj)

Old Russian ui, Old Church Slavonic oui, Ukrainian vuj, Old Polish uj,
Polish wuj all derived from Common Slavonic *ujs. The word has been for-
gotten in Russian and one must therefore be cautious about Dal’ when he lists as
Russian the words uj, vuj, uec, ujcic, vuec, ujka and vujka (1912-14: s.v. wj),
since he is essentially listing Old Russian words. Phonetically one should notice
the prothetic consonants that develop in the word, especially v- but also /- in
Czech dialect hojec, hojcek and Lower Sorbian huj, hujk (Trubacev 1959:80),
but the oldest form is uj» with u- continuing the Indo-European diphthong au-.
The Indo-European form is therefore *awjos with the comparative degree suffix
-jo-, which can be seen in a number of Indo-European languages (Vasmer 1976-
80: s.v. uj), e.g. Latin avia ‘grandmother’ (cf. avus ‘grandfather’), Old Prussian
awis, Lithuanian avynas ‘maternal uncle’, Gothic awo ‘grandmother’, Old High
German o0-heim (modern German Oh(ei)m), Old Irish aue (*awjo), Armenian
hav ‘grandfather’. The differences in syllable separation are notable: Latin avia
< *a/wja and Lithuanian avynas < *a/w- but Slavonic uj» < *aw/jos. In Slavon-
ic, Indo-European *-jos gives -jb. Lithuanian ava ‘maternal aunt’ goes back to
Indo-European *awos. One should note that Lithuanian ava and avynas are
being ousted by teta and déde, just as (v)uj and (v)ujka have been ousted in
Russian by djadja and tétja. Avynas was derived from *awos with the suffix
*-tno forming adjectives, which is seen in Russian dialect djad-ina ‘uncle’s
wife’ (Trubacev 1959:83). In recent years there have been suggestions that Indo-
European *awos was simplified from an earlier version having laryngeals which
survives in Hittite huhhas ‘grandfather’. William Austin derives both Latin avus
and Hittite huhhas from a common ‘Indo-Hittite’ form xauxos (Trubacev
1959:84).

Djadja

The modern East Slav languages have forgotten both ancient specialized
terms for maternal and paternal uncles and use djadja for both. In early Old
Russian and Old Church Slavonic works djadja does not occur at all. Its first
meaning in East Slavonic dialects was not only ‘uncle’ but also ‘father’. In
Ukrainian dialects djadja and djadik still mean ‘father’. In the literature Russian
djadja is seen as related to dédv ‘grandfather’. It is a word derived from chil-
dren’s babbling (Preobrazenskij 1958, Cernyx 1994: s.v. djadja) like dialectal
Russian #atja ‘father’. Vasmer (1976-80: s.v. djadja) sees it as formed by assim-
ilation of déde from dedw. Old Russian dede meant ‘father’s or mother’s brother’
(there was no differentiation of maternal from paternal grandfather or grand-
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mother): «3scnaBs u CBATOCTABD BEISIIA SO CTPHIsS cBoero CyauciaBa u3b
mopy6a» (Trubacev 1959:85). In Russian dialects derivatives exist meaning
‘aunt’: dédina, dédinka, dédinuska, dédna, djadina, djddinka, cf. Ukrainian dja-
dina ‘aunt, uncle’s wife’. Serbian (Dalmatian) dundo = stric ‘father’s brother’ is
not clear.' Lavrovskij sees it as reflecting a nasal as in Old Russian dede, but
here the ¢ is only an orthographical feature and does not mean that nasals were
actually present.

Tétja

From Common Slavonic *teta derive Old Church Slavonic and Old Rus-
sian teta, tetvka ‘aunt’, Russian tétja, tétka, tétenka, tétuska and dialectal téta,
tétjiuxa. Tétja with a soft second ¢ was rare before the end of the 18th century.
The Russian dialect tjatka is externally reminiscent of dialectal #atja ‘father’.
Here belongs Lithuanian fefa ‘aunt’, cf. tété, tétis ‘daddy’. The similarity to
words for father is apparent also in Greek téffa and Latin fata ‘father’. Generally
Slavonic feta is seen as a reduplicated form of infants’ speech, similar to baba
and rata, tjatja (Trubacev 1959:86-87, Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. tétja). French tante
and Germzan Tante are not connected with Russian tétja, tétka (Cernyx 1994:
S.V. tétja).

Plemjannik, plemjannica

From an aunt’s and uncle’s point of view, their brother’s or sister’s daugh-
ter and son (niece and nephew) are respectively plemjannica and plemjannik.
These words developed from Old Russian plemjansnik, from pleme (plemja)
‘tribe’, literally ‘relative, member of the same tribe’, cf. dialectal plemjannyj (=
plemennoj). The modern meaning became established in the 16th to 17th cen-
tury. Plemenwniks with the suffix -ik» came from the Common Slavonic adjec-
tive *plemenvnwjb, derived from pleme in the genitive plemene (Cernyx 1994:
s.v. plemjannik, Cyganenko 1970: s.v. plemja). It survives with the prefix so-
giving soplemennik ‘fellow tribesman’. Plemja itself derives from the Common
Slavonic *pleme < *pled-men ‘people, progeny’, formed from *pled-, a variant
of *plod-, with the suffix -men (Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. plemja). Pled-, from Indo-

It appears to originate from Istro-Romanian cundt ‘brother-in-law’ from Italian cogna-
to (konjato); an analogous Romanian form could give *kunjdo, *kundo with follow-
ing assimilation to dundo.

The French is from Old French ante < Latin amita, where -it-a is a suffix and am- is
from *amma (as in Greek amma ‘mother”).
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European *ple- (*pel-) ‘produce, engender’ with the suffix -d, is related to
Greek pléthos ‘multitude’, Latin plebs ‘common people, crowd’, plere ‘fill,
fulfil’, cf. Russian dialect plemitsja ‘multiply, breed’. Trubacev (1959:79) notes
that pleme could be directly from *ple-men.

In older Russian it was possible to distinguish between a brother’s son
(synovec, bratan(ok), bratanic) or daughter (synovica, bratanka) and a sister’s
son (sestrénok, sestric(ic), sestrinec) or daughter (sestrenica, sestricna), as it
still is to some extent in Russian dialect. For example, Usakov records bratan as
a dialectal word meaning, among other things, ‘brother’s son’. Some of these
terms are still current, for instance, in Ukraine (bratanyc and bratanka, brata-
nycja; sestrinok, sestryc, sestrine¢ and sestrinka, sestrinycja) and also in Poland
(bratanek and bratanica, siostrzeniec and siostrzenica).

*Netij

In Old Russian, the word netii meant a nephew (son of a brother or sister)
and was derived from neptii, cf. Sanskrit napat, naptar ‘grandson’, napti ‘grand-
daughter’ (Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. netii). The Indo-European root was *neptjo,
*neptijo > Common Slavonic *netij. Indo-European *nepot- was made up of
*ne- ‘not’ + *pot(is) ‘powerful’ as seen in Slavonic gos-pods = elder in a tribe;
the meaning seems to have been ‘under-age, dependent’. *Nepot-, a vowel-length-
ened form of *nepot-, is seen in many Indo-European languages, such as Latin
nepos, Sanskrit napat-, Lithuanian nepuotis, Old High German nevo. *Neptjo
has the null-grade obtained from *nepdr-. Slavonic netij was obtained by the
simplification of -p¢- to -¢- (Trubacev 1959:77-78).

Ded(uska), praded

Slavonic dédws goes back to the Indo-European root *dhe- reduplicated (as
in infants’ babbling) to give Slavonic dé-d-(o) < *dhédh(é)-, which is reflected
in some Greek relationship terms, such as theios ‘uncle’ (< théios), téthé ‘grand-
mother’ (dissimilated from *théthé) and téthis ‘aunt’ (see Vasmer 1976-80, Cer-
nyx 1994: s.v. ded). All these are respectful terms for older relatives. East Sla-
vonic djadja ‘uncle’ is related to dédw, cf. Polish dialect dziadko ‘uncle’, al-
ready coinciding phonetically with dziad, dédv. From *dhédh- stretch semantic
threads to uncle and even father, cf. the phonetic closeness of tat-, tet- : dad-,
ded-. There are other examples of an etymological link between father and
uncle (Trubacev 1959:69, see under stryj above). Compare also Venetian deda
‘aunt’.
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Further ascending lines of this relationship are expressed with the prefix
pra- from Indo-European *pro- ‘before’, cf. Common Slavonic *pradéds, Rus-
sian praded ‘great-grandfather’ as in Latin pro-avus ‘great-grandfather’. The
prefix is added again if a further line of the relationship is required, as in pra-
praded ‘great-great-grandfather’, but in practice these are rarely used (Trubacev
1959:70). No attempt to differentiate a maternal from a paternal grandfather
with special nouns is found; one would just use ded po materi and ded po otcu.

Bab(u3)ka, prababuska

The root word baba is fairly unanimously treated as a word of infants’
babble (with a long -a- it would continue Indo-European *b(h)ab(h)-), cf. Ital-
ian babbo ‘father’, Welsh baban ‘child’, English baby, Swedish dialect babbe
‘child, little boy’, Middle High German bdabe, bobe ‘old woman, mother’, buobe
‘child, servant’, Lithuanian boba ‘woman’, Albanian bebe ‘child’ (Trubadev
1959:72). This reduplication is found in words for ‘father’ in some non-Indo-
European languages, such as Turkish baba, Chinese baba, Indonesian bapa(k)
(Cernyx 1994, Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. baba). The derivative babuska is popular
in Russian.

As with ded, further ascending lines of relationship are shown with the pre-
fix pra- (and prapra- if necessary), cf. pra(pra)babuska ‘great-(great-)grand-
mother’. There is no differentiation of a maternal from a paternal grandmother
using special words; one would simply use babuska po otcu and babuska po
materi.

(Pra)vnuk, (pra)vnucka

Russian vnuk ‘grandson’ and vnucka ‘granddaughter’ are derived from
Common Slavonic *venuks, which early lost the jer in its weak position. The v-
was prothetic before »-, which could not stand alone at the start of a Slavonic
word. This »- was a reduction of Indo-European *a@-, so that Slavonic *w»n-
(without the suffix -uk») was from Indo-European *an-. Polish wnek shows late
nasalization from wnuk. The Indo-European root *dn- is found in a number of
relationship terms, such as Latin dgnus ‘old woman’, Old High German ano,
Middle High German ane, an, ene, German Ahn ‘forefather’, Old Prussian ane
‘grandmother’, Lithuanian anyta ‘husband’s mother’, Hittite annas ‘mother’,
Greek annis, Armenian han ‘woman’. The closest to the Slavonic in formation
and use is German Enkel from Old High German eninchili ‘grandson’ (a dimin-
utive of ano with the suffix -inkli(n)). The root *dn- is perhaps an element of
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infants’ speech like at- in atta (see under otec above). Cernyx (1994: s.v. viuk)
points out, however, that Common Slavonic »n- could come from Indo-Euro-
pean *un- but not *an- (which would give *on-). Machek has suggested that »-
instead of o- could have come about as a result of influence of u- in the follow-
ing suffix, but Cernyx suggests that the root may have been *nu- (< Indo-Euro-
pean *new- : *now-, as in Russian novyj), giving vo-nu-k-» with a meaning
something like ‘another new’, i.e. a second generation. However, Trubacev
(1959:74-75) points out that there was probably a laryngeal present at the start
of Indo-European *(h)an-; this may have affected the succeeding vowel qualita-
tively but not quantitatively.

Further descending levels of the relationship are indicated with the prefix
pra(pra)- to give pra(pra)vnuk ‘great-(great-)grandson’ or indeed pra(pra)vnuc-
ka ‘great-(great-)granddaughter’. Etymologically pra- has no meaning here and
is used by analogy with praded and prababuska.

As for cousins, the Latin distinction between mother’s sister’s child (con-
sobrinus, consobrina) and father’s sister’s child (patruelis) is not made in Rus-
sian. Though the loanwords kuzen and kuzina occur in some contexts, they are
of limited currency. The usual way of expressing these relationships in Russian
is with the adjectives dvojurodnyj, trojurodnyj and if need be cetverojurodnyj
(related in the second, third and fourth degree respectively). The adjectives dvo-
jurodnyj and trojurodnyj thus serve to express the relationship to each other of
persons descended in separate lines from a common ancestor, respectively a
grandparent and a great-grandparent. Alongside rodnye bratja ‘brothers ger-
man’ (having both parents the same) there are dvojurodnye bratja ‘(male) first
cousins, cousins german’ (having both grandparents the same on one side) and
trojurodnye bratja ‘(male) second cousins’ (with two great-grandparents the
same). The female equivalents are rodnye séstry, dvojurodnye séstry and troju-
rodnye séstry. In descending lines of relationship of this type (nisxodjascie kole-
nal/pokolenija), although not ascending (vosxodjascie) ones, the adjective vau-
Cat(n)yj can be used instead of trojurodnyy; for instance, vaucatnyj brat is the
(male) second cousin. A more distant relationship (dalnee rodstvo) is usually
expressed periphrastically; a third cousin, for example, would normally be brat
(or sestra) v cCetvértom kolene (or pokolenii), i.e. brother or sister in the fourth
generation, though one occasionally finds cetverojurodnyj brat or cetverojurod-
naja sestra.

In English the phrase ‘second cousins’ properly expresses the relationship
of the children of first cousins to each other, but it is loosely used to express the
relationship of one first cousin to the children of another first cousin, who are
more correctly described as ‘first cousins once removed’. In Russian this affinity
(a sort of nephew/niece versus uncle/aunt relationship at one remove) is expressed
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with the phrases dvojurodnyj plemjannik / dvojurodnaja plemjannica for the
son/daughter of the first cousin and dvojurodnyj djadja / dvojurodnaja tétja for
this son’s/daughter’s parent’s first cousin. Each of these Russian phrases means
“first cousin once removed’, but in slightly different senses according to the sex
and standpoint of the people concerned (whether along the descending or the
ascending line of relationship). If we move one step down the line of descent,
this same relationship one generation further on (in English ‘second cousin once
removed’) is described in Russian as trojurodnyj (vaucatyj) plemjannik / troju-
rodnaja (vaucataja) plemjannica for the grandson/granddaughter of the first
cousin, and trojurodnyj (not vnucatyj) djadja |/ trojurodnaja (not vnucataja)
tétja for the grandson’s/granddaughter’s parent’s second cousin.

The grandparents are ded and babuska and their grandchildren (vrucata)
are vauk and vnucka. By combining the familiar adjective dvojurodnyj with
these terms, the concept of great (or grand) uncle/aunt and great (or grand)
nephew/niece can be conveyed, since this affinity is a sort of grandfather/grand-
mother v. grandson/granddaughter relationship at one remove. Thus dvojurod-
nyj ded is a great-uncle (parent’s uncle) and dvojurodnaja babuska is a great-
aunt (parent’s aunt), while dvojurodnyj vnuk is a great-nephew (nephew’s or
niece’s son) and dvojurodnaja vnucka is a great-niece (nephew’s or niece’s
daughter). When the epithet trojurodnyj (but not in this case vnucat(n)yj) is
attached to the words for grandparents and grandchildren, the idea of first cousins
twice removed can be expressed, since these are in a sort of grandfather/grand-
mother v. grandson/granddaughter relationship at one more step down the line
of descent from the grand-uncle/grand-aunt v. grand-nephew/grand-niece kin-
ship. Thus a (male) first cousin twice removed is trojurodnyj vauk (the female
equivalent being trojurodnaja vnucka) in the sense ‘grandson or granddaughter
of a first cousin’ and trojurodnyj ded or trojurodnaja babuska in the sense ‘grand-
parent’s first cousin’.

As mentioned above, the great-grand relationships are expressed in Russian
with the help of the prefix pra- and the great-great-grand ones with prapra-, so
that praded and prababuska are respectively great-grandfather and great-grand-
mother, pravnuk and pravnucka great-grandson and great-granddaughter, pra-
praded and praprababuska great-great-grandfather and great-great-grandmother,
and prapravnuk and prapravnucka great-great-grandson and great-great-grand-
daughter. These words combine with dvojurodnyj to denote great-granduncle
(dvojurodnyj praded), great-grandaunt (dvojurodnaja babuska), great-grand-
nephew (dvojurodnyj pravnuk), great-grandniece (dvojurodnaja pravnucka) and
so on. When combined with frojurodnyj they convey the notion of first cousins
three (or more) times removed; thus a (male) first cousin three times removed is
trojurodnyj pravnuk (great-grandson of a first cousin) or trojurodnyj praded
(great-grandfather’s first cousin).
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It is also possible to use the adjective dvojurodnyj (and presumably troju-
rodnyj if required) with some of the words for in-laws (for which see below) to
express such ideas as cousins-in-law if need be. For example, the words svojaki
and nevestki denote respectively men married to two sisters and women married
to two brothers, so that dvojurodnye svojaki are men married to two first cousins,
i.e. (male) cousins-in-law (Dal 1912-14: s.v. svojak). However, relationships by
marriage outside the nuclear family are not generally dignified with special
terms. Notions like cousin-in-law and nephew-in-law, if required, could be ex-
pressed with the phrase po svojstvii, cf. tétja po svojstvu. Indeed, distant rela-
tionships tend not to be described with a high degree of precision, and the more
remote the relationship, the more vague may become the phrases used to ex-
press it, such as rodstvennik do pjatogo kolena.

Perhaps the most difficult problems in family relationships are presented
by the in-laws, particularly because there are in Russian separate words for in-
laws on both sides of the immediate family, that of the husband and wife.

Muz, Zena

The Indo-European for ‘man’ underwent a change of meaning in Slavonic
that brought it into the terminology of relationships. Thus Common Slavonic
*m@Zv ‘man, husband’ was formed. As for its etymology, it is traditionally
linked with the Indo-European word for ‘man’: German Mann, Sanskrit manu-
< *man- ‘think’, which distinguishes him from animals as Homo sapiens. We
find the same root in the Slavonic term *modo ‘testicle’, a derivative of Indo-
European *man- with suffix -do. *Mozv is derived from *man- with suffixes:
*mon-g-jo-s. Numerous scholars have seen the suffix -g- in this word (Trubacev
1959:96-97) but in fact more than one suffix is involved here (*mon-g-jo-). The
development of its sense into ‘husband’ is secondary and late (Trubacev
1959:104).

Common Slavonic *Zena, which developed Z from g", goes back to the
Indo-European form *g"ena, cf. Old Prussian genno ‘woman’ (vocative), gema
‘wife’, Gothic gino (< *g"en-on) ‘woman, wife’, géns (< g"én-) ‘spouse’, Old
High German quena ‘woman, wife’, Old English cwene, cwén, English quean
‘hussy’, queen ‘king’s wife’ (see Barnhart 2000: s.vv. quean, queen), Sanskrit
Jjanis ‘woman, wife’, gna ‘goddess’, Armenian kin ‘wife’ (< g"ena), Albanian
zonjé (< g"enia) ‘woman’, Old Irish ben (< g"end) ‘woman’, Persian zén (Cer-
nyx 1994: s.v. Zena). The root is g"en- ‘give birth’ (Pokornyj 1959:473), i.e. a
woman gives birth (Cyganenko 1970: s.v. Zena). G"- before the front vowel e
gave Slavonic Z. The final stress of Indo-European g"end gave Slavonic Zend.
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Traditionally the music-hall comedian will joke about his mother-in-law,
tésca (wife’s mother), while the comedienne might joke about her svekrov (hus-
band’s mother). The fathers-in-law are respectively fest (wife’s father) and své-
kor (husband’s father). Although uncomplimentary references to mothers-in-law,
especially by husbands, can be found in Russian literature («# OH BCIIOMHMI
NpOTHBHYIO cBoro Témy» — M. RosCin), #ésca can suggest a friendly family
atmosphere: «Hemomanéky, Ha yriny kanana ['puboemoBa, ObUT pecTopaH-TIO-
BaJIbUMK, B IpOcTOpeysy ‘mox Témei’» (Ju. German).

Svékor, svekrov

Slavonic *svekry, originally a #-stem with genitive *svekrvve, has under-
gone a complicated series of phonetic and morphological changes. Russian even
has in dialect the original form svekry (indeclinable), which has been eliminated
from other Slavonic languages. Generally it has been changed to an a-stem (in
dialect svekrova, svekrovja) or an i-stem (in standard Russian svekrov). The
standard form came from the accusative singular svekrove from svekry (Cyga-
nenko 1970: s.v. svekrov). Other dialectal forms include svekra and svekruxa.
The male equivalent is more uniform. The Common Slavonic was *svekrv <
*swekros, cf. Old Church Slavonic svekrb. The modern Russian form svékor
suggests an earlier svekwr- with epenthetic -»- via the intermediate *svekr. Rus-
sian svekrov is cognate with Latin socrus (genitive socriis, feminine) ‘mother-
in-law’, Sanskrit svasris, Old High German swigur (< *svegri-), Welsh chwegr
(< *svekru-), Armenian skesur, Albanian vjéhérré, Greek hekura, while svékor
is cognate with Latin socer ‘father-in-law’, Greek hekuros, Sanskrit svasuras,
Lithuanian Sesuras, Old High German swehur, Albanian vjerr, viehérr (Vasmer
1976-80: s.vv. svékor, svekrov, Cernyx 1994: s.v. svekrov). Forms in other lan-
guages suggest an Indo-European *swekrii-s with palatal -k-, but Slavonic &
could not derive from this unless there was dissimilation from s-s to s-k,’ i.e.
unless Slavonic *svekry derived from earlier *sve-sry (Trubacev 1959:120; Cy-
ganenko 1970: s.v. svekrov), the first part of which is sve- : svo- : svojb ‘one’s
own’ (Trubacev 1959:122) and the second unclear part of which was changed to
kry ‘blood’ by popular etymology, as if the meaning were ‘of one’s own blood’.
The masculine svékor would then follow by analogy. Pedersen argues that *sve-
kriis (feminine) existed alongside *svékuros (masculine) and from the former
came the -k~ in Slavonic, which was passed by analogy to the masculine *svekrs
(Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. svekrov). Cyganenko (1970: s.v. svekrov) suggests that
svekrv goes back to Common Slavonic *swekros < Indo-European *swekriis

*  Though, as Trubagev points out (1959:121), Slavonic does not usually dissimilate s-s.
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with the root swe- > sve- (svoj) and perhaps kr- < kur- linked with Greek kurios
‘having strength or power’. It would seem that parallel Indo-European u-stems
existed, one with and one without palatal k: *swekrii : *swekrii. From these
were derived the parallel masculine forms *swékiiros : *swékiiros (< *swekru-
os). This is analogous to what later happened in Slavonic: svekrs > svekvrs.

Test, téSca

The etymology of Slavonic fusts has not been definitively established, but
Lavrovskij (1867:66) has an interesting suggestion: comparison with the Greek
tikto, téko ‘give birth’, i.e. fus-to signifies the parent of one’s wife, cf. Frankish
tichter, with which Hirt compared the Slavonic word (Trubacev 1959:125). The
feminine #ésca is a derivative (from *tust-jd@) of the masculine, for which there
are three deverbal possibilities: f6sto is a collective noun with an ancient i-stem;
tosto is the name of a figure of masculine gender like gosts; or tests is the name
of a female figure. The masculine is most likely and the collective sense would
fit well. The original sense was therefore not wife’s father when the verb from
which it derived was lost. It determined rather the relationship of a parent or
parents to me myself: a son-in-law called his wife’s parents his parents.

Tsste, a collective with the sense ‘having given birth’, is a kind of epithet
involving the ancient custom of treating a relationship by marriage as equal to a
blood relationship. Besides the root *fek- there is another etymology of the
words: *tbste and *tustja are linked with Slavonic *feta, Lithuanian teta ‘aunt’,
cf. Greek tétta, Russian tjatja ‘father’. In this etymology fostv is from *tot-sto
with suffix -s¢-(h)i and reduced vocalism of the root *f»t-, its meaning being
‘finding oneself in place of (-st-(h)i) a father (tot-). Here, with the suffix -io-,
belongs Old Prussian fisties, which may be borrowed from Slavonic (Trubacev
1959:126; Fasmer 1964-73: s.v. test’). Cernyx (1994: s.v. test’) sees the word as
possibly belonging to a group of relationship terms with the Indo-European root
*tat- : *tet- : *tit- and the suffix -#-(»). Thus Common Slavonic *tbsts is from
tot-t-b (< *tit-t-is) with dissimilation # > st, a view shared by Isacenko (Truba-
cev 1959: 127).

Suppose the Russian mother-in-law wished to remonstrate with her son-in-
law. How would she address him? As zjat' (daughter’s husband) or one of its di-
minutives such as zjaték or zjatjuska, the same word as her husband would use
in addressing his son-in-law.
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Zjat’

The Common Slavonic *zefe is an old formation, as suggested by its pres-
ence in all the Slavonic languages with little or no variation in form or meaning,
and derives from Indo-European *genatis, the root of which is *gen- : *gena- (:
*g,no-) ‘bring into the world’. Cognates include Lithuanian Zentas (< Indo-
European *genatos) ‘daughter’s husband’, Old High German kind (< *gentom)
‘child’, Latin genitus (< *genatos) ‘birth’, (g)natus (< *$.natos) ‘born’, Sanskrit
Jjatah (root jan-) ‘born’, jnatis ‘relative’, janati ‘gives birth’, Greek gnotos ‘rela-
tive’, Albanian (Tosc) dhéndér ‘suitor, young married man, son-in-law’. To this
root but without the suffix -#- belong Latin geno : gigno (with reduplicated stem)
‘bring into the world’ and genesis ‘origin’ (Trubatev 1959:129-130, Cernyx
1994: s.v. zjat, Fasmer 1964-73: s.v. zjat’). The original meaning of the word
would be either someone continuing the family or conceivably someone known:
the Indo-European root gen- ‘know’, giving Russian zrat’ from *gno- (*gena)
with the change ¢ > z, is the same as that meaning ‘give birth, be born’ and
probably derives from the latter (Fasmer 1964-73: s.v. zjat').

If the mother-in-law and father-in-law had a son who was married and not
a daughter, mother and father would traditionally speak to their daughter-in-law
using two different words. To a woman her daughter-in-law is nevestka (son’s
wife in relation to her mother-in-law), but to a man his daughter-in-law is proper-
ly snoxa (son’s wife in relation to her father-in-law) or affectionately snoserika,
although nowadays nevestka is often used instead (see USakov 1935-40: s.v. ne-
vestka). Usage in this respect has changed; snoxa can now be found used by
both a father-in-law and a mother-in-law to their daughter-in-law (especially in
rural areas), i.e. as a synonym of nevestka in this sense (Kuznecov 2000: s.v.
snoxa).

Snoxa

Old Church Slavonic and Old Russian snwvxa has cognate forms in other
Indo-European languages: Sanskrit snusd, Latin nurus (genitive nuriis) <
*(s)nusus < *snusos, Greek nuds < *(s)nusos, Armenian nu, Old High German
snur, archaic and dialectal German Schnur (see Kluge 2002: s.v. Schnur 2), Old
English snoru, Old Norse snor, snor. Apart from a few reworkings after a-stems
(notably Sanskrit snusa@ and Old Church Slavonic snvxa), all these forms con-
tinue an old feminine o-stem, Indo-European *snus-6s < *sneu- ‘bind, knit’;*

*  The closeness in sound and constant association with Indo-European *siinus ‘son’

(snoxa = son’s wife) explains the earlier etymology *snusa from sinu-, with the nor-
mal change s > x after u in Slavonic, but the disappearance of -ii- caused doubts and
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someone ‘bound’ in a relation by marriage is someone ‘related’. Germanic
*snuzo- came from Indo-European *snus-os if the accent falls on the syllable
after the consonant z (Trubacev 1959:131, Kluge 2002: s.v. Schnur 2); Old High
German snur, snura has r < z (Cernyx 1994: s.v. snoxa). It is not clear whether
*snus-os goes back to cross-cousin marriages of the matriarchate, when one’s
wife was one’s cousin, i.e. whether it meant ‘niece, cross-cousin’ as well as
‘son’s wife’; otherwise one must conclude that it arose a little later than cross-
cousin marriage, already as a term for relationship by marriage (Trubacev
1959:131). Derivatives of this word exist, mainly in Russian dialect, for a
father-in-law living in sin with his daughter-in-law: Dal gives snoxar, snoxac
and snosnik with this sense (1912-14: s.v. snoxa), while Usakov gives only sno-
xac with the note ‘dialectal’ (1935-40: s.v. snoxac). Being in a sexual relation-
ship of this kind is snoxacestvo.

Nevestka

Nevestka has displaced snoxa in some Slavonic languages, such as Ukrain-
ian. It is a derivative of nevesta ‘fiancée, bride’, Old Church Slavonic nevésta.
The Common Slavonic is *nevésta. Miklosich gives two possible etymologies
(1886: s.v. nevésta): from the root ved- ‘lead’, cf. Old Russian ‘vedena byst
Rostislava za Jaroslava’; and with the sense ‘unknown’, ne-vésta. Other sugges-
tions include neve-sta (locative of *newos ‘new’ + suffix -sta as in starosta, but
such compounds do not have a locative form), *nav-esta (connected with nav
‘corpse’ and nevod), a link with Lithuanian vaisa ‘fertility’ (i.e. meaning ‘maid-
en’), a link with Sanskrit vis ‘enter’, nivis ‘marry, take a husband’, and a link
with Lithuanian vieséti ‘be a guest’. Trubeckoj gives a detailed study of the
word (Trubacev 1959:92). He considers *ne-véd-ta ‘unknown’ pure popular
etymology and also discounts nevo-vésta, associated with vesti. He deems it
best to see the word as a whole and not view it as a compound. He views it as
an Indo-European prototype *newistha, the superlative of *newos ‘new, young’
meaning ‘youngest’. The Slavonic underwent a phonetic transition to *newssta.
There then occurred a change of sense linked with *wistos, the past passive parti-
ciple of the verb *weid- : *woid- : *wid-, i.e. *ne-vbsta ‘not known (by a man)’.
Then the oi-grade penetrated into all forms, giving *nevoista. Trubacev regards
this as unconvincing (1959:92) but admits that all new etymologies are equally
doubtful and notes that Vasmer (1976-80: s.v. nevesta) with justification cites
the old etymology nevésta = unknown, which came about by linguistic taboo that

most now accept the link with *snus-6s < *sneu-. As a result of this link, German
Schnur in the sense ‘string, lace’ is etymologically identical with Schnur in the old
sense ‘daughter-in-law’ (Fasmer 1964-73: s.v. snoxa).
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would protect a woman entering a new household from evil spirits. Isa¢enko
prefers to see a link with vesti ‘lead, marry’, cf. Latin uxorem ducere ‘lead (=
marry) a wife’. Cernyx (1994: s.v. nevesta) notes that a similar usage occurs in
the Novgorod birch-bark writ number 9: «800s HOByI0 xeHy». Accordingly he
surmises that Common Slavonic nevésta was made up of two roots, nev- and
ved- with the suffix -t-: *nev-ved-t-a, i.e it originally meant ‘newly led (in mar-
riage)’. This does not, however, account for the jat (¢) in the word, and Cernyx
suggests there was later influence of the verb *vedeti ‘know’; after Christianiza-
tion, when the viriginity of the bride was important, the meaning of the word
could have been interpreted as ‘unknown (by a man)’. Thus Cernyx combines
the two original etymologies advanced by Miklosich. On the whole the straight-
forward derivation favoured by Vasmer is probably the best; Trubafev notes
(1959:93-94) that it was customary to treat the bride to be as a stranger in the
house of the groom, as part of the ritual for protecting her from harm.

Unfortunately zjat” and nevestka are potentially ambiguous words, since
they can denote other in-laws, namely brother-in-law and sister-in-law, though
properly speaking only in limited circumstances. Nevestka, for example, is
strictly a sister-in-law only in the sense of a brother’s wife or husband’s broth-
er’s wife. However, it is used for a wife’s brother’s wife too (like the old, now
dialectal, jatrov and jatrovka, which could also mean a husband’s brother’s
wife) and, loosely, as a synonym of zolovka ‘husband’s sister’ and svojacenica
‘wife’s sister’. In other words nevestka has broadened its range of meanings to
include all uses of the English word ‘sister-in-law’ (and indeed daughter-in-
law); one dictionary defines it as ‘a married woman in relation to the relatives of
her husband — father, mother, brothers, sisters, sisters’ husbands, brothers’ wives’
(Evgeneva 1981-84: s.v. nevestka). This development is perhaps to be under-
stood when it is borne in mind that Russians themselves sometimes confuse the
words available and tend to seek a more straightforward way of expressing these
relationships (Forbes 1964:396, fn.), often preferring less confusing phrases like
otec zeny (= test), otec muza (= svékor), sestra Zeny (= svojacenica), sestra
muza (= zolovka). Similarly zjat’ could be rendered as muz doceri ‘son-in-law’,
muz sestry ‘brother-in-law’ and muz zolovki, literally the husband of one’s hus-
band’s sister, as required.

Jatroy
Common Slavonic *jetry ‘husband’s brother’s wife’, Old Russian jatry

(genitive jatrvve) are now reflected in old dialectal forms like jatrov, jatrova,
Jjatrovka, jatrovja and jatrovica. All these old names are dying out in Russian as
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the old terminology is forgotten and new forms appear, like snosenicy ‘brothers’
wives’. For example, Ukrainian jatrivka has virtually gone out of use. The
related forms in Indo-European languages point to a common Indo-European
form *jenater, which in some languages, e.g. Greek, kept its schwa (3), while in
others, e.g. Balto-Slav, it was lost; this is parallel to Indo-European *dhiighatér
‘daughter’ > Greek thugatér, but Balto-Slav *diikter, Gothic dauhtar. Loss of
the schwa in medial position gave *jenater > *jeti (like mati), but this was influ-
enced by svekry to give *jetry. Baltic has retained the correct forms, Lithuanian
Jjenté (genitive jentés, jenters), Latvian ietere, ietala. Cognates include Sanskrit
yatar-, yata- ‘husband’s brother’s wife’, Greek enatéres, Homeric plural eindte-
res, Latin janitrices ‘brothers’ wives, sisters-in-law’, Armenian ner, nér ‘broth-
ers’ wives or wives of the same man’, Phrygian (accusative singular) iandtera
(Trubacev 1959:138, Vasmer 1976-80: s.v. jatrov). The original etymological
meaning of *jenater, *jetry is unknown (Trubacev 1959:138).

Zolovka

The Common Slavonic form is *zwly (genitive *zwulvve), the Old Church
Slavonic zwlvva, the Russian dialect zolva (Irkutsk), zolvica (Tvef) and the
standard Russian zolovka ‘husband’s sister’. The word has been lost to most
West Slavonic languages and survives in Russian better than in Ukrainian
(zovicja), where it is little used. *Z»/y is an old #-stem that has been reshaped in
Russian like svekry as zulova > zolovka. 1t therefore follows the usual path of a
#i-stem in developing into an @-stem. The Common Slavonic is related to Indo-
European words going back to *g.lou-s: Greek galos, Latin glos, Armenian tal,
calr, all with the preserved meaning ‘husband’s sister’. *G,lou-s may be linked
with the Greek root gal-, gel- ‘enjoy oneself, make merry’ (Trubacev 1959:136),
cf. Greek geldo ‘laugh’, gélos ‘laughter’.

Svojacenica, svojak

These forms are derived from the Indo-European pronominal root *swe-,
the implication of which is ‘one’s own’, svoyj, i.e. related by marriage (svojstven-
niki). The masculine form svojak should properly be used for a wife’s sister’s
husband, i.e. the husband of a svojacenica ‘wife’s sister’. In Slavonic there are
different grades of root vocalism for these compounds: alongside *svo-, *svojo-
in Russian svojak there is *svo- < *svi- in Russian dialect svest, svéstka, svés-
tocka (= svojacenica) < *svesto, cf. Ukrainian svist ‘sister-in-law’ (husband’s
sister or brother’s wife). Dal lists other dialectal variants parallel with svest’
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(1912-14: s.v. svest'): svestja, svést, sves, svis and svjas. The ending of the word
is unclear: is it *sves-ti or *sve-sts? Ilinskij thinks the latter (Trubacev 1959:
140), with -st» from *st(h)a ‘stand, be in a state’, so that *svests = standing in
relationship by marriage. Trubacev thinks it is better to see *svosts, *svésto as
an ancient abstract noun with the sense ‘belonging to one’s own’ (svojstvo, rela-
tionship by marriage, with -st» having its typical word-forming function), fol-
lowed by semantic transfer to a person of the female sex, svojacenica. Russian
svojak, svojacenica (dialectally svojacina, svojka, svojakinja) have a transparent
etymological link with *svojb, Russian svoj. Baltic examples are analogous:
Lithuanian and Latvian svainis ‘wife’s sister’s husband’ (Trubacev 1959:141).

On the male side, no single word covers all senses of the English ‘brother-
in-law’. Zjat for instance is only a brother-in-law in two senses: sister’s husband
or husband’s sister’s husband (husband of zolovka). For a wife’s sister’s hus-
band (husband of svojacenica) the word svojak should strictly be used. Readers
of Gogol’s Sinel’ will perhaps recall another word for brother-in-law in the
rather amusing account of the Basmackins’ footwear: «U oren, u nen, u gaxe
LTypHH, ¥ BCE COBEPIIEHHO bacMaukuHbI XOIMIH B camoraxy. Surin, occasional-
ly Surak, is a wife’s brother (svojacenica being a wife’s sister), but to a wife her
husband’s brother is dever (zolovka being her husband’s sister). As for the par-
ents of the spouses, they would refer to their opposite numbers as svat (son-in-
law’s or daughter-in-law’s father) and svatja (son-in-law’s or daughter-in-law’s
mother). The latter word, of course, is not to be confused with svaxa, the female
equivalent of svat in its other sense, ‘matchmaker’.

Svat, svatja

Svat can be defined as the father or male relative of one of those entering
into matrimony in relation to the parents or relatives of the other. Likewise sva-
tja is the mother or female relative of one of those entering into matrimony in
relation to the parents or relatives of the other. In Russian dialect, svatovstvo is a
relationship by marriage (svojstvo), though in the standard language it is rather
‘matchmaking’. The word is connected with the pronominal stem *svo-, *sve-
‘one’s own’, cf. Greek éfés ‘relative, cousin’, Lithuanian svecias, svetys ‘guest,
stranger’, Latvian svess ‘someone else’s’ (stem *svetjos), Gothic sweés ‘own’,
Sanskrit svas ‘one’s own’, Russian svoj ‘one’s own’. Svat can be explained as
deriving from Indo-European *swatos, from the Indo-European root *sewe- :
*swe- : *swo- and the suffix - (Cernyx 1994: s.v. svat, Trubadev 1959:142).
From the same root comes Russian svadba ‘marriage’ (= *svatba). The original
meaning of svat would therefore have been ‘of one’s own, a close relative’ and
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it would have applied to relationship by marriage (when a stranger becomes
one’s own); compare the feminine form svatja in that sense with svaxa applied
to a female matchmaker (the latter derived with the characteristic suffix for names
of female professions, e.g. portnixa). The matchmaker sense is a relatively new
development brought about by the later verbal forms like Russian svataf. As a
result of contamination the form svaxa is sometimes used in dialect in the sense
‘mother of a son-in-law (zjat") or of a daughter-in-law (snoxa)’.

Surin

The most likely etymology of Surin is from Indo-European *sjaur(io) <
*sji- ‘sew’, i.e. ‘bind, knit’. Here belong not only Slavonic surs but also San-
skrit syala-h ‘wife’s brother’, with a different grade of root vocalism from Surs.
This is preferable to Berneker’s linking of Sure and sve-kvrv and Pedersen’s
assumption that surs comes from *seur-, with the same root as Russian svojak
(see above), i.e. svoj ‘one’s own’. There are phonetic difficulties with this last
etymology (Trubacev 1959:139), whereas Sure presupposes not *seur- but *sjour-
(*sjour-), which has the same quantitative alternation as Slavonic siti, Lithua-
nian siiti, Indo-European *sju-. Vasmer (1976-80: s.v. surin) dismisses any
connection with prascur ‘forefather’ (< Proto-Slavonic *praskjurs < Indo-Euro-
pean *(s)keur-, *(s)kur-, cf. Lithuanian prakuréjas ‘ancestor’) and with *keuros,
connected by vowel alternation with Greek hekurds and Sanskrit Svdsuras ‘hus-
band’s father, father-in-law’ (see also Trubacev 1959:72-73).

Dever

Old Church Slavonic dévery and Russian dever are of Common Slavonic
origin. Common Slavonic *dévers has been largely lost in West Slavonic but is
still represented in East and South Slavonic. It has a large number of cognates in
other languages, e.g. Latin lévir, Greek daér < dai(w)ér, Sanskrit dévar, Old
High German zeihhur, Old English tdcor, Armenian taigr, which all have a sim-
ilar sense to dévers, husband’s brother (Vasmer 1976-80, Cemyx 1994, Preob-
razenskij 1958: s.v. dever). The common form is Indo-European *daiwér. Latin
levir shows a local Italic replacement of Indo-European d with Sabine / and al-
teration of the ending /éver under the influence of Latin vir ‘man’. Lithuanian
and Latvian dieveris may be borrowed from Slavonic (Trubacev 1959:134).
Owing to the closeness of meaning of Lithuanian laiguonas (laigonas, laigiinas)
‘wife’s brother’ (= surin), it may be etymologically related to Indo-European
*daiwer, if one assumes *daiguonas as an earlier form. The change d > / may
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be a rare sound change in Indo-European or a desire to avoid linkage with
Lithuanian is-daiga ‘joke, prank’. The occurrence of -g- in this Lithuanian form
is interestingly like old Indo-European dialect forms such as Old High German
zeihhur < Germanic *taikuraz with Germanic k£ = Indo-European *g, cf. Arme-
nian taigr. The change may have happened in Indo-European as there occur
instances of strengthening w by prefixing g > ¢" in a number of Indo-European
languages. If this is so, Lithuanian [aiguonas preserves the initial form of the
Indo-European name for a husband’s brother. The final stress pattern in Greek
daér and Sanskrit dévar suggests that the original stress on dévers was final,
though it is now initial (Trubacev 1959:135).

Before concluding this study it would perhaps be useful to note a form of
relationship that is neither exactly by marriage nor necessarily by blood: god-
parenthood. The godparents are kréstnyj (otec) and kréstnaja (mat), i.e. godfa-
ther and godmother respectively, who are known in more formal ecclesiastical
language as vospriemnik and vospriemnica, because they receive from the font
the child being christened (i.e. krestimyj or krestimaja). The godfather and god-
mother would refer to, and be known by, each other and the parents of the god-
children (kréstnye deti) as kum and kuma respectively. This sort of spiritual rela-
tionship is therefore called kumovstvo. More than one godson (krestnik or krést-
nyj syn) or goddaughter (krestnica or kréstnaja doé) of the same godparent would
be known to each other as kréstnyj brat or kréstnaja sestra, corresponding to the
obsolete English terms godbrother and godsister respectively.

Kum, kuma

Kum is generally seen as a reduction of kemotrs ‘godfather’ (in modern
dialectal Russian, kmotr), which is a new formation from ksmotra ‘godmother’,
which goes back to popular Latin commater with the same sense. Probably a
godfather was originally called *kwvpetrv or *kopetrv, cf. Old Church Slavonic
kupetra ‘godmother’ and Old Church Slavonic glagolitic kupotrv, from popular
Latin compater ‘godfather’, whence Albanian kumptér, kundér. Compare also
the Romanian cumetra ‘godmother’ and cumetru ‘godfather’ (Fasmer 1964-73:
s.vv. kmotr, kum). However, the relationship u : » in kum is hard to account for.
Similarly kuma is seen as a shortening of k»motra, but this does not explain the
vocalism u : ». Attempts to link it to Turkic kuma ‘young wife’ are unsatisfacto-
ry owing to the difference in meaning. In that case one must assume a semantic
effect of kemotrv, kvmotra and the new formation kum from kuma (Vasmer
1976-80: s.v. kuma). Cernyx (1994: s.v. kum) plausibly surmises that Latin
commadter was borrowed during the Christianization of the Slavs in two vari-
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ants, *k»motrs (which later acquired the sense ‘godfather’ and survives in dialect
as kmotr) and *kumotrv (which was reduced to kumwv).

Clearly the terminology that is associated with family relationships in Rus-
sian is complex (though not all the terms in this survey are equally widely used),
but the relationships themselves are in some cases complex and the terminology
used in English is not always straightforward either. Each language has its own
peculiarities. In English, for instance, there is a convenient method of denoting
relationships by marriage by appending in-/aw to the appropriate noun, but Rus-
sian has its convenient adjectives dvojurodnyj and trojurodnyj, and if necessary
Cetverojurodnyj etc., which allow a number of complex and sometimes distant
relationships to be concisely expressed. It is rare to reach a point where these
adjectives no longer suffice to characterize a distant relative (dalnij rodstven-
nik). Not many, after all, are inclined to take genealogical nicety to the point
described here: «PonctBo, cBOWCTBO M KYMOBCTBO CUMTAETCS TaM YyTh HE [0
neeHaanaroro koneHa» (P. I. Melnikov-Pecerskij, Na gorax, cited in Evgeneva
1981-84: s.v. kumovstvo).

Brian Cooper
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Cambridge CB3 OPP
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ZU EINIGEN BALTISCH-OSTSEEFINNISCHEN KONTAKTEN®*

0. Leider war es mir nicht vergonnt, Professor Eugen Helimski personlich
kennenzulernern. Die Einladung, an dem Gedenkband ihm zur Erinnerung mit-
zuarbeiten, ist eine Ehre und Verpflichtung gleichermalien.

Zweifellos stand die ethnische und sprachliche Entwicklung im 6stlichen
Nordeuropa ganz im Zentrum der Aufmerksamkeit von Professor Helimski. Da-
her habe ich ein Thema ausgewéhlt, das dieser Interessenlage entspricht: Sprach-
kontakte zwischen Balten und Ostseefinnen. Mein gegenwirtiges Arbeitsfeld
sind die baltischen Pflanzennamen, mit dem Ziel eines etymologischen Worter-
buches dieses speziellen Wortschatzes im Preussischen, Litauischen und Letti-
schen.' Die gegenseitige Entlehnung von Pflanzennamen, so etwa finn. angervo
‘Filipendula ulmaria’ aus einer baltischen Sprache und lett. piladze ‘Sorbus
aucuparia’, madara ‘Galium spp.’ aus ostseefinn. Sprachen, deuten neben ande-
rem, da es sich hierbei sicher nicht um Kultur- oder Wanderworte handelt, son-
dern Namen verbreiteter einheimischer Pflanzen, auf enge Sprachkontakte, wohl
mit langer Zweisprachigkeit. Eng mit den Pflanzennamen verbunden sind auch
die Bezeichnungen verschiedener Biotope, da diese oft im Kontext mit Pflan-
zennamen genannt werden und erheblich zur Identifizierung der jeweiligen
Pflanzen beitragen konnen. Auch diese lexikalische Gruppe ist unter den balti-
schen Entlehnungen in den ostseefinnischen Sprachen anzutreffen — und lisst in
der etymologischen bzw. namenkundlichen Behandlung oft Sachkenntnis ver-
missen. Sowohl Pflanzen als auch geographische Bezeichnungen finden sich
recht hiufig in Ortsnamen.

Das Problem der frithesten Sprachkontakte zwischen Balten und Sprechern
der Finno-Ugrischen Sprachen &uBlert sich insbesondere in der Onomastik. Ge-
naues ist unbekant und unsicher und entsprechend werden auch genaue Datie-
rungen vermieden. Dennoch scheint es, dass oft implizit davon ausgegangen

*) Besonderer Dank gilt E. Trumpa sowie den Kollegen der onomastischen Abteilung
des Institutes fiir Lettische Sprache in Riga fiir Unterstiitzung mit Literatur und Kar-
totheken.

Gegenwdrtig als Teil dieses Vorhabens mit einem DFG finanzierten Forschungssti-
pendium “Untersuchungen zur Etymologie lettischer Pflanzennamen”.
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wird, dass groBe Teile der spiter baltisch bewohnten Gebiete vorher von ostsee-
finnischen Stimmen bewohnt waren. So wird auch explizit von finnougrischem
Substrat in der Gewidssernamenschicht Litauens gesprochen (Vanagas 1981b:
143). Helimski pladiert dafiir, dass die Migration der Vorgénger der Ostseefin-
nen von der oberen Wolga nach Norden und Westen nicht vor dem Beginn des
ersten Jahrtausends vor Chr. zu datieren ist (2006: 112; 2008: 76) und rdumt
sehr diplomatisch ein, dass diese Sicht “not compatible with [...] the thesis of
the ethnic continuity of Balto-Fennic in the Baltic area for 5000 years or more”
ist (Helimski 2006: 114).

1. Lett. dial. vafiga

Der jilingste Beitrag zu lett. dial. vasiga (ME 1V 470f.; EH II 756) findet
sich bei Kagaine, die lokale Finnougrismen in den norddstlichen lettischen Dia-
lekten zusammenstellt und hierbei das Lemma vaiiga® ‘Heuschlag am Gewis-
ser; niedrig gelegene, feuchte Wiese’ listet (Kagaine 2004: 225f.), ebenso wie
vaiiga' “Griff, Henkel; Schlinge’ (2004: 223-226). Uberraschend dabei die Un-
kenntnis des aus finnistischer Sicht vorgetragenen Pladoyers fiir baltischen Ur-
sprung von Vaba (1998).

Zunéachst ist klar, dass ein direkt vererbtes baltisches Wort im Lettischen
nicht vanga sondern *voga [vuoga] lauten wiirde, wie lit. ldngas : lett. logs
[lubgs] ‘Fenster, Offnung’, lit. angis, lett. odze [uddze] ‘Kreuzotter u.a.’. Daher
ergibt sich die Notwendigkeit ein Substratwort, bzw. Entlehnung, aus einer an-
deren baltischen oder eben finnougrischen Sprache anzunehmen. Zinkevicius
(1984: 349) nimmt *vanga in den Ortsnamen Alsvanga (heute Alsunga) und
ITevanga® vorbehaltslos als kurisches Wort an, wobei er den iiblichen Vergleich
mit apr. wangus bemiiht. Nicht eingegangen wird dabei auf die so nicht zu er-
klarenden Formen vanga im nordlichen Livland, kartiert bei Kagaine (2004: 225).

Den Befiirwortern einer baltischen Herkunft von vaiiga’ ‘Heuschlag am
Gewdsser...” steht zumindestens eine Verbreitung des Begriffs, bzw. vermutlich
zugehdriger ablautender Formen dhnlicher Bedeutung, in mehreren baltischen
Sprachen zur Disposition, auch wenn einzelne Formen wie das altlitauische, nur
bei Bretke belegte vanga ‘Acker’ trotz Deutungsversuchen von Maziulis (1997:
219f.) weitgehend unklar bleibt (Smoczynski 2000: 135f.). Hingegen fehlt eine
entsprechende Zusammenstellung wenigstens in den ostseefinnischen Sprachen,
vom weiteren ugrofinnischen Kontext ganz zu schweigen. Hauptargument fiir

> Nicht mehr genau lokalisierbar, bei Liepaja (Dambe 1990: 55), belegt als Ewangen

1350 und im Namen fiir den Fischgrund levangas valgums (Laumane 1996: 97).
Wohl aus lev-vanga, zu ieva ‘Ahlkirsche — Prunus padus’, ein typischer Baum der
Auen.
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eine Entlehnung aus dem Lybischen ist die Verbreitung des Begriffs vaiiga’
‘Heuschlag am Gewdsser’ im Lettischen dort wo lybisches Substrat zu erwarten
ist, ndmlich in Kurland um Kuldiga und in den ON A/sunga und Vandzene, letz-
teres bei Talsi, und in Livland um Limbazi, auch in mehreren Flur-, Gewésser-
und Hofnamen. Und die umstrittene Etymologie mdglicher apr. und lit. Entspre-
chungen — wenn es sich denn um baltisches Erbe handelt. Der Ortsname Vangazi,
ein Stddtchen Sstlich von Riga, ist zudem durch -azi als livisch gekennzeichnet,
was natiirlich eine vorausgehende Entlehnung des Erstgliedes nicht ausschlief3t.

Eine Zusammenstellung der Belege in den ostseefinnischen Sprachen gibt
Vaba (1998: 180f.), wobei die Areale des Landschaftswortes ‘Wiese am Fluss’
und des technischen Begriffs ‘Henkel, Griff, Krampe etc.” deutlich voneinander
abweichen. Ersteres ist nur in salislivisch (Salaca) vanga und estn. (Saarema,
Helme, Polva) vanga, vangu bezeugt. Der technische Begriff findet sich dar-
iiberhinaus auch in finn. vanki, vanka, udmurtisch vug, vugy ‘Handgriff; Klam-
mer...”, komi vug ‘ds.” (Vaba 1998: 180).

Ich halte es fiir angebracht, die baltistische Seite der Angelegenheit noch-
mal ganz von vorne zu untersuchen. Altester Beleg ist das Apr. wangus (E588).
Die Ubersetzung lautet dameraw (Maziulis 1997: 219). In der Literatur findet
sich nach Trautmann (1910: 457) als moderne Deutung ‘schlecht bestandener
Eichenwald; halb ausgerodete Waldflache’, das immer mal wieder neu formu-
liert und interpretiert wird, bis man schliefSlich mit Zinkevic¢ius (1984: 349) sehr
frei bei ‘Rodung’ (lit. “lydimas”) ankommt. Damerau und Dammerau sind
zweifellos nur Varianten (in anderen Féllen auch Dammer, Dambrau). Sie sind
insbesondere als Ortsnamen bekannt und davon ausgehend als Familienname.
Die Ortsnamen entsprechen poln. Dgbrowa," und sind ohne Zweifel Entlehnun-
gen bzw. Adaptionen. Die tatsdchliche Bedeutung von dameraw um 1400 und
damit apr. wangus lésst sich m.E. nicht aus spiten deutschen Dialektformen er-
schlielen, sondern eher aus dem polnischen Original. Ungeachtet ob sl. *dobv
‘Eiche’ und *dobrava ‘Wald, Hain’ denn nun zusammengehoren, was umstrit-
ten ist (ESSJ V 93-97) und hier nicht zur Debatte steht, so ist doch insbesondere
im Polnischen die Bedeutung ‘Eichenwald’ fiir dgbrowa prasent. Die sehr spe-
zifischen Bedeutungsnuancen ‘schlecht bestandener Eichenwald; halb ausgero-
dete Waldfldche’ sind hieraus nicht abzulesen, genausowenig wie aus dem Kon-
text im Worterbuch (E586-E589) Walt, Pusch, Dameraw, Heyde. Eine Rodung
hitte man eher bei Acker, Stucke (E237-E238) anzusiedeln. Auch Wiesen und
Weiden, Feuchtwiesen inklusive, fallen aus, denn die sind zwischen E282 und

> Fraenkel (LEW 1195) und Smoczynski (2000: 136) haben abweichend — normali-
siert — Dammerau.

*  Eine Auswahl: [http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dabrowal.



180 BERND GLIWA

E288 gelistet: Wesen, Gras, Gromot, Ror, Schilf, Bruch,” Mosebruch.® Wie sich
nun Walt zu Dameraw verhilt ist eine offene Frage; ob es sich dabei um Nadel-
wald gegeniiber Laubwald handelt oder ob durch Anklang von -aw’ eine Asso-
ziation zum Auwald,® auch Laubwald, geweckt wurde oder ob es sich original-
getreu um Eichenwald handelte, wird sich schwerlich feststellen lassen.

Wenn man andererseits im altpreuBBischen Material den FN Wangrapia
(1326) > Angerapp (Maziulis 1997: 219) und den ON Strowange bei Bisztynek
(Gerullis 1922: 175; LEW 888; Nepokupnyj 2000) betrachtet, so sind beide im
Zusammenhang mit Fliissen zu sehen, im ersten Fall durch den Zusatz Ape —
Vlys (E60) ‘Fluss’, im zweiten Fall wird Stro(w)- mit lett. strava, lit. srava, sro-
veé, dial. strove verglichen (LEW 888). Mit der {iblichen Deutung von wangus
als Flussbogen (Maziulis 1997: 219), in dem entweder Wald wachsen, sich ein
Heuschlag befinden oder ein Dorf, wie hier Strowange, liegen kann, passt das
ganz gut zusammen. Abweichender Meinung ist hier nur Péteraitis (1992: 64),
der das Erstglied von Wangrapia mit apr. Angurgis — Oel (E565) vergleicht und
also als einen ‘Aalfluss’ annimmt, sich dabei auf litauische Formen Ungura,
Unguriske stitzend (lit. ungurys ‘Aal’) und ferner das in vielen Formen anlau-
tende w- als prothetisch annimmt. Weiterhin erwédhnenswert 4/xwangen, worin
Blaziené (1998: 35), in Anlehnung an Gerullis (1922: 9) anhand der 1514 beleg-
ten Form Alexwange als Erstglied einen pr. Personennamen Alex, Alxe zu erken-
nen meint. Ich stimme hingegen Blazek (2001: 31) zu, dass es sich um die Erle
handelt, vgl. lit. alksnis mit typisch baltischem k-Einschub gegentiber sl. *olbxa,
wobei Erlen ja sehr hiufige Uferbewohner sind. Ebenso lett. Alkspupe u.a.
(Balode 1993: 193). Zu erwéhnen sind noch 1342 Aysmowangen : apr. aysmis
‘SpieB3’ (Gerullis 1922: 8) und Wangikaym : caymis ‘Dorf” (Gerullis 1922: 194).

Einmalig belegt ist lit. vanga in Bretkes Bibeliibersetzung. Joel 1,10 lautet
dort in moderner Orthographie folgendermalen: Laukai esti iSpistyti, ir vangos
stov vargiai... (LKZ XVIII 113). Damit iibersetzt wird die Stelle Das Feld ist
verwiistet, und der Acker steht jammerlich (das Getreide ist verdorben, der
Wein stehet jammerlich und das Oel kldglich.) in der Lutherbibel, syntaktisch
weitgehend identisch, hingegen abweichend von der Vulgata: Depopulata est
regio luxit humus... Ziemlich sicher ist also, dass Bretke hiermit Ackerland
meinte. Zudem ist der Begriff spiter nicht mehr belegt, diirfte also bereits zu
Bretkes Zeit obsolet gewesen sein. Lasst sich dies mit dem oben Gesagten ver-
einbaren? Prinzipiell ist das Land am Flusslauf auch als Ackerland geeignet, ge-

Ob Bruchwiesen oder Bruchwald ist unklar, im Kontext wohl aber eher auf Bruch-
wiesen, bezogen, in jedem Falle Niedermoor.

Hoch- und Zwischenmoor.

Vgl. die ON /llmenau, Aarau nach FN und Eichenau, Lindenau, Buchenau nach Baum-
bestand.

Die Stieleiche Quercus robur ist ein pragender Baum der Hartholzaue.
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diingt durch die jihrlichen Uberschwemmungen. Welche Griinde sprechen da-
fiir, dass dieses Land in historischen Zeiten iiberwiegend als Weide und Wiese
benutzt wurde? Ausfiihrlich erldutert dies Kriinitz:

In Feldgiitern, heilt Aue oder Au=Feld, L. Tractus vallensis, ein
Stiick Land, so in einem Grunde oder Thale, oder aber an einem
Strohme, Flusse oder Bache gelegen, und mit Héhen umgeben ist. Die
Auen von guter Art werden als eine Weide fiir das Vieh genutzet; und
wo fruchtbares Erdreich sich findet, werden Aecker angeleget, und zu
gehoriger Zeit bestellet. Diejenigen Auen, welche bloBe Griinde und
angenehme Thiler sind, und in einiger Entfernung von Fliissen liegen,
bestehen gemeiniglich in einem fetten und starken, doch warmen und
miirben Boden, welcher sich fiir alle Friichte und zu aller Witterung
schicket, und sind die gesegnetesten und sichersten Felder; diejenigen
Auen aber, welche um die Ufer der Str6hme liegen, sind gemeiniglich
sehr leimigt, vest und bindend. Leztere sind nicht nur der Gefahr der
Ueberschwemmung unterworfen, und also gar selten sicher, sondern
gehen auch jenen wirklich in der Giite nach... (Kriinitz 1782: II 650)

Der Versuch einer Deutung: gesetzt den Fall in frithen kleinen Siedlungen
befanden sich Weiden, Wiesen und Ackerland zu groflen Teilen an Wasserldu-
fen, die damals noch in natiirlichen Médandern mit zahlreichen Altarmen flossen.
Das heif3t, der Begriff eines Bogens am Fluss konnte auch zur Benennung von
Ackerland verwendet werden. So wie lit. lafikas, lanka ‘Bogen, Flussbiegung’
eben auch ‘Wiese dortselbst’ und dann verallgemeinert auch ‘Wiese’ nennt,
ebenso poln. igka ‘Niederung, Heuschlag am Fluss’ oder feg ‘feuchte Wiesen,
gewohnlich im Flusstal’ und ‘Laubwald im Flusstal’ im Altpolnischen auch
weitergefasst ‘las, zagajnik, pole, faka lub pastwisko, najczesciej potozone nad
rzeka...” (Bory$ 2005: 298f.) : lit. lengée ‘Niederung’, konnte eine solcher Be-
griff eben auch Ackerland in der Niederung nennen, wie im Altpolnischen fiir
teg belegt. Mit der Ausdehnung der Landwirtschaft und der nun dafiir benétig-
ten Nutzfliche wurde mehr und mehr Abstand, auch im wortlichen Sinne, von
den Flussldufen genommen. Neues Rodeland ist zunédchst als Ackerland geeignet,
nicht jedoch als Heuschlag, so dass die Entscheidung, welche Art der Nutzfla-
che vom Ufer wegzuverlagern ist, leicht féllt. Moglicherweise wurde trotz dieser
riumlichen Anderung aber der Begriff auch fiir Acker beibehalten. Mdglicher-
weise ergibt sich aus dieser Sicht auch ein neues Verstindnis fiir apr. wangan —
ende (111 51,20), enwangen — endlich (111 55,22), aus dem Enchiridion (Maziulis
1970: 132, 136). Die semasiologische Zusammenstellung wangan : enwangan,
stimmt hier sowohl mit dem Deutschen Ende : endlich als auch dem Litauischen
iiberein galas : pagaliau. Fiir einen Acker, der am Flusslauf liegt, ist, unabhin-
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gig davon wie weit er sich ausdehnt, der Flusslauf eine natiirliche Begrenzung,
ein Ende, dass nicht so ohne weiteres durch weitere Rodung oder Umpfliigen
erweitert werden kann. Semasiologisch hierzu lit. galas ‘Ende’ aber auch ‘(klei-
nes) Stiick Land’ — letzteres diirfte den vielen Ortsnamen mit -gala zugrunde
liegen: Baisogala, Dievogala, Tendziogala, Ramygala. Ahnlich krastas das
neben ‘Ufer, Rand’ eben auch ‘Gegend, Land’ bedeutet. Auch deutsch Ende
kann fiir eine “Wegstrecke’ oder ein ‘Stiick Land’ gebraucht werden, wenig-
stens umgangssprachlich. Smoczynski (2007: 720) plédiert ebenfalls fiir die Zu-
sammengehdrigkeit des litauischen Apellativs mit den ON und den o.g. Formen
im Lettischen und AltpreuBlischen, allerdings ohne die Frage der Bedeutungs-
entwicklung hin zu ‘Acker’ zu beriihren.

Wie eingangs erwihnt, sollte eine lettische Form nicht vanga sondern
*vuog- lauten. In dieser Konstellation ist der Ausfall des anlautenden v- denk-
bar, so wird argumentiert bzw. eher stillschweigend angenommen (Biiga [1913]
1958: 513; ME IV 413). Belege fiir diese Annahme werden nicht gebracht. Es
findet sich aber das Gegenteil, ndmlich zusétzliches v-, so in vodze [vuodze]
(BW 30796, Var. 8; ME) ‘Kreuzotter 0.4.” : odze ‘ds.’, lit. angis ‘ds.” oder im
Litauischen vuoga neben uoga ‘Beere’ u.a. (Zinkevicius 1966: 188). Trotzdem
sei die Moglichkeit eingerdumt. Als zugehorig vorgeschlagen werden einerseits
odzite (mit uo) ‘eine sumpfige Stelle im Wald’ und nach dem Liedtext ... matus
uodzité izmazgdaja ... kumelinus uodzité dzirdindja ... es iekritu (Var.: apmirku)
uodzité (Var.: upite) (BW 16520) ‘ein kleiner Bach’ und der FN Odze (mit o)
(ME IV 413). Andererseits der FN Ogre [Uogre] (Biiga [1913] 1958: 512), im
Oberlauf Ogrina [Uogrina] genannt (Baluodé 1994: 208). Fiir den letztgenann-
ten FN wurde, gerade auch wegen des fehlenden v im Anlaut, stattdessen ein
Vergleich mit den baltischen Aalnamen vorgeschlagen (LEW 1163). Das wiren
ungurys, dial. ingurys im Litauischen, apr. Angurgis — Oel (E565), der See En-
gure’ in Kurland, 1253 als stagnum angere belegt (Balode 1998: 48) und finn.
ankerias, est. angerjas etc., Entlehnungen aus dem Baltischen (Buga 1959:
325), die ebenfalls auf anlautendes an- deuten in einem frithen Stadium der bal-
tischen Sprachen, aus denen entlehnt wurde. Angesichts der guten Vergleichs-
moglichkeiten fiir ungurys, sl. *ogori (Smoczynski 2007: 703) muss man die
formal zuldssige Idee, dass es sich bei ung- um eine Samprasarana-Schwundstufe
zu idg. *ueng- “kriimmen’ (vgl. LIV 682) handelt,'’ der gegeniiber die verbrei-
tete Schwundstufe mit ving- eine Innovation ist, fallen lassen, so schon das auch
semantisch passen wiirden fiir den sich windenden und schléngelnden Fisch.

Der Name des Fisches ist im Lettischen nicht erhalten, kann aber aus ON als bestan-
den habend rekonstruiert werden (Laumane 1973: 13).

19" Lett. jitidze (BW 31347, Var.1) und viidze (BW 30796, Var.8) werden als *iidze ‘Ot-
ter’ (die Schlange nicht der Fischotter) gelesen (ME IV 406) und wiirden dann in der
Ablautstufe mit lit. ungurys tibereinstimmen.
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Zudem ist lit. vingurys ja tatsichlich fiir den Aal belegt (LKZ XIX 467) und
vingilis, vingiulis nennt die Querder, die Larven des Flussneunauges, und wohl
auch erwachsene Neunaugen (LKZ XIX 457ff.). Nicht unerwihnt bleiben darf
an dieser Stelle est. vingerjas ‘Schlammbeifler — Misgurnus fossilis’, ein Fisch,
der ganz dhnlich den vorgenannten schlangenférmig ist und sich schlédngelnd
bewegt und litauisch vijinas aber auch vingilis (LKZ XIX 458) genannt wird
gegeniiber lett. pikste, spiga, piuka u.a. (Laumane 1973: 155ff.) und offensicht-
lich aus irgendeiner baltischen Quelle *vinger-is 0.4. entlehnt ist.

Moglicherweise ist lit. ungurps aber gar nicht schwundstufig, sondern das
anlautende u ist durch Assimilation an das u des Suffixes entstanden.

Lett. odzite féllt mit dem Diminutiv von oga ‘Beere’ zusammen. Und die-
ses Diminutiv ist auch in der Bedeutung ‘eine Stelle im Walde, wo Beerenstau-
den wachsen’ belegt (ME IV 413), als Eigenname? Fiir die oben genannten Be-
lege odzite ‘eine sumpfige Stelle im Wald’ fehlt eine genaue Angabe, was man
denn mit “Sumpf” hier meint. Denkbar wire, dass es sich um einen Typ Kie-
fernmoorwald handelt, dann wéren hier Heidelbeere, Rauschbeere, Preiselbeere,
Moosbeere, Moltebeere — sicher nicht alle gleichzeitig, je nach Bedingungen —
zu erwarten. Und damit wére der Name odzite als zu oga gehdrig zu verstehen.
Auch das Béchlein, das ja nur einmal erwihnt ist kann ein Eigenname sein,
schlieBlich gibt es auch lit. Uoge (FN), Uogys (FN), Uoginélis (See), Uogyné
(Moor) u.a., wozu Vanagas (1981a: 353) eben auch lett. Odze (FN; Wiese),
Odzene (Wiese), Odziene (FN) stellt. Weitere dhnliche Figennamen sind lit.
Spangé (Moor), lett. Spangupurvs, als Wald ausgewiesen, dann dem Namen
nach ein Moorwald, die ich im Gegensatz zu Vanagas (1981a: 311) zu spanguolé
‘Moosbeere’ stelle sowie der in Varianten mehrfach anzutreffende FN Serbenta
: serbenta ‘Johannisbeere’.

Kurz, die lettischen Belege, die als Reflexe eines o-stufigen vanga aufge-
fasst werden konnen sind sehr bescheiden.

Betrachten wir die anderen Ablaustufen. Da ist zunichst vingis ‘Bogen,
Kurve; Umweg’, davon abgeleitet vingiris, -as ‘Thalictrum spp., Filipendula
spp.” u.v.a.m. davon wiederum vingirykstis ‘Madeslil — Filipendula spp.; Schlan-
genknéterich — Bistorta officinalis'”’, beide letztgenannte Bedeutungen bereits
im 17. Jh. belegt: Schlangen=Kraut — Wingurykfstis (C 11 439) und Meht Kraut
— Wingirykfstis (C 11 30). Die Pflanzennamen liegen im Litauischen und Letti-
schen in zahlreichen Varianten vor, lit. vangarykstis, vangurikscia, vengaritk-
Stis, vendrykscia, vienrykstis, vindrykstis (Griténiené 2006: 1571.), vunguriikstis
(LKZ XIX 986) u.v.a.m. sowie lett. vigrieze, vedrieksi, viderksne, vidrikste, vij-
grieste u.a. (EO 419ff.). Weiterhin lit. viiigras ‘Igelkolben — Sparganium spp.’
(LKZ XIX 463).

" Wissenschaftliche Pflanzennamen sind nach Zander (2000) aktualisiert.
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Der PN vengiarykste, vingerykstis u.a., lett. vigrieze wird in der linguisti-
schen Literatur hdufig genannt, zumeist im Kontext mit vaivoryksté ‘Regenbo-
gen’ als Evidenz dafiir, dass ryksté ‘Rute, Gerte’ hier nicht als Bestandteil eines
Kompositums anzusehen ist, sondern durch Resegmentierung aus -7(i)- + Suffix
-(v)ksté entstand bzw. volksetymologisch auch so umgedeutet wurde (Buga
1959: 323, 326; Skardzius 1943: 24, 373, 404; LEW 1223; LEV 528; Kabasin-
skaité 1998: 41). Fiir den gegenwartigen Gebrauch der PN ist aber oft Anleh-
nung an ryksté anzunehmen, woraus eine Umformung von vingirykstis zu vin-
giaryksté mit Einfiigung von a oder o an der angenommenen Kompositionsstelle
folgt. Ebenso ist die Entstellung des angenommen Erstgliedes zu beobachten:
ilgaryksteé, langarykste, u.a. (Griténiené 2006: 157).

Karulis (LEV 528, 534) sieht in lett. vigr- < vingr- das gleiche Element wie
vingrs, lit. vingrus ‘gewunden, verschlungen’, wiirde dann den PfN also als
‘Gewundenes’ o.4. interpretieren. Diese Sicht vertritt auch Griténiené (2006:
157), die ving- als Attribut auf den gebogenen bliitenbesetzten Spross bezieht
und ryksté auf die Form der Bliitenrispe — anscheinend sogar im etymologischen
Sinne.'? Mit dieser Sicht schwer zu vereinbaren ist die Deutung von -(y)ksté als
Suffix, denn der Stamm an den dieses angefiigt wird, sollte substantivisch nicht
adjektivisch sein. Zudem zeigen die litauischen Formen nicht vingr- wie in
vingrus, sondern vinger- oder vingir- was als Basis den PfN vingiris ‘Thalic-
trum spp.; Filipendula spp.” wahrscheinlich macht. Derartiges muss auch dem
lett. viderksne, vidreksnis, vidrieksne etc. (EO 420) zu Grunde gelegen haben,
iiber balt. vingir- > lett. *vindzir-, mit lett. -ksn- statt lit. -kSz-. Ein anderer Re-
flex der gleichen Form diirfte vidzirksne sein, stattdessen in der Anfangssilbe
gekiirzt. In Bezug auf die Funktion des Suffixes lit. -ks?- wére dann noch zu be-
merken, dass dieser einen pejorativen Anstrich haben kann, vgl. lit. dial. kiau-
lykste ‘mageres Schwein’ (LKG 1 282), aber auch nur Zugehdrigkeit ausdriicken
kann, wie in Seiminykstis ‘Familienangehoriger, Gesinde’ (LKG 1 414).

Diese PN diirften sich kaum auf gebogene Triebe beziechen, sondern auf
den Standort vorziiglich auf Wiesen im Flussbogen wie lit. lankas, russ. aye
‘Bogen; Wiese’. Ein derartiger Standort ist allen bisher genannten Pflanzen ge-
mein: Thalictrum spp., Filipendula spp., Bistorta officinalis, Sparganium spp.,
letztgenannte unmittelbar am oder im Wasser.

Liukkonen (1999: 21) rekonstruiert als Quelle fiir finn. angervo ‘Filipendula
ulmaria’ balt. dial. *vangar-va mit dissimilativem Verlust des anlautenden v- im

12 Dazu wird auch der Gattungsname Filipendula als auf die langen Staubfiden (lat. fi-
lum ‘Faden’), die héngen sollen (lat. pendula) bezogen (Griténiené 2006: 158). Dies
ist indessen unwahrscheinlich, denn der Name geht auf die Briider Bauhin zuriick
und nennt F. vulgaris nach den fadenférmigen Wurzeln an denen die Knollen “hén-
gen” (Genaust 1996: 250), Botaniker hétten hier wohl sonst lat. stamen ‘Staubblatt’
verwendet.
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Finnischen."? Denkbar wire wohl auch *vanger-va oder gar *vangir-va, vgl. lit.
zirnis : finn. herne ‘ds.” (vgl. Liukkonen 1999: 161). Beeindruckend ist die exakte
Ubereinstimmung in der Bedeutung. Hinzuzufiigen ist est. angervaks ‘Filipen-
dula ulmaria’ und angerpist ‘F. vulgaris’.'*

An den obigen Beispielen konnte bereits ersehen werden, dass die litaui-
schen Belege in Hinblick auf Anlaut und Wurzelvokal stirker variieren als die
lettischen, wo kein *vanger- als Fortsetzung der Quelle fiir die Entlehnung ins
Finnische zu erkennen ist. Insbesondere fiir das Litauische erhebt sich ferner die
Frage, ob die Formen mit a in der Wurzel auf vang- zuriickgehen, was dann mit
altlit. vanga ‘Acker’ zu verbinden wire und auch als Quelle fiir die ostseefinn.
PN taugte. Oder ob es sich blol um phonetische Varianten handelt. Insbeson-
dere dann, wenn man, wie in vangurikscia ‘Filipendula ulmaria’ anscheinend
einen -u-Stamm statt des sonst vorhandenen -i-Stammes hat. Ein -u-Stamm
*vanger-u- konnte dann dhnlich wie *ling-u- : lengvas (Smoczynski 2007: 346)
zu dem gesuchten *vanger-va- geworden sein. Natiirlich sind auch andere Pro-
zesse denkbar und es ist hier miifig auf Details wie Vokallédnge oder Betonung
zu setzen. Insbesondere fiir vingiarikstis ‘Bistorta officinalis’ (Griténiené 2006:
127), die zeitweilig als Polygonum bistorta klassifiziert war und auch sonst grof3e
Ahnlichkeit mit den rigtis, riigstis genannten Pflanzen der Gattung Polygonum
hat, kann das # durch Assoziationen an rigstis erworben sein. Die Schreibweise
von vingiariikstis mit k ist dabei irrelevant, vgl. lit. augti ‘wachsen’ : aukstas
‘hoch, grof3’, wo sich die phonetische gegeniiber der zeitweilig von Biiga favo-
risierten etymologischen Schreibweise /augstas/ durchgesetzt hat.

Mit der Bedeutung als Bogen vertréglich sind auch die beiden seltenen Be-
zeichnungen des Regenbogens lit. vangaryksté (LKZ XVIII 113) und vingio-
rykste (LKZ XIX 458), wobei die Bedeutung ‘Regenbogen’ aber wohl sekundir
erworben wurde, durch Anklang an iibliches vaivoryksteé ‘ds.’.

Die Schwundstufe vingis, und hier wiederum mit dem »-Suffix als vinger-,
liegt auch dem FN Wingeruppe (1557 erwéhnt, Ksp. Budwethen, Kr. Ragnit,
zit. Deltuviené 2006: 265f.) zugrunde, auch wenn Deltuviené ein *Vingrup-
ansetzt. Ahnliche FN sind auch in Litauen zahlreich vorhanden: Vingis, Vingiai,
Vingainis, Vingare, Vingutis, Vingelupis, Vingra, Vingre, Vengreé, Vingeriné,
Vingerykscia, Vingirykste, Vendrykstis (Vanagas 1981a: 372, 385f.). Vanagas
(1981a: 385) sieht hierbei allerdings Vingeriné als direkte Ableitung vom PfN
vingiris ‘Thalictrum spp.” und entsprechend Vingerykscia etc. als Ableitung von
PN, unter Hinweis auf Flurnamen von Wiesen Vingiré, Vingerykste, Vingeryk-
Styné u.a., wo eine solche Ableitung vom PfN wesentlich sicherer ist. Ferner,

" Denkbar auch die Dissimilation in der Quelle, so wie ingirykstis (Griténiené 2006:
157) neben vingirykstis besteht, ist *angar- neben vangarykstis etc. moglich.

" Damit erweist sich dann Venckutés (2001: 126) Bemerkung, dass finn. angervo
keine Entsprechung in den anderen ostseefinn. Sprachen habe, als hinfallig.
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und das ist fiir die urspriingliche Fragestellung noch relevanter, gibt es mehrere
FN Vanga, nebst derartigen Namen flir Bruchwald, Moore und Weiden in Litauen
und Lettland (Vanagas 1981a: 361f.). Die vorgestellte Entlehnungsrichtung bei
Vanagas (1981a: 361) “i$ liet. vanga ‘dirva, laukas’” folgt einfach dem Schema
bezeugtes Apellativ — FN und kann nicht iiberzeugen. In der Kartothek der let-
tischen Ortsnamen (LVK) lassen sich weitere Gewésser-, Flur- und Ortsnamen
finden, die teilweise sogar das Verbreitungsareal erginzen, z.B. Vanzarite (Ne-
benfluss der Lielupe, Kalnciems)," Vaiiga (Wiese, Limbaza), Vanga (Wiese,
Lade), Variga (Gut, Kazdanga) u.a. Hinzuzufiigen ist Wang=Uppe einer der
Depkin (1401) bekannten Fliisse: “sind folgende so mir in Liefland bekandt [...]
Wang=Uppe. im lemsalischen”.

Auftillig ist eine gewisse semantische Sonderentwicklung der e-Stufe, vengti
‘ausweichen, meiden’ mit hier ansetzenden Weiterbildungen wie vangstyti ‘sich
stidndig verstecken, regelméfig meiden, simulieren’, vangus, vengus ‘faul, mei-
dend, ausweichend’ gegeniiber den anderen oben diskutierten Formen. Am ehe-
sten ldsst sich eine solche libertragene Verwendung — insbesondere, wenn man
idg. *ueng- ‘(sich) kriimmen’ ansetzt (LIV 682) — noch iiber Anwendung auf
Bewegungen, die man macht, um beim Kampf den Waffen des Gegners auszu-
weichen, erkliren. Belege dafiir gibt es allerdings nicht. Und fiir Ubertragungen
‘drehen, winden’” — ‘meiden’ kann vielleicht noch lit. issisukti beigebracht wer-
den, ebenso wie gleichbedeutendes d. sich herauswinden. Neben der Verwandt-
schaft mit d. wanken, winken, wiederum in abweichender Bedeutung, fillt noch
die sachliche Entsprechung der Sippe, die auf idg. *uenk- ‘sich kriimmen, bie-
gen’ (LIV 683, Kluge 1999: 874) beruht, auf.

Anhand des Lettischen vedzele ‘Quappe — Lota lota’, als wehdsele — eine
QOvappe bei Fiirecker (F2 519), wire eine baltische Form *vengelé zu rekonstru-
ieren. Da die Quappe auch ein langer schlanker Fisch ist, wiirde er sich hier
neben den bereits genannten Aal, Neunauge und Schlammbeifer gut einreihen.
Dagegen steht allerdings die litauische Form, die végeéle, végéle lautet, bei Szyr-
wid mientus / lacertus fluuialis, vulgé barbocha, wegiete (SD1 80). Die Etymo-
logie des Wortes, das auch ins Livische als vdgal entlehnt wurde, gilt als unklar
(LEW 1212; Smoczynski 2007: 727).'® Zwar konnte man annehmen, dass das
litauische Wort aus dem Lettischen entlehnt wurde; das zeitliche Fenster dafiir
miisste dann nach lett. € < balt. *en datieren aber vor lett. dz(e) < *g(e), wobei
man aber eine teilweise Renormierung, also g in der Entlehnung trotz dz in der

Im Mittellettischen, entfernt von den lybisch geprigten Dialekten. Varzarite liegt
wegen 3 = dz < *g *vanger- oder vangir- zugrunde mit spéterer Assimilation des
Suffixvokals an das a der Wurzel.

Vielleicht kann man auch eine Kentumvariante zu lit. véZys ‘Krebs’ annehmen, das
seinerseits aber liber keine gesicherte Etymologie verfiigt und auch als wdhi ins Est-
nische entlehnt wurde (Smoczynski 2007: 746).
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Quelle, nicht ausschlieBen kann — zumal dieser Wechsel ja nicht statisch son-
dern grammatikalisiert ist, vgl. lett. bargs ‘zornig, streng’ : bardziba ‘Zorn’. Alles
in allem sehr unsicher, wozu noch kommt, dass es eigentlich keinen verniinfti-
gen Grund gibt, den Namen des SiiBwasserfisches aus dem Lettischen zu entleh-
nen. Anders wire die Sache, wenn es sich um einen Meeresfisch handeln wiirde
— denn immerhin reicht die historische Verbreitung des Litauischen nicht bis
ans Meer. Hier konnte zumindest erwogen werden, ob nicht urspriinglich die
Aalmutter Zoarces viviparus gemeint war — tatsichlich ein Meeresfisch, litau-
isch jirine veégélé genannt. Weiter kann vielleicht lit. végis ‘Kringel; ringformi-
ges Gebick’, nur belegt in Joniskis und Zeimelis, also an der lettischen Grenze
und offensichtlich (wegen &) daraus entlehnt lett. vegis (LKZ XVIII 502), ge-
nannt werden. Hierzu ferner vegio kunkalas'’ ‘Bachnelkenwurz — Geum rivale’
(LBZ 155). Wie aus lateinischem und deutschem Namen ersichtlich, wéchst die
Pflanze bevorzugt am Gewdésser, auf feuchten Standorten. Es wire also denkbar,
dass sich das lit. Attribut vegis darauf bezieht und dahinter ein *vengis oder
*vingis steckt. SchlieBlich seien noch lett. Wehgeht — winken (F1 301) und Ne-
weglis — ungestalt, ungeschaffen (F1 166) bzw. Neweglis — ungestalt, unge-
schikt, heflich (F2 240) genannt. Das Verb deckt sich bestens mit der Entwick-
lung von *ueng- ‘(sich) kriimmen’ zu d. winken, vorausgesetzt man zieht wie-
derum eine litauisch-lettische “Mischform” in Betracht, die hier aber weitaus
plausibler ist als im Fall végéle. Auch fiir neweglis gibt es im modernen Letti-
schen keine Belege. Aufgrund der variierenden Schreibweise kann man dies
auch als *neveéglis lesen. Semasiologisch mochte ich auf d. unflexibel, lit. ne-
lankstus verweisen, die zwar formal ‘unbeweglich’ bedeuten, dies aber iiberwie-
gend iibertragen verstehen; noch passender ist daher das etwas archaisch klin-
gende ungelenk und aus der gleichen Wurzel aber ohne Verneinung /inkisch.
Lett. dial. vaiiga’ ‘Heuschlag am Gewisser; niedrig gelegene, feuchte Wie-
se’ reiht sich daher problemlos in den weiteren baltistischen Kontext ein, der da
lautet maandernde Fliisse und an diesen gelegene Wiesen.'® Die Annahme eines

LKZ (XVIII 502) bietet als normierte Variante *végio kasikalas, unter der Annahme,
dass es sich bei dem von Matulionis gegebenen Pflanzennamen um eine aukstai-
tische Variante mit un statt an handelt. Mdglich aber nicht sicher. Und Betonungen
gibt Matulionis nun wirklich nicht. Sowohl kankalas ‘Glocke u.a.” als auch kunkalas
. kukti ‘biegen, knicken’, sukuke ‘reif (Gerste), d.i. mit herabhdngenden Ahren’,
kunkti ‘biegen, wolben (intr.)’ (Seskauskaité, Gliwa 2005: 73-78), lett. kuncis ‘Lota
lota’ (Polanska 2002: 226), sind hier plausibel. Der Stiangel ist zur Bliitezeit geneigt;
daran héngt die glockendhnliche Bliite.

Fiir den geographischen Terminus ist der Vergleich mit ahd. wang ‘Aue, Wiese,
Feld’, vielfach in siiddeutschen und Osterreichischen ON enthalten, z.B. Furtwan-
gen, verlockend. Die Rekonstruktion als *uengh- (IEW 1149) wiirde dies zulassen —
auf Kosten anderer Vergleiche. Semasiologisch ist der Vergleich in jedem Falle auf-
schlussreich.
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baltischen Substrates mit anderem Verhalten bzgl. tautosyll. -an- wie dies ja mit
dem Kurischen geschieht kann dann auf eine nicht ndher zu bezeichnende Spra-
che im Norden ausgedehnt werden. Oder man nimmt eine friithzeitige Entleh-
nung in die finnougrischen Sprachen mit Konservierung von tautosyll. -an- und
anschlieender Riickentlehnung, ganz im Sinne von Kagaines “lokalen Finno-
ugrismen”, an. Zu bedenken ist dabei, dass bei vielen Entlehnungen aus den
baltischen Sprachen in die finnougrischen die Quellsprache nicht sicher ist und
man durchaus andere als die bis heute bezeugten Sprachen nicht ausschlieBen
kann. Im Lettischen kommt erschwerend hinzu, dass die Reflexe, die aus vanga
zu erwarten sind, mit anderen Lexemen zusammen gefallen sind, was den Nach-
weis erschwert. Dass hierzu Schwundstufe und o-Stufe alternierend verwendet
werden, hat eine Parallele in lit. lankas ‘Bogen, Wiese am Fluss’, jlanka
‘Bucht’ neben lett. ficis ‘Bucht, Flussbogen’ im gleichen semantischen Bereich.
Eine semantisch naheliegende Entlehnung aus dem Baltischen ist etwa finn.
luhta ‘Uferwiese, die im Friihjahr iiberschwemmt wird; feuchte Niederung;
grasbewachsenes Ufer’ mit Entsprechungen in den anderen ostseefinnischen
Sprachen, z.B. est. luht ‘Feuchtwiese’; die Entsprechungen lauten lit. [ukstas,
lett. luksts (SSA 11 98).

Zu vaiiga’ “Griff, Henkel; Schlinge’ sind die Vergleichsmdglichkeiten be-
scheidener, aber wie man an lit. lankas ‘Bogen am Fluss, Weide dortselbst’ und
lankas ‘Henkel am Korb’ sieht, kann man beide Bedeutungen recht gut mitein-
ander verbinden. Auch hier gibt es keinen Grund, der gegen baltische Herkunft
spricht.

2. Finn. liiva

Das etymologische Worterbuch der finnischen Sprache (SSA II 75) unter-
scheidet zwei Begriffe liiva' ‘Sand, Schlamm’ und liiva® ‘Schleim, Seetang,
etwas zu Brei gekochtes oder verfaultes’. Dabei wird fiir /iiva’ ‘Sand, Schlamm’,
est. /iiv ‘Sand’, isch. & wot. /iva ‘ds.” baltische Herkunft angenommen, aller-
dings mit Fragezeichen, und als mdégliches Kognat der Quelle auf lett. glive
‘Wasserbliite, griiner Schleim auf dem Wasser, Schlick, Schleim’ verwiesen.
Hingegen soll Ziva’ ‘Schleim, Seetang, etwas zu Brei gekochtes oder verfaul-
tes’, mit Entsprechungen im Karelischen /iiva und Lidischen /iv aus germ.
*sliwa stammen unter Hinweis auf an. s/y ‘schleimige Wasserpflanze’ (IEW
663). Im éalteren SKES (II 294) war fiir beide Begriffe gemeinsame Herkunft
aus dem Baltischen angenommen worden. Die Trennung erscheint semantisch
durchaus begriindet. Unbefriedigend ist dabei jedoch, dass dem Begriff fiir Sand
eine Quelle zugrundegelegt wird, die eher mit der zweiten Bedeutung korre-
spondiert, vgl. noch lit. gleivé ‘Schleim’, slow. gliwa ‘eine Pilzart’, idg. *gleiH-
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‘bestreichen, kleben bleiben’ (LIV 190; Smoczynski 2003: 22f.). Das war sicher
mit ein Grund warum der Vorschlag mit Fragezeichen versehen ist. Welchen
Vorteil die germanische Etymologie gegeniiber der baltischen hat, kann ich
nicht erkennen. M.E. sind beide moglich. Angesichts der weiteren Entlehnungs-
annahmen kann man derart aber dem Zirkel entkommen. Es wird ndmlich finn.,
karelisch liiva ‘Schlamm, Tang’ als Quelle fiir russ. zsi6a ‘Moor, Morast, Senke
nach Regen, Bruchwald’ angesehen (Vasmer 1967: 541; SSA II 75). Hieraus sei
dann wiederum lett. /ivenis ‘Morast, sumpfiges Ufer’, /ivis ‘Moor, Bruch, Sumpf’
entlehnt (Vasmer 1967: 541). Dieser Argumentationskette folgend wurde sogar
der apr. Flussname Lywa (1250 belegt, Péteraitis 1992: 118) als finnougrischen
Ursprungs deklariert (Gornowicz 1974: 234).

Einerseits trennt Vasmer (1967: 541f.) lett. /ivis ‘der Sumpf, eine moorige
schwankende Stelle” (ME II 491) strikt von lett. /ivens ‘moorig, schwankend’
(ME 1I 491) und /lévenis ‘moorige sich bewegende Stelle, ausgespiilter Ufer-
rand; Haufen, Menge’ (ME 1II 463), und auch Endzelins (ME II 491) erwégt
eine Entlehnung von /ivis aus dem Russischen zs16a, andererseits sieht Vanagas
(1981a: 195) einen Zusammenhang zwischen den FN lit. Livinta, Lévuo, Liuvy-
nas, und den Apellativen zur Bezeichnung von Moor und Morast lett. /ivenis,
levenis, Juvenis, insbesondere in Hinblick auf thrak. *leva ‘Moor, morastige
Stelle’” und Leven ‘Name mehrerer Fliisse und Seen in Schottland und Eng-
land®”” kelt. Ursprungs (Duridanov 1969: 14, 89). Dabei spricht Vanagas beziig-
lich livenis, levenis, [uvenis von “dhnlichen Formen”, ob damit auch Verwandt-
schaft gemeint ist bleibt offen. Jedenfalls wird, da es zu den Eigennamen auch
Apellative gibt, fiir Vanagas anscheinend ein wichtiges Kriterium, finnougri-
sche Herkunft zuriickgewiesen. Gleichfalls unklar ist, ob damit auch die Entleh-
nung von lett. /ivis aus dem Russischen zuriickgewiesen wird; anscheinend wird
das aber impliziert.

Zunichst ist zu priifen, ob die Etymologie dieser Formen im Baltischen ge-
klart werden kann. So nicht, ist der Vergleich mit dhnlichen Begriffen auf dem
Balkan und in Schottland ziemlich wertlos und kann auch einfach auf Zufall be-
ruhen, zumal ja das thrakische Wort nur anhand der baltischen Wortbedeutung
rekonstruiert wird.

Zweitens wurden bisher keine alternativen baltischen Quellen fiir eine
mogliche Entlehnung in ostseefinnische Sprachen erdrtert. Neben lett. glive etc.
zu idg. *gleiH- ‘bestreichen, kleben bleiben” kommen hier ggf. die genannten

Nur belegt im Flurnamen ‘AfpoAéfac mit anhand der baltischen Worter rekonstru-
ierter Bedeutung (Duridanov 1969: 14). Die bei Theophrastos (Theophr. Chr. 470,
18 u. 20, Boor — die Quelle fehlt aber im Abkiirzungsverzeichnis bei Duridanov) ge-
gebene Beschreibung als ‘Dickicht, Gestriipp, Halde an der Tundza’ (Durivdanov
l.c.) deutet aber nicht unbedingt auf morastiges Geldnde.

20 Thttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leven], eingesehen am 19.5.2008.
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Formen lett. livenis, lévenis, [uvenis in Frage, wenn sich zeigen ldsst, dass das 7
nicht erst eine spite Dehnstufe ist. Formal wiirde auch s/jvas ‘krumm, schief’,
Slivas ‘ds.’, slivis, slivps, slpvis ‘krummbeinige Person’, §hyvéti, slyvi, -éjo ‘an-
gelehnt stehen’, sljvinti, sljvoti “ds.”, Slivé (FN, Veiveriai) zu idg. *klei- ‘sich
anlehnen’ in Frage kommen (Gliwa 2008; Hyllested, Gliwa 2009). Die Formen
mit Suffix *-yo- sind zwar semantisch anders entwickelt, aber mit *-no- liegt
vor Slynas ‘weiBer Ton, Kaolin; Gley’, auch in FN Shna nebst benachbarter
Slyndité bei Raseiniai. Hierzu moglicherweise auch die FN Siéna (Jonava),
Slénupys (Gudzitnai) und das Moor Sléné (Giedrai¢iai), wenn man beriicksich-
tigt, dass in vielen Dialekten neben der Form s/ieti auch die Form s/éti besteht
(bei Szyrwid przystosuie /co do czego! Accomodo, aliud ad aliud, apto, trans-
fero. pripleiu/priliginu SD3 367) (Gliwa 2008: 55ft.).

Das lettische Material ist recht umfangreich, wobei die Zugehorigkeit noch
zu diskutieren ist. Zu dem bereits 0.g. kommt lett. /ivans ‘niedrig; flach’ (Varak-
lani, ME II 491), livens ‘moorig, schwankend’ (Salaca, ME II 491), /iveris ‘Her-
umtreiber; Hafer’, [ivina ‘Kiebitz’ (ME 11 491), liverét ‘ohne bestimmte Arbeit
leben, bummeln’, liveréties ‘wacklig sein, sich hin und her bewegen’ (ap mei-
tam liveréties) (ME 11 475), liveris ‘ein loser wackliger Teil eines Gegenstands;
jemand der sich der Arbeit zu entziehen sucht’, /ivers ‘eine moorige sich bewe-
gende Stelle’ (ME 11 476), levere, -is ‘Fetzen, Lumpen; Zerlumpter; Eingeweide
(Fische); Klumpen; nicht anliegendes, lose herabhingendes Gewand’ (ME II
464), lévins ‘zum Trocknen ausgebreitetes Heu’ (ME Il 464). Ferner [uns ‘moori-
ge sich bewegende Stelle’, Juvenis ‘ds.’, Juvens ‘weich, schlaff; sumpfig, moorig’
(gar ezermalu puopenis ir tik luvens, ka griti pa vinu iet). Im Litauischen haben
wir hier liiinas™ ‘Schwingrasen’ als genaue Entsprechung zu /ims und sonst die
FN Livinta, Lévuo, Liuvynas. Aus dem AltpreuBlischen fehlt leider belastbares
vergleichbares Material.

Etymologische Bemerkungen bei ME umfassen den bereits genannten Ver-
dacht, dass /ivis aus dem Russischen zwi6a stammen konnte (ME 11 491), dass
livers aus luvers, vgl. lett. zivis : lit. Zuvis ‘Fisch’ u.a., stamme und mit zsi6a
verwandt (ME II 476) und dass /ésa anscheinend mit sl. /esa ‘Geflecht’ iden-
tisch sei (ME II 462). Ferner wird Juvens mit Jins und Jit ‘zusammenknicken’
verbunden (ME II 545). Fraenkel (LEW 380f.) sicht in lit. liiinas, lett. [ins,
Juvens, [it Ausdriicke onomatopoetischen Ursprungs wie /iuléti, die sich dann
auf das Schwanken, Schaukeln bezichen.

Biiga (1959: 2971.) legt Lévuo, lett. levens etc. idg. *lew-, *léw- zugrunde,
wozu ferner paliduti ‘abbrechen’, lavonas ‘Leichnam’ (= paliovusio gyventi
Zmogaus kiinas), léveris ‘Trottel, Lotter’, ferner stellt er hierzu /iivis ‘ Anhalten,
Pause, Stop’ : liovimas (1959: 135).

2l Am Rande sei bemerkt, dass dieses Wort auch in Dialekten im Polnischen, Russi-
schen und WeiBrussischen als Lehnwort anzutreffen ist (Lauciuté 1982: 32).
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Smoczynski (2003: 74f.; 2007: 361) stellt lit. lisinas ‘Schwingrasen’, liiitas
‘regnerisch’, liiitis ‘heftiger, langer Regen; Regenzeit’, liittinas, liutinas ‘dreckig,
schlammig’, lisitynas ‘Morast’ und wohl auch liﬁgas ‘Ttimpel; Schlamm, Mo-
rast; Schwingrasen’ zu idg. *leuH;- ‘waschen’. Dazu noch lett. Javér ‘wackeln
(vor Fett)’, Java ‘eine moorige sich bewegende Stelle, ein zuwachsender See’.
Der FN Liuvynas zeigt, wie auch lett. fuvens ‘sumpfig, moorig; weich schlaff’
und lett. Juvu in der Flexion von /fut, Jiustu, Laryngalhiat (vgl. Smoczynski 2003:
75). Ausgangspunkt fiir /i- liegt in *leu-C- > (ost)balt. */idquC-, von wo aus es
verallgemeinert in andere Stufen wurde.

Somit stellt sich die Frage ob in der Konstellation vor Vokal *leyH-V-
*lev-V- oder *lev-V- zu erwarten ist, wihrend vor Konsonant */eu-C- folgt >
(ost)balt. *liaquC-. Dabei wird der Wechsel a : o wie in liduti : liove, krauti :
krové durch Dehnstufe zur o-Stufe erklart (Smoczynski 2007: 310, 349), sicher
plausibel angesichts der Tendenz gerade im Préteritum Dehnstufe einzusetzen.
Aber wire es nicht sinnvoller hier Laryngaldehnung anzunehmen? Das wiirde
mit dem Akut besser passen und in struktureller Ubereinstimmung mit der For-
mulierung, z.B. lit. arti, lett. art ‘pfliigen’ < *arC- < p-idg. *H,erH;-C- (Smo-
czynski 2006: 189) oder *lauV- > lit. lova ‘Bett, Liege’ (Smoczynski 2003: 74).
Wenn man der Zwischenstufe *arC- oder */auV- tatsdchlich Berechtigung ein-
rdumt und dies nicht nur als ganz formellen Marker und darin Vorginger des
Akuts ansieht, dann ist ganz analog *-avC-, bzw. *-évC- nicht abwegig — schlief3-
lich haben wir ja auch in lit. /ova den Akut. Somit lieBe sich, wie das ja auch
Biiga schon dhnlich vorgeschlagen hatte, zu einer Wurzel der Struktur */euH-
sowohl [év- als auch */ev- als zugehorig ansehen. Lit. Lévud, acc. Léveny, lett.
lévens sind also mit liiinas zu verbinden. Formen mit i sind durch die lettische
Besonderheit -uvi-/-ubi- zu -ivi-/-ibi- werden zu lassen (Rudzite 1993: 126) zu
erkldren, die teilweise auch im Litauischen anzutreffen ist, etwa Zivis neben
zuvis ‘Fisch’. Fiir den FN Livinta (bei KaiSiadorys) muss man aber die Zugeho-
rigkeit nicht aufrecht erhalten, abenso fiir den FN apr. Lywa, denn hier ist Ur-
sprung aus -uv- weniger annehmbar, passend ist vielleicht Anschluss an lieti
‘regnen, gieBen’, lietus ‘Regen’ zu idg. *leiH,- ‘gieBen’. Wobei dann aber eher
y (i) statt i zu erwarten ist und */iH-uo- ‘gielend; d.i. iiberschwemmend’ als
Ausgangsform anzusehen ist.

Neben *leyH;- ‘waschen’ steht */euH- ‘abschneiden, 16sen’, woraus lavo-
nas, liautis (Smoczynski 2003: 72-74; 2007: 349). Smoczynski (2003: 72-74)
stellt hierher ferner lett. Juvens ‘weich schlaff’, Jiverigs ‘schlaff, lose, nachlas-
sig’, lit. lidunas, liaiinas ‘beweglich, flexibel; schlank; schwach’,** léva ‘Bett,
Liege’.

2" Und wohl auch liauzgas, liauznas dhnlicher Bedeutung mit unklarem z.
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Die Trennung beider Wurzel ist in der Tat schwierig, worauf auch Smo-
czynski (2003: 72) hinweist. An vielen Stellen wohl gar unmoglich und vermut-
lich haben sich beide Bedeutungsgruppen auch gegenseitig beeinflusst. Zu der
Bedeutungsgruppe ‘Morast, Schwingrasen’ bedarf es eines sachlichen Kom-
mentars, hier wurden in ME allerlei Zitate gesammelt ohne aber offensichtlich
den Landschaftstyp in natura zu kennen. Moorige Gewisser, die durchaus auch
langsam flieend seien kdnnen neigen unter bestimmten Bedingungen zum Zu-
wachsen mit Torfmoosen. Auf dieser Torfmoosschicht siedeln sich dann Seg-
gen, Binsen u.a. an, bei hinreichender Dicke auch Kiefern und Moorbirken. Das
besondere am Schwingrasen ist, dass er nicht mit dem Grund verbunden ist, son-
dern auf dem Wasser schwimmt. Daraus resultiert erstens das schwingende Ver-
halten der lose verbundenen Schicht bei Belastung und auch die Gefahr einzu-
sinken und ggf. im tiefen Wasser darunter zu ertrinken. Stiicke solcher Schwin-
grasen konnen sich vom Ufer ablosen und auf dem Gewdésser treiben, sogar mit
Baumbestand. Gewiésser konnen auch komplett zuwachsen und sind dann
besonders triigerisch, da kein Wasser sichtbar ist. Mehr oder weniger deutlich
weisen alle o.g. lettischen Begriffe wie auch lit. /iiinas auf diesen Biotop, wobei
der Bewuchs sich natiirlich von Fall zu Fall unterscheiden kann. Die Verbin-
dung mit */euH;- ‘waschen’ ist plausibel, denn der Biotop ist untrennbar mit
Wasser verbunden und bei Trittbelastung sinkt man unweigerlich ins Nasse. Ge-
nauso gut passt aber auch */eyH- ‘abschneiden, 16sen’, wenn man die baltische
Entwicklung hin zu lit. liaiinas ‘beweglich, flexibel; schlank; schwach’, lett. Ju-
vens ‘weich, schlaff; moorig’, /iverigs ‘schlaff, lose, nachléssig’ betrachtet — in
dieser Sicht gébe es nicht mal einen Grund Juvens ‘weich, schlaff’ und ‘moorig,
sumpfig’ voneinander zu trennen. Lett. /ivina ‘Kiebitz’ ist am ehesten als Zuge-
horigkeitsbildung zum Biotop anzusehen, oder onomatopoetisch.

Damit ist es extrem unwahrscheinlich, dass lett. /ivis aus dem Russischen
aviea stammt. Russ. ssiea konnte theoretisch auch als */uH-yeH,- ein Erbwort
sein. Aber die begrenzte Verbreitung spricht fiir die allgemein angenommene
Entlehnung.

Damit besteht sogar die Moglichkeit, dass lett. /ivis 0.4. die Quelle fiir finn.
liiva" ‘Sand, Schlamm’, mit Einschrinkungen wegen unsicherer Datierung von
-uvi-/-ubi- zu -ivi-/-ibi- und damit nicht iibereinstimmendem Stamm von finn.
liiva. Die Bedeutungsentwicklung hin zu Sand hat man &hnlich auch in lett. /ésa
‘Lagerung des Getreides, Flachses; ein loses schwimmendes Rasenstiick am Ufer;
auf dem Wasser ineinander verwachsenen Pflanzen; eine moorige, sich unter
dem Fulle bewegende Stelle; eine Moosschicht auf einem Gewisser; ein zihes
Rasenstiick; eine Sandbank’ (ME II 464). Trotzdem halte ich lit. s/jvas ‘krumm,
schief” fiir eine bessere Quelle, unter der Annahme, dass in der Gebersprache
die Bedeutung eher denen entsprach, die im Litauischen mit Suffix *-no- anzu-
treffen sind: slynas ‘weiBler Ton, Kaolin; Gley’. Lett. glive ‘Wasserbliite, griiner
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Schleim auf dem Wasser, Schlick, Schleim’ ist meines Erachtens keine geeigne-
te Quelle fir finn. Ziiva’ ‘Sand, Schlamm’.

Hingegen ist lett. glive ‘Wasserbliite, griiner Schleim auf dem Wasser,
Schlick, Schleim’ sachlich sehr gut als Quelle fiir liiva® “Schleim, Seetang,
etwas zu Brei gekochtes oder verfaultes’ annehmbar, nicht schlechter als das fa-
vorisierte germ. *sliwa.

3. Finn. hauki ‘Hecht’, est. haug ‘ds.

Liukkonen (1999: 40-42) schlégt fiir finn. hauki ‘Hecht’ eine baltische Ety-
mologie vor, die an dem Problem leidet, dass die angenommene baltische Form
*Sauke nirgends belegt ist. Die im Ursprung etwas éltere und konkurrierende
Etymologie setzt ein urslawisches *§cauka ‘Hecht’ an (Koivulehto 2006: 180).
Koivulehto (2006: 181) billigt dieser Etymologie auch eine hohe Beweiskraft
zu: “Es sollte nunmehr unstrittig sein, dass die Berithrungen zwischen den Ur-
finnen und Urslaven bereits vor der sogenannten spéturfinnischen® Zeit begon-
nen haben. Und natiirlich kdnnen nicht nur die (bisher) zwei Worter, die dies
explizit beweisen, die einzigen Lehnworter dieser Zeit sein.” Das andere be-
weiskréftige Wort ist finn. hirsi ‘Balken, Bohle’, estn. hirs ‘Zaunstange’, das
aus ursl. *(d)zZirdi- stamme, woher russ. owcepos ‘Stange’ (Koivulehto 2006:
180). Koivulehto ldsst dabei die Deutung Liukkonens flir sauki auBen vor,
ebenso wie die Erdrterung von Nieminen (1949), wonach Airsi baltischen Ur-
sprungs sein konnte und mit lit. Zardas, Zardis ‘Stecken, Stange, Bock’ zu ver-
gleichen ist. Dies ist insofern auffillig, als die Beweiskraft einer Etymologie
nicht mit einem Beweis im mathematischen Sinne verglichen werden kann,
sondern bestenfalls ein Argument darstellt, das zudem schwécher wird, wenn es
auch alternative Erkldrungsmoglichkeiten gibt.

Kallio (2006) hat im gleichen Band ein éhnliches Thema wie Koivulehto
und vielfach identisches Material. Er erwéhnt beide Alternativen zu der slawi-
schen Deutung, vermerkt zu hirsi aber “... because the crucial zero-grade is un-
attested from Baltic. Therefore, the Baltic loan etymology must indeed be con-
sidered inferior to the Slavic one.” (2006: 159). Zu Liukkonens Deutung gibt es
folgenden Kommentar: “Once again, the Slavic loan etymology seems not to be
convincing enough for Liukkonen (1999: 40-42), who would like to replace the
Early Middle Slavic source *$cauka (< *Skeuka) with its Baltic pseudo-cognate
*Sauke (< *skouke) although no such word is attested from Baltic. At least I re-
main unconvinced as to what grounds we have to reject the phonologically and
semantically faultless Slavic source in favour of his fabricated Baltic source,

» Traditionell und nach Koivulehto (2006: 181) beginnt diese Periode um 500 BC.
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whose previous existence he circularly bases on Early Proto-Finnic *Savki
alone.” (2006: 159f.). Dabei wird das Hauptargument von Liukkonen doch sehr
deutlich — der enorme geographische Abstand zwischen Urslaven und Ostsee-
finnen zu der fraglichen Zeit, bzw. phonetische Unmoglichkeit fiir diese Entleh-
nung zur Zeit als die Slawen Nachbarn der Finnen wurden (Liukkonen 1999:
40). Was daran nicht zu verstehen ist? Immerhin versucht Kallio (2006: 162)
dies zu umgehen, indem er argumentiert: “As loanwords are indeed borrowed
from people instead of peoples, all we basically really need is only one Early
(Middle) Slavic speaking trader who just happened to wander far enough to the
north.” Handel passiert und Handel fithrt zu Lehnwortern, sicher. Aber ‘Hecht’
gehort nicht zu der dazu pridestinierten Gruppe. Daran dndert auch Koivulehtos
(2006: 181) Bemerkung, “dass der Name eines groflen und als Nahrung wichti-
gen Fisches iibernommen wurde, ist nicht verwunderlich: ist doch auch finn.
lohi ‘Lachs’ aus dem Baltischen iibernommen worden” nichts, denn die Situation
lasst sich nicht vergleichen, da die Ostseefinnen mit den Balten in unmittelbarer
Nachbarschaft und wohl auch teils vermischt mit Zweisprachigkeit wohnten.

Die Diskussion ist geprégt von verschiedenen Interpretationen zum Thema
Balto-Slawisch. Wenn man diese Gemeinschaft anerkennt, ist es ziemlich egal
ob man das Ur-Baltisch, Balto-Slawisch, Slawo-Baltisch oder gar Ur-Slawisch
nennt und mit allerlei Proto-, Vor-, Friih- versieht, genauso wie es egal ist, ob
man das nun als Sprache, Dialektgemeinschaft oder Isoglossengemeinschaft be-
zeichnet (vgl. Hock 2006). Das Deutsche wird gewohnlich als Sprache bezeich-
net, doch wird es keinem in den Kram kommen, zu bestreiten, dass es gleichzei-
tig eine Dialekt- und Isoglossengemeinschaft ist. Wahrend Koivulehto (2006)
seinen Aufsatz “Wie alt sind die Kontakte zwischen finnisch-ugrisch und balto-
slavisch?” nennt, fallt das Baltische bei Kallio (2006) im Titel weg “On the Ear-
liest Slavic Loanwords in Finnic”. Wéhrend Liukkonen (1999: 13) in bestimmten
Féllen “die Termini Baltisch und Balto-Slavisch praktisch synonym” verwen-
det,”* scheint dies Kallio ganz analog fiir Slawisch und Balto-Slawisch zu ma-
chen. Darauf deutet seine Aussage: “On the other hand, as Early (Middle) Slavic
was still a Balto-Slavic dialect rather than a Balto-Slavic language, many of the
loanwords traditionally regarded as Baltic could similarly be taken for Early
(Middle) Slavic” (Kallio 2006: 163). Schon. Wenn man also deutsche Entleh-
nungen im, sagen wir mal, Kaschubischen, hat, dann werden die am ehesten
niederdeutsche Quellen haben — da nun aber das Bairische wie auch das Nieder-
deutsche ein deutscher Dialekt ist, so konnen wir diese Entlehnungen mit Kallio
jetzt auch als Bairisch klassifizieren. Boah.

* Was angesichts dessen, dass Entlehnungen dem Dialektbereich des Balto-Slawi-
schen entstammten, aus dem sich die baltischen Sprachen entwickelten, durchaus
plausibel ist.
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“Es erscheint mir als ein gesundes Prinzip in der Wissenschaft, sich mit
einfachen und durchschaubaren Erklarungsprinzipien zu begniigen, solange die
Hoffnung auf ihren Erfolg nicht in einsichtiger Weise falsifiziert, also wenig-
stens als hochst unwahrscheinlich erkannt ist” (von Weizsiacker 1993: 41). Ein-
facher ist die Entlehnung aus der benachbarten Sprache als aus der entfernten —
jedenfalls angesichts der damaligen Kommunikationsméglichkeiten. Und wenn
man das Konzept des Wanderworts ins Spiel bringt, so sollte dies auch sachlich
mit dem Weiterreichen eines neuen Gegenstandes oder Prozesses verbunden
sein — und die Transitsprachen nicht unbedingt aussparen.”

Ich halte es ist in diesem Falle fiir leichter eine nicht belegte Schwundstufe
zu Zardis anzunehmen® als die Entlehnung aus entfernten Sprachen. Apophonie
ist in den baltischen Sprachen in begrenztem Mafle immer noch produktiv und
war zweifellos frither verbreiteter; die Annahme von *Zird- neben Zard- ist da-
her hinreichend trivial — ganz im Gegensatz zur Vorverlagerung der slawisch-
finnischen Kontakte um unbescheidene 1000 Jahre. Auch die Annahme von
balt. *Sauké ist im Vergleich dazu eine schwache Annahme. Der Hecht ist hin-
reichend weit verbreitet, so dass er den Finnen bekannt gewesen ist, kein Ge-
genstand des Kulturtransfers. Grundnahrungsmittel waren sicher keine Handels-
ware fiir den Fernhandel.”” Wenn sich nun dennoch eine Entlehnung durchsetzt,
dann ist dies am Ehesten mit Zweisprachigkeit zu begriinden.

Lisst sich ein baltisches *Sauk-"* nachweisen oder wenigstens plausibel mit
anderen Daten verbinden? Liukkonen (1999: 42) iiberlegt ganz am Rande ob
hier lit. Saikupis (Fluss; Séda, Plungé) hergehdren konnte. Die favorisierte Ety-
mologie verbindet diesen FN mit lit. Sadkti ‘schreien’ (Vanagas 1981a: 327,
Smoczynski 2007: 626). Dazu dann weiter Saiikbalé (Tiimpel, Niedermoor),
Saukeés und Saukancioji (Wiesen), Saukys (Bruch).

» Von den 11 Etymologien die Koivulehto (2006) gibt, werden, abgesehen von hauki

und Airsi nur noch saam. multi ‘Seife’ und der Name der Diina, finn. Vdind-joki, als
urslawischen Ursprungs gehandelt — fiir alle anderen werden alternativ auch balto-
slawische Quellen zugelassen. Dabei scheint die Seife die Krierien fiir Wanderwor-
ter zu erfiillen, auch wenn das Konzept der Seifenherstellung archidologisch schwer
fassbar ist. Die Quelle *dveind ist viel zu indifferent, als dass man sie sicher als ursl.
bezeichnen konnte. Verdichtig, u.a., sind hier eher die ferneren Ostbalten, zu denen
man aber auch nicht viel weiB3...
*¢ Ahnlich wie z.B. Koivulehto (2006: 181) auch keine Probleme hat balt. *virda- fiir
finn. virsi anzunechmen, obwohl diese Stufe nur in apr. wirds ‘“Wort’ belegt ist, ge-
wissermafen nur zuféllig in einer Kleinkorpussprache, die sicher nicht die Geber-
sprache war.
Im Gegensatz zu Seife, wo mindestens die Rezeptur als Kulturgut zu werten ist, und
das auch in den baltischen Sprachen als slawische Entlehnung vorliegt, lit. muilas.
Die Rekonstruktion des Stammvokals halte ich nicht fiir sonderlich zwingend, ange-
sichts von Wechsel und alternativer Verwendung mehrerer Varianten.

27
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Ferner ist hier der lett. See Saukas ezers zu nennen, der am gleichnamigen
Ort Sauka liegt. Man kann also argumentieren, dass der See den Namen vom
Ort hat. Andererseits ist es nichts ungewo6hnliches, wenn der Ort nach dem Ge-
wisser benannt wird, so wird i.A. Alytus und auch Vilnius gedeutet (Vanagas
1996), bestes Beispiel in Lettland ist Ogre am gleichnamigen Fluss. Fiir den mit
fast 8 km” recht groBen See und den Ort ist die Moglichkeit der Herkunft aus
dem Personennamen lit. und lett. Sauka kaum wahrscheinlich. Dabei ist dieser
PN ebenfalls in der Herkunft nicht gesichert. Vanagas (1989: 682) schreibt zwar,
dass man den Verdacht einer Verbindung mit lit. Saukti ‘schreien, rufen’, lett.
saukt ‘rufen, nennen’* haben kann, dass aber slawische Herkunft wahrschein-
licher ist, vgl. wruss. Cayrxa, Casxa u.a.” Bei Ursprung aus lit. Saukti sollte man
auch oder sogar iiberwiegend *Sauka finden. Dies ist indessen nicht der Fall, man
hat nur Sauklys u.4. (Vanagas 1989: 895). Damit entfillt der Weg iiber den PN.
Wenn man die Gewédssernamen mit lit. Saukti, lett. saukt verbindet, so kommt
man in der Deutung schwerlich an der Folklore vorbei, da kein unmittelbarer
Bezug besteht. Selbst Smoczynski (2007: 626) bringt hier eine Redensart Baloje
nesikalok, o tai velniq prisisSauksi ‘im Sumpf schrei nicht, sonst kommt der
Teufel herbei” — ein hdufiges Thema, dass man den Teufel in Mooren und Siim-
pfen antreffen und hier leicht herbeirufen kann. Ein anderes Thema, m.E. hier
besser passend, ist der Sagenkomplex {liber Seen, dass ndmlich diese wandern —
in Form von Wolken — und erst sesshaft werden oder aber iiberhaupt aus Wol-
ken entstanden sind, wenn man diesen einen Namen gibt. Nun heil}t im Letti-
schen saukt eben auch ‘nennen’ und oft existieren Sagen, dass der See nach
dieser Erstbenennung auch seinen Namen hat (vgl. Gliwa 2005: 190f.).

An der Stelle des Moores Saukas purvs (Meirani) befand sich, der Sage
nach, frither der See Saukas ezers (Rezakova 2007: 21). Dort wo sich heute das
Moor Strupbrencis befindet, war frither der See Saukas oder Strupbrencis, der
sich wegen seines schlechten Namens emporte und einen neuen Platz suchte.
Und da wo der See Vecsaukes ‘Altsauka’ ezers ist, war frither eine Weide, wo
ein kleines Fliisschen floss. Drei Madchen die am See Jaunsauka ‘Neusauka’
wuschen, sahen die Gewitterwolke und sangen Riici, kauci, ezarini, sev vietinas
mekledams, ja tev tika, meties Se, bils mums Saukas ezarins ‘Du wiiteste und

¥ Diese sind nur baltisch und haben keine Vergleichsmoglichkeiten (Smoczynski

2007: 626), als Kentumvariante kann man lit. kaukti ‘heulen (Wolf, Wind), schreien’
auffassen, nach Smoczynski (2007: 266) “dzwickonasladowcze, ... jak np. stpol. ku-
kac”. Onomatopoetisch wohl auch lit. staugti und gleicher Bedeutung d. heulen, jau-
len. Semasiologisch darf lett. saukt ‘nennen’ dann mit d. Rufname verglichen werden.
Nicht abwegig erscheint auch Kontraktion aus Savukas, das man als Diminutiv zu
savas ‘eigen’, sau ‘sich (Dat.)’ auffassen kann. Ahnlich werden ja auch einige PN
mit Sau- den zweistimmigen altererbten Namen zugerechnet, etwa Saudargas, Sau-
kantas, Saugintas, Saunora, wo Sau- ebenfalls mit savo, sau verbunden wird (Vana-
gas 1989: 681f.).
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tobst, Dir einen Platz suchend; wenn es Dir passt, lass Dich hier nieder, und uns
wird der Saukas See sein’, womit der See dann auch herabfillt (Rezakova 2007:
37). Die zweite Ortssage ldsst etwas an Logik vermissen aber die Alternativnen-
nung zweier Namen ldsst die Mdglichkeit zu, dass Sauka sich auf den Charakter
des Sees bezieht, dass er niamlich durch Menschen benannt und damit kultiviert
wurde und in gewisser Weise ein Appellativ darstellt, das vereinzelt zum Eigen-
namen wurde.

Damit koénnte man leben. Der Vorschlag von Liukkonen, ein baltisches
*Saukeé ‘Hecht’ anzunehmen wiirde die Seenamen allerdings weit besser erkla-
ren, ganz ohne Ausflug ins Mythologische. Dass das Moor, das aus dem verlan-
deten See Saukas ezers entstanden ist, diesen Namen weiterfiihrt ist nicht weiter
verwunderlich — insbesondere, wenn man bedenkt, dass der Hechtname, so es
ihn denn gab, irgendwann obsolet geworden sein muss. Vergleichbar wire das
Hechtmoor in Schleswig-Holstein. Selbst Namen von Wiesen lassen sich mit
dem Hecht in Verbindung bringen. Lagen Méhwiesen doch einst an mdandern-
den Fliissen, die im Frithjahr Hochwasser hatten und dann in Senken Wasserla-
chen bis in den Sommer hinein hatten. In diesen Senken, das wird oft akzentuiert
wenn man nach Flurnamen und vor-melioriertem Flussverlauf fragt, wimmelte
es insbesondere von Hechten. Der Wiesenname Saukancioji ‘wértl.: die Rufen-
de’ deutet schon auf Bildung von Saukti ‘schreien, rufen’, wobei die Motivation
allerdings vollig unklar ist.

Vereinzelt ist es auch moglich, den PN Sauka mit *Sauké ‘Hecht’ zu identi-
fizieren, wobei allerdings fehlendes lit. fSauka stort. Immerhin sind Familien-
namen, die da Hecht lauten weit verbreitet, im Litauischen als Lydeka oder in
der entlehnten Form Sc¢iuka, wruss., ukr., russ., pol. Szczuka, unter Hecht gibt es
immerhin iiber 10.000 Telefoneintrige in Deutschland.”

Zur Wortbildung von *Sauké o.4. ‘Hecht’ bringt Liukkonen (1999: 41) das
Standardbeispiel lit. spékas ‘Kraft, Vermdgen’. In dhnlich abstrakter Bedeutung
wire lit. stoka ‘Mangel’ < *steH,-keH,- : stoti ‘(auf)stehen, anhalten’ (Smo-
czynski 2007: 605) zu nennen. Ahnlich konkret wie der vorgeschlagene Hecht-
name wire apr. slayx, lit. sliekas, slickas, slieka ‘Regenwurm’ (Smoczynski
2007: 572), wozu mit slieké ‘diinn gesponnener Faden’ auch ein passender é-
Stamm vorliegt, in diesem Fall aber wohl sekundirer Natur.

Damit ist naiirlich kein Beweis angetreten, dass ein balt. *Sauké o.4. ‘Hecht’
bestanden hat. Trotzdem ist diese Annahme weniger stark, als die der extremen
Vorverlagerung einer slawischen Entlehnung. Da der sl. Hechtname gemeinsla-
wisch ist, wire es denkbar, diesen noch weiter vorzudatieren und als baltosla-
visch anzusehen.

31 [http://www.verwandt.de/karten/absolut/hecht.html], eingesehen am 30.4.2008.
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SOME ADDITIONAL NOTES
ON THE MACROHYDRONYMS OF THE LADOGA REGION

In one of his last but not least ingenious papers, published posthumously in
Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 13, Eugene Helimski (2008) deals with the
etymologies of the names Ladoga and Neva. Following V. S. Kuleshov (2003),
he assumes that the river Neva, which was formed only slightly over three thou-
sand years ago as a result of postglacial isostatic uplift, got its name from an
Indo-European-speaking population who observed the birth of the ‘New’ river.
The semantic identification of Neva with ‘new’ is synchronically supported by
the homonymy of this hydronym with the Scandinavian words for ‘new’, as still
in modern Swedish Nyen ‘Neva’ vs. ny ‘new’. Helimski concludes that the Neva
region must have been within the range of the linguistic expansion routes which
brought Germanic from the Indo-European homeland to northern Central Europe
and Scandinavia. He also implies that the Neva has since its formation remained
within the sphere of the geographic consciousness of Germanic speakers, espe-
cially the Scandinavians. In fact, the Swedish fort of Nyenskans was replaced by
the Russian city of St. Petersburg only 300 years ago.

The etymology of Neva is potentially important in that it shows that the
historical presence of the Finnic branch of Uralic on both sides of the Gulf of
Finland is secondary to an earlier Indo-European expansion to the region. In ad-
dition to Germanic, Indo-European was represented by Baltic (Balto-Slavonic).
This conclusion, also obvious from the modern distribution of the Germanic and
Baltic languages, is confirmed by the well-known fact that the entire marine ter-
minology of the Finnic languages is of an Indo-European origin. In some cases,
as in that of the very word for ‘sea’, Finnic *meri : *mere- : *mer-, the exact
identification of the Indo-European source language is controversial (cf. SSA
s.v. meri), and it cannot be ruled out that the borrowing took place from some
earlier stage of Indo-European (Pre-Balto-Germanic), or also from some sub-
sequently extinct branch (Para-Germanic, Para-Baltic). Even so, it is clear that
both Germanic and Baltic were spoken at the Baltic Sea already in the second
millennium BZ, while Finnic can have spread to the region from the east only a
millennium later.
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It may be added that the chronological anteriority of Germanic and Baltic
at the Baltic Sea, as compared to Finnic, is also suggested by the notoriously
large general corpora of early Germanic and Baltic loanwords in Finnic, as well
as by the overall typological ‘Europeanization’ of the Finnic languages, appar-
ently under Indo-European influence. The fact that the loanwords include even
basic vocabulary items such as body part terms of the type ‘tooth’ and ‘neck’
(cf. SSA s.vv. hammas, kaula) and kinship terms of the type ‘daughter’ and
‘mother’ (ibid. s.vv. tytdr, diti) further suggests that the contacts took place in a
situation in which local communities of Germanic and, especially, Baltic speak-
ers changed their language in favour of Finnic (Pre-Proto-Finnic). While it is
possible that this process of language replacement continued during the expan-
sion of Finnic on both sides of the Gulf of Finland, the interaction is likely to
have begun somewhat further to the east and south. The Germanic and Baltic in-
fluence also reached Saamic, and, to a lesser extent, Mordvinic, whose home-
lands must have been located immediately to the north and east of the Finnic
centre of expansion.

The general conclusion from these considerations is that the territorial his-
tory of the Finnic and Saamic languages in the Baltic region and Fennoscandia
is very shallow, extending back no more than three millennia, at most. In the
Uralic context, this shallow dating is confirmed by the conspicuously close rela-
tionship of Finnic and Saamic with Mordvinic. In fact, Finnic and Mordvinic
were until the Middle Ages geographically linked with each other by the lan-
guage of the Muroma of the Russian chronicles (Para-Mordvinic or Para-Finnic?).
The dispersal and differentiation of the Finnic languages on both sides of the
Gulf of Finland, on the other hand, should primarily be seen as a consequence
of the Slavonic expansion in the first millennium AZ. Moreover, as was pointed
out by Helimski in another paper (2006), the Finnic languages also spread
towards the Arctic coast of Northern Russia, where traces of their recent pres-
ence are still preserved in the local toponymy. In general, it may be said that
Helimski’s views concerning the chronology and territorial history of the western
branches of Uralic represented a bold deviation from the conventional paradigm
of Finnish and Estonian historiography, which still continues to date the local
roots of the ‘national’ languages as far back as the Neolithic. As a sign of change,
however, researchers of the younger generation, such as Petri Kallio (2006) and
Janne Saarikivi (2006), are now revising the conventional paradigm in favour of
a more critical approach.

A minor problem with the Indo-European etymology of Neva is that the
word *newa also appears in Finnic as a topographic term denoting ‘broad river,
river system, open marshland’. Traditionally, it has been assumed that the ap-
pellative meaning is primary (SSA s.v. neva), but Helimski is probably correct



MACROHYDRONYMS OF THE LADOGA REGION 205

in assuming (with Kuleshov) the opposite. In fact, since the Neva basin must
have been the very region from where the modern Finnic languages started their
expansion during the first millennium AZ, the local landscape can well have left
traces in their topographic terminology. It is therefore entirely possible that the
appellative *newa, which, moreover, has a diagnostically late phonotactic struc-
ture (the vowel combination *e-a) represents a secondary development of the
more original usage of the word as a proper noun. In the territory of today’s Fin-
land, toponyms ending in -neva are particularly common in the Finnish-speak-
ing parts of Ostrobothnia along the northwestern coast of the country, where the
landscape is dominated by broad and seasonally flooding rivers of the Neva type
(though smaller), with adjoining plains and marshlands (SPNK s.v. neva).

Helimski’s proposal of a Scandinavian etymology for Ladoga is more prob-
lematic. Although it is clear that the modern Finnic (Finnish-Karelian) shape
Laatokka is based on Russian, it is far less obvious whether the Russian name
can really be derived from Scandinavian *4/d-aug-ja ‘Old Eye(d)’. According
to Helimski, this would originally have been the Scandinavian name of Lake
Ladoga, from which the fort name Aldeigju-borg would have been derived.
However, as Helimski himself points out, for the Russians, at least, the fort
name Ladoga is more basic than the name of the lake (Ladozhskoe ozero), and
there is also a river with a related name (Ladozhka). One would rather see a par-
allel with the name Onega, which for the Russians primarily denotes the river
Onega, according to which the corresponding (though hydrographically uncon-
nected) lake (Onezhskoe ozero) was named. Since both the Russian and the Scan-
dinavian sources on Ladoga (with any reference) date only from the Middle
Ages, it is difficult to see definitive evidence of the linguistic priority of any
particular data. Even if the fort of Ladoga was operated by Scandinavian speak-
ers at the time of the chronicles, its name may well have had a non-Scandina-
vian origin.

In this connection, it is impossible to ignore the traditional observation that
Ladoga (Ladoga) also formally (except for the location of the accent) parallels
Onega (Onéga) as well as several other Northern Russian hydronyms ending in
-ga, notably Pinega (Pinega). In spite of occasional doubts, Onega and Pinega
(cf. ESRIa s.vv.) are probably best explained as deriving from the Finnic com-
posite names *end-yoki ‘large river’ and *peen(i)-yoki ‘narrow river’, respec-
tively, with *-yoki ‘river’ as the final component. It is natural to view Ladoga as
a member of the same hydronymic series, in which case it might derive either
by dissimilation from *Lagoga << *laaka-yoki ‘wide river’ or by simplification
from *Lagdoga << *laketa-yoki id., with either (*)laaka or *laketa ‘flat, low,
wide’ as the first component. Both (*)laaka and *laketa are Germanic loanwords,
at least partly from the same original(s) (cf. SSA svv. lagja, laaka, laakea, la-
kea, lavea), but the hydronym itself would have to have been formed in a Finnic
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context. The element (*)laaka- (> laa-), in particular, is attested in several
hydronyms in eastern Finland (cf. SPNK s.v. Laakajérvi), but *laketa also has
the topographic meaning of ‘treeless, open’. In modern Finnish, the derivative
lakeus ‘width’ is used in reference to the flood plains of Ostrobothnia.

It appears, consequently, likely that the name Ladoga originally refers to a
river. Some of the earlier etymologies of this hydronym, as listed by Helimski
(2008: 78-79) also start from this assumption, but they are either semantically or
phonetically unacceptable. At first glance, the derivation of Ladoga from the
meaning ‘wide river’ is also problematic, since there is no actual wide river syn-
chronically bearing the name. The location of the fort of Ladoga on the lower
course of the river Volkhov, running between the lakes [Imen (from Finnic
*IIma-ydrwi) and Ladoga, suggests, however, that Ladoga originally was the
Finnic name of the Volkhov. Although the origin of the Russian (Slavonic)
name of the Volkhov is controversial (cf. ESRIa s.v.), there is no reason to
regard the Russian data as secondary to Finnic Olhava and Swedish Alhava. In
this case, none of the languages seems to provide a formally and semantically
credible explanation of the hydronym. However, in Finnic, at least, O/hava may
be seen as a borrowing from Russian, rather than vice versa. Most probably,
Olhava replaced the original Finnic name of the river, which must have been the
source item of Ladoga.

It is fairly safe to assume that the river names Ladoga and Onega were
borrowed by the early Russians of the Novgorod region directly from the local
Finnic speakers, who represented the ‘aborigines’ of the region at the time of
the Russian expansion.. This lexical contact may be dated to the last centuries of
the first millennium AZ, a period when also many other items of regional and
cultural vocabulary were exchanged in both directions. Soon after this, the name
Ladoga was transferred from Russian to the Scandinavians, who at this time
may be regarded as a ‘foreign’ element in the region, and who probably also
initially used the item as a river name with reference to the Volkhov (or the
lower course of the latter). The Scandinavian shape *Aldauga is, of course, not
in a regular relationship to the Russian data, and it may, in fact, represent a folk-
etymological reinterpretation along the lines proposed by Helimski. In any case,
with the decline of the Viking trade, and with the growth of Russia, toponyms
also underwent changes, and the Russian names Volkhov and Ladoga were in-
troduced into local Finnic in the shapes Olhava and Laatokka, respectively.

To be exact, the linguistic situation behind the toponyms in question may
also have been more complicated, in that the Western Uralic source language of
hydronyms of the Ladoga and Onega type need not have been Finnic in the
strict sense of the term. At least in the northern parts of the region it may also
have been a language more closely connected with Saamic (Para-Saamic). It is
therefore not immediately possible to tell what the exact shape of the end com-
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ponent underlying Russian -ga was. The word for ‘river’ shows in Finnic and
Saamic an irregular variation between two different shapes: *yoki (Finnic) vs.
*yuki (Saamic), and there is also the apparently more original (Proto-Uralic)
shape *yuka, which is attested in Finnic in the meaning ‘rapids’ (cf. SSA s.vv.
Jjoki, juka). The presence of a Saamic type of language in the region is suggested
by the modern Finnic (Finnish-Karelian) shape of the name of Lake Onega,
which is Adninen (or Adnisjcrvi). Although synchronically associated with the
noun (*)ddni ‘sound’, the lake name actually reflects Saamic *ddnV- ‘large’, the
cognate of Finnic *end(-) id. Of a similar origin is the hydronym Adnekoski
(with -koski ‘rapids’) in Central Finland (SPNK s.v.). In the Middle Ages, the
Finnic-Saamic language boundary still seems to have been located in the Onega
region, as is pointed out by Saarikivi (2004a: 174 map 1).

The fact that the modern Russian hydronyms of the Ladoga region are of a
Finnic and/or Saamic origin does in no way interfere with the general ethno-
historical picture sketched by Helimski. Finnic and Saamic were certainly the
principal languages of the region at the time when the Russian expansion started,
that is, towards the end of the first millennium AZ. The Russian language
gradually pushed the southern boundary of Finnic towards the north, while the
resulting Finnic expansion had a similar impact on the southern boundary of
Saamic. In this context, the mediaeval Scandinavians, whose Finnic name (Fin-
nish ruotsalaiset) even became the name of Russia (Russian Rus), represented a
secondary intrusion from the coastal parts of Sweden, and it is only natural that
they borrowed most of their local toponyms from, or via, Russian. Even so, as
Helimski proposed, it is possible that the name of the Neva represents a more
ancient stratum of Indo-European (Pre-Germanic) toponyms, which had been
preserved in Scandinavian since earlier times. It is quite likely that the Scandi-
navians, even prior to the Vikings, never completely lost an understanding of
the geography of the Baltic Sea and its eastern extremity, including the mouth
of the Neva.

An important circumstance to be considered here is that there must also
have been other languages that were spoken in the Baltic region and Fenno-
scandia until, at least, mediaeval times. These other languages need not have
been either Uralic or Indo-European, rather, they belonged to entirely different
language families that can only generically be labelled as ‘Palaco-European’.
Most importantly, traces of these languages are preserved in the local toponyms,
especially in the macrohydronyms, as well as in other substratal features in the
modern languages, as has also been pointed out by Saarikivi (2004b). In large
parts of Finland, for instance, the current Finnish toponyms are layered upon an
earlier toponymic stratum of a Saamic type, as has been demonstrated most
recently by Ante Aikio (2003), but several macrohydronyms in different parts of
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the country cannot be explained from any known language. In the Ladoga region
an example of such a hydronym is the name of Lake Saimaa (Finnish Saimaa,
Swedish Saima or Saimen), the largest lake of today’s Finland (cf. UVF s.v. Sai-
men). Extant etymologies of the lake name (possibly from *Saimas : Saimaa-)
are based on vague Saamic comparisons (cf. SPNK s.v. Saimaa), but more
probably it is a question of a Palaeo-European substratal hydronym.

It is, however, relevant to note that the river draining Saimaa into Ladoga
has the name Vuoksi (Swedish Vuoksen, earlier also written as Woxen), which at
least formally is of a Finnic origin. This is particularly interesting since the
Vuoksi is a river that was formed in the same way as, and apparently only
slightly earlier than, the Neva, that is, as a result of isostatic uplift about four
millennia ago. Like the Neva, the Vuoksi is a short but broad and rapid river (cf.
UVF s.v. Vuoksen), whose birth involved a significant change in the local envi-
ronment. The river must have had a name already prior to the expansion of
Saamic and Finnic to the region, but its current name is rather transparently
identical with the Finnic appellative noun *wooksi > Finnish vuoksi ‘(rapid)
stream, tide’, based on the noun-verb *(w)oxi(-) > *(w)oo(-) ‘flow; to flow’ (SSA
S.Vv. uoma, vuo, vuoksi, vuotaa). It is true that the derivational type vuo-ksi
(: vuo-kse-) is rather unique due to the monosyllabic structure of the root, but
there is no formal problem to derive the word especially from the verbal base
*(w)oo- > vuo- ‘to flow’ (as in Finnish kuto- ‘to weave’ : kudo-s : kudokse-
‘weft’, cf. also SPNK s.v. Vuoksi).

Even so, it is impossible not to notice that the hydronym Vuoksi bears a
distant resemblance to the name of the Central European river Waag (Vag,
Vah), a tributary of the Danube, as most recently discussed by Albrecht Greule
(2008: 73-74). According to Greule, the river name Waag is connected with
Germanic words meaning ‘wave, flow, flood’ (English wave), ultimately based
on *weg-a- ‘to move’ (German bewegen). It happens that a similar hydronym
with the shape Vaga is attested from the Northern Dvina basin, though the simi-
larity may, of course, be accidental. Of more immediate interest is the passage
in the Getica of Jordanes (mid 6th century AZ) to which both Greule (l.c.) and
Helimski (2008: 75 note 1) refer. Jordanes mentions a river by the name Vagus.
According to Aalto & Pekkanen (1980: 161 s.v. Scythia) the passage goes as
follows: haec ergo habet ab oriente vastissimum lacum in orbis terrae gremio,
unde Vagi fluvius velut quodam ventrae generatus in Oceanum undosus evolvi-
tur, which in Mierow’s (1915) translation is: “This [= the island of Scandza] has
in its eastern part a vast lake in the bosom of the earth, whence the Vagus river
springs from the bowels of the earth and flows surging into the Ocean.”

From the context of the passage it is fairly obvious that the large lake men-
tioned by Jordanes is, indeed, Ladoga, while the Ocean must refer to the Baltic
Sea. The river Vagus, on the other hand, could well refer to the Neva, as Helimski
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(L.c.) proposes. Helimski assumes that Vagus “must be another name of the Neva
river [...] not attested from other sources”. This may be so, but the similarity with
Vuoksi < *Wooksi might also mean that Jordanes, or his sources, have somehow
confused the two rivers, or their names. Another possibility is that, since *wooksi
seems to have been an appellative for ‘(rapid) stream’, it can have been used by
Finnic speakers also of other rivers than Vuoksi proper. In that case, it could pos-
sibly also have referred to the Neva. In any case, the formal similarity of *wooksi
and Vagus suggests that Jordanes may have had knowledge of the Finnic name,
though its exact shape has been distorted in the surviving version(s) of the text,
possibly due to the influence of hydronyms of the Waag type.

It is also theoretically possible, though difficult to verify, that the Finnic
hydronym Vuoksi represents a folk-etymological adaptation based on an origi-
nally non-Finnic item. In this respect, the possibility of a parallelism with Neva
is obvious, though in the latter case it is not certain whether the language had a
homonymous appellative (*newa) before the introduction of the hydronym,
while in the former case the appellative association is beyond doubt. It is interest-
ing to note that the Vuoksi basin contains the exceptionally spectacular rapids of
Imatra (UVF s.v.), which must have attracted the attention of local people since
the formation of the river. The name /matra has been subject to many specula-
tions (cf. SPNK s.v.), including, most commonly, a comparison with the name
of Lake Imandra on the Kola Peninsula. Obviously, both /matra and Imandra,
which may or may not have a common origin, belong to the general corpus of
Northern European substratal hydronyms, which Peter Schrijver (following
Krahe) prefers to derive from a single language of ‘Old European Hydronymy’
(Schrijver 2001: 418-419), but which are more likely to derive from a variety of
different languages.

The difficulty of making a distinction between appellatives and proper
names, and between semantically motivated native items and loanwords in
hydronyms is also illustrated by the name of the river Kymi, flowing into the
northeastern section of the Gulf of Finland from Lake Piijdnne in Central Fin-
land. The name Pdijdnne (: Pdijdntee-) is itself a substratal hydronym (cf. SPNK
s.v.), and so may Kymi (or Kymijoki) be, although the word is also attested in
restricted appellative usage as Finnish dialectal kymi : kyme- ‘large river’ (SSA
s.v.). Jorma Koivulehto (1987: 36-37) has, however, proposed that Kymi could
also be derived from a Germanic original of the type *kwem- ‘easy to approach’
(German bequem), which seems to be attested as a hydronym in the shape Kym-
men also in Virmland, Sweden. It is perhaps relevant to note that the Swedish
name of the Kymi is Kymmene, which is conventionally thought to be based on
the Finnish genitive Kyme-n-, but which in actual fact could also be a native
Scandinavian form preserved since ancient times, like Swedish Nyen for the
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Neva. Possibly, the shape Kymmene has also been influenced by the Swedish
name of Péijinne, which has the form Pdjdne, though the latter is certainly a
borrowing from Finnish.

Koivulehto (op. cit.) also correctly looks for Germanic (including Pre-Ger-
manic and Para-Germanic) explanations for other hydronyms along the Finnish
coast. The most promising example is formed by the two river names Aura and
Eura, which both seem to belong to the context of the widespread hydrographic
term represented in German as Ader ‘vein, stream’ (as in Wasserader), and also
in the hydronym Oder. The presence of such hydronyms in Finland can hardly
mean anything else but that the coastal parts of the country were once inhabited
by Germanic and/or other Indo-European-speaking populations. These popula-
tions were at least partly assimilated by the expanding Finnish speakers towards
the end of the first millennium AZ, but it is also possible that in some parts of
the coastal belt the non-Finnic-speaking population has persisted until modern
times, being now represented by the so-called ‘coastal Swedes’. It goes without
saying that the origin of the toponyms in the Finnish coastal regions has been a
topic of much dispute between Finnish and Scandinavian scholars. The widely-
held nationalist doctrine of many Finnish linguists and archaeologists according
to which there are no ‘old’ (pre-mediaeval) Germanic toponyms in Finland
seems, in any case, to be mistaken. On the other hand, it is always necessary to
reckon with the possibility of substratal toponyms which are originally neither
Finnic (Uralic) nor Germanic (Indo-European).

Accepting the probable presence of Indo-European toponyms, especially
hydronyms, in the coastal belt extending from the Neva to, at least, the rivers
Aura and Eura in southwestern Finland, we may summarize the ethnohistorical
situation as follows: The original (pre-Bronze-Age) population(s) of the region
spoke a variety of unspecifiable Palaco-European languages whose traces are still
preserved in the names of several large rivers, lakes, and rapids. Subsequently,
but not necessarily before the second millennium BZ, the coasts of the Gulf of
Finland were occupied by Indo-European speakers, who represented the northern
margins of the waves of linguistic expansion that have brought the Germanic
and Baltic languages to their historical and modern territories. The speakers of
the languages belonging to the western branches of Uralic interacted with these
Indo-Europeans already in the region between Ladoga and the Volga, from
where Finnic and Saamic gradually moved towards the Gulf of Finland. While
the coastal parts of Finland continued to be occupied by Germanic and/or Baltic
speakers, the inner parts of the country became a target of a Saamic expansion,
possibly already in the first millennium BZ. Later, in the first millennium AZ,
Finnic started its expansion from the Ladoga-Neva region and pushed Saamic
both in Finland and in Karelia towards the north, where Saamic, in turn, absorbed
the last Palaco-European languages.
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Final note. The author remembers with gratitude the many discussions he
had with Eugene Helimski concerning the linguistic history of Northern and
Eastern Europe. The author’s impression was that our understanding of the
chronology and territorial history of the Uralic and Indo-European languages con-
cerned was gradually approaching a mutual consensus. Recent developments
among younger scholars in Finland and elsewhere suggest that this consensus,
or some parts of it, may also be gaining a wider support against other, as it would
seem, methodically antiquated paradigms, which often serve hidden nationalist
interests.

Juha Janhunen

Institute for Asian and African Studies
Box 59
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Simas KARALIUNAS (Vilnius)

POLNISCH Warszawa UND LITAUISCH Apvarsuva

Der Ortsname Apvarsuva (Laukuva, Kreis Silale) (Vietovardziy Zodynas,
26) ist strukturell ohne Zweifel aus dem Préfix ap- und dem Stamm -varsuva
zusammengesetzt. Varsuva féllt formell mit der Benennung der Hauptstadt Po-
lens — litauisch Varsuva, polnisch Warszawa (Lietuviski tradiciniai vietovar-
dziai, 144) zusammen. Das Prifix ap- tritt auch in manchen Gewéssernamen
auf, z.B. Apvardaf (See; bei Rimsé, Kreis Ignalina) (Lietuvos TSR upiy ir eZery
vardynas, 7; Vietovardziy Zodynas, 25), dialektal Apardai (mit weggefallenem
-v-). Frither wurde dieser Name Api-vardai ausgesprochen, wie in historischen
Quellen bezeugt: so in russischen — Opivarda (Onusapoa), in polnischen — Opi-
warda (Buiga 1958: 525). Nicht zu vergessen ist ferner, dass es auf dem Gebiet
Litauens auch mehrere Oikonyme gibt, die mit der Bennenung der Hauptstadt
Polens formell zusammenfallen, bzw. Ableitungen einer solchen Form sind:
Varsauka (Einsitze; Trosktnai, Kr. Anyksciai, Velykiai, Kr. Panevézys), Var-
Suveélé (Binsitz; Rudiskés, Kr. Trakai) (Lietuvos TSR administracinio-teritorinio
suskirstymo Zinynas, 338). Deren Stamm ist moglicherweise mit dem des Oiko-
nyms Apvarsuva (s. unten) identisch. Bekannt ist auch der Familienname Varsa
(Betonung unbekannt; Panevézys, Vilnius), falls er nicht aus dem Polnischen
kommt, vgl. die polnischen Familiennamen Warsz, Warszo [Lietuviy pavardziy
fodynas (L —Z), 1167].

Bei der Suche nach Appellativen mit Wurzeln wie im Toponym Apvarsuva,
fallt das Adjektiv lit. apvarzis “verwelkt (von Birken)’ (Satés, Kr. Skuodas —
LKZ I 281) auf, das von der ebendort gebrauchten Zusammensetzung apvirz-
berzis ‘warzige Birke’ («— *apvirzes bérzas) und wahrscheinlich von apvirzélis
(Betonung unbekannt) nicht zu trennen ist, vgl. den von Juska gegebenen Bei-
spielsatz: Vaikas, kurs neauga, tas apvirzélis (LKZ 1283) ‘Ein Kind, das nicht
wiéchst, ist ein apvirzélis’. Daraus kann man Zugehdrigkeit zum Verbum virzti
(-ta, -Zo) intr. ‘sich mit einer Kruste iiberziehen, an der Oberflache steif werden;
schlechter werden, nicht wachsen’ (LKZ XIX 678) folgern, hiufig auch mit
dem Prifix ap- gebraucht, vgl. den Beispielsatz epusé nulupta, bet nepjauta, su-
virzta savé(je) (Tryskiai, Kr. Tel$iai — LKZ XIX 679) ‘die Espe abgeschilt, aber
nicht gesigt, verhértet sich’.
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Wie ersichtlich, bestehen fiir die Erklirung von Apvarsuva andere Mog-
lichkeiten als die Annahme einer Herleitung vom Namen der Hauptstadt Polens,
trotz formaler Entsprechung. Andererseits wurde die Frage der eventuellen bal-
tischen Herkunft des Namens der Hauptstadt Polens Varsuva erortert, so ver-
band man z.B. den Namen Warszawa mit dem Gewéssernamen Warszyn (< balt.
*virs-in- adj. ‘oberer’) im Flussgebiet von Weichsel und Oder, den man fiir bal-
tisch hielt und zu einigen Hydronymen im Gebiet Litauens: Virsytis, Virsupis
und Virsupis (« lit. virsus ‘Hohe; Spitze; Gipfel’ und upé ‘Fluss; Strom’) (Oriol
1991: 84; Oriol 1997: 353) stellte.

In seinem etymologischen Worterbuch verkniipfte A. Briickner Warszawa
mit Personennamen. Zu Warszawa und auch zu der in den Dokumenten des
15.-16. Jh. belegten Form Warszewa meinte er: “przezwana od Warsza, czes.
Wrsz (Wrszowce)” (Briickner 1993: 603), d.h. ‘benannt nach Warsz, tschechisch
Wrsz (Wrszowce)’. Angenommen wurde auch, dass der Name Warszawa frither
die Benennung eines Grundbesitzes (“osada lub wies Warsza”) war und der Per-
sonenname Warsz oder Warch selbst von derselben Wurzel wie poln. warchot
‘Krakeeler, Larmer; Schliger; Meuterer’ kam oder aus der Kiirzung des Perso-
nennamens Warcistaw resultierte (Staszewski 1969: 466).

In historischen Quellen ist der Name Warschaus zum ersten Mal im Jahre
1241 bezeugt, wo von der Schenkung des Dorfes Stuzew bei Warschau an einen
gewissen Gotald fiir einen Sieg gegen die Jotwinger die Rede ist: actum et da-
tum Varschevie ‘verfiigt und ausgegeben in Warschau’. Die Form mit dem Suf-
fix -ev- ist durch den Beleg von 1386: in districtu Warszeuiensi bestitigt, doch
mit der Zeit wurde dieses Suffix in der polnischen Sprache gedndert, indem es an
das allgemein iibliche Suffix -ow, -owa, -owo (vgl. Varsouiam im Jahre 1355)
angepasst wurde, so dass endlich Formen mit dem Suffix -awa aufkamen, die
vom 15. Jh. an immer 6fter verwendet wurden.

J. Staszewski nahm an, dass sich das Suffix -ev- im Bewusstsein der Spre-
cher zu -ow- infolge der Anpassung des Namens Warszewa an Gewidssernamen
in Masuren dndern konnte, wie der Seename Warszawskie, der 1365 als Warssen
bezeugt wurde neben spaterem Warschaw. J. Gerullis (1922: 197) hatte die Ge-
wissernamen Warssen und Warschaw mit dem Flussnamen Varzé (Betonung
unbekannt) in Litauen und dem litauischen Appellativ varzas ‘Fischreuse’ ver-
bunden. Die Frage ist auch, welcher Natur die Beziehung des Namens der polni-
schen Hauptstadt zur &hnlich lautenden Benennung der Vorstadt von Prag Vrso-
vice ist, zumal es mehrere phonetisch dhnliche Benennungen von Bezirken von
Warschau und Prag gibt, so z.B. Solec, Ujazdow, Sielce, Rakowiec in Warschau
und Solnice, Ujezd, Sedlec, Rakovice in Prag und um Prag herum. Warum und
wie diese Ahnlichkeiten entstanden sind, etwa als Ergebnis einer Kolonisation,
von Einwanderung aus Pommern oder aus dem Gebiet um die Fliisse Narwa
und Pilica, — all das bleibt unklar (Staszewski 1969: 466-467).
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Sollte die Benennung von Warszawa tatsdchlich von einem Personennamen
gekommen sein, wiirde es sich lohnen, auch an litauische Familiennamen zu
denken, wie Virsauskas (Kaunas), Virselis (Kr. Molétai), Virsickas (Kr. Pakruojis,
Panevézys), Virsinskas (Kr. Zarasai), Virsulas (Kr. Panevézys, Kr. Ukmerge),
Virsulas (Kr. Siluté), Virsulis (Kr. Ukmergé), Virsulys (Kr. Sirvintai) und Virsu-
tis (Kr. Prienai, Kaunas) [Lietuviy pavardziy Zodynas (L — Z), 1230-1231]. Die
letzteren Familiennamen mit den Suffixen -u/- und -uz- kommen von lit. virsus
‘Héhe, Spitze, Gipfel® [Lietuviy pavardziy zodynas (L — Z), 1231]. Von diesem
Appellativ konnen auch alle iibrigen Familiennamen hergeleitet werden, da sie
verhéltnisméaBig spét erschienen sind, und der Vokal i phonetisch kaum aus e ent-
standen sein kann.

Aber die Benennung der Hauptstadt Polens ist moglicherweise einer ande-
ren Herkunft (falls {iberhaupt baltisch). Weil der Sonorlaut ar der polnischen
Sprache auch aus idg. *r entstanden ist (Manczak 1983: 32), vgl. polnisch gardfo
‘Kehle; Kehlkopt” < idg. *grdlo, — kann Warszawa, in Dokumenten Warszewa
(<nom. coll. *Vrseva) etymologisch mit den ersten Gliedern solcher Eigennamen
im Territorium Litauens verkniipft werden wie Virsu-priidé (Kardokai, Kazly
Riuida [Lietuvos TSR upiy ir ezery vardynas, 199]), wo an zweiter Stelle ein prii-
das “Teich’ (LKZ X 820) steht, und Virsu-Ziglis (Taurakiemis, Kr. Kaunas) —
wegen seines zweiten Gliedes vgl. Ziglus und Zyglus ‘schnell, geschick’ (LKZ
XX 572), — sowie mit Virsu-rodukis (Marcinkonys, Kr. Varéna), urspriinglich
wahrscheinlich *Virsurodis mit dem Suffix -uk-. Die ersten Glieder dieser Ge-
wissernamen waren u-Stimme wie dies auch beim Appellativ virsus ‘oberer,
hoherer Teil; Uberfluss...” (LKZ XIX 628-637) der Fall ist. Den Gew#ssernamen
Virzuva (Nebenfluss der Virvyéia, Virzuvénai, Kr. Varniai) sowie den Fluss-
namen Virzuona (Nebenfluss der Saltuona, Kr. Erzvilkas) verglich K. Biiga mit
den Flussnamen Veivirzas und Vivirzé (Betonung unbekannt) und verkniipfte sie
mit lit. virzés ‘Heidekraut’ (Buga 1958, 337; 1961, 545). Aber man kann diesen
Gewéssernamen auch zur Verbalwurzel verztis (-iasi, -ési) ‘schnell strémen;
sich ergieBen, anschwellen, steigen’ (LKZ XVIII 916), besonders persi-virsti (-ia,
-é) ‘sich zur Oberfliche durchschlagen, umfassen’ (LKZ XIX 617). In diesem
Fall wire die Benennung der Hauptstadt Polens dem Gewaéssernamen oder eher
einem Oikonym entsprungen. Aber eine Ableitung vom Substantiv virsus ist
auch das Verb virsiuoti (-iuoja, -iavo) ‘an Hohe gewinnen, besiegen; z u -
sdtzlich bewirten’ (LKZ XIX 614). Der Infinitiv des lettischen Verbs
im Satz vips virsas uz zirgu ‘er springt mit aller Kraft auf das Pferd’ kann auch
virsoties (nicht unbedingt virzoties) (ME IV 614) gewesen, also von derselben
Wurzel wie lett. virsus, lit. virsus gebildet worden sein. In diesem Kontext er-
scheint ein moglicher Zusammenhang von Warszawa, in historischen Doku-
menten Warszewa (< nom. coll. *Vrseva) mit lit. virsus moglich. In der litaui-
schen Sprache konnen die urspriinglichen Stammauslaute -u- und -i- der Sub-
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stantive mit -eu- und -ou- in Wechselbeziehungen stehen, deshalb gab es frither
ohne Zweifel Suffixe *-eu-a und *-ou-a (Endzelynas 1957, 70-71; Skardzius
1943, 381 [= 1996]).

Aber das alles wire nur die etymologische Bedeutung der Benennung der
Hauptstadt Polens. Die echte, soziale Bedeutung konnte daraus enstanden
sein, dass mit diesem Wort der Ort (ein Gut oder konigliches Dorf) bezeichnet
wurde, wo der visitierende Konig (oder sein Beauftragter) sich aufhielt sowie auf-
genommen und bewirtet wurde. Solche Orte sind in den folgenden Beispielen
ersichtlich: Opvoisovo 1) korolev. selo vv Pojur. v., vozle im. Laukova, lezasca-
go vv Mostaitjach, 2) oselychv volokv 7, a pustych 16 ve Lovkov. voitovstve
[Onsotiutoso 1) xopones. ceno 6w Ilotop. 6., 6o3ne um. Jlaykosa, nexcawazo 6o
Mocmaiimsx; 2) ocenvixv 6010xkb 7, a nycmuixv 16 6v Jlogxos. sotimoscmae]
(Sprogis 1888: 213) ‘Opvoisovo 1) konigliches Dorf im Amtsbezirk Pajuris, ne-
ben dem Gut Laukuva, das in Mosteiten liegt; 2) bewohnte Walache 7, verlas-
sen 16 im Amt Laukuva’.

Wie ersichtlich, gibt es in der Gegenwartssprache — anstatt des in histori-
schen Quellen belegten Opvoisovo (Onsotiuoso) — die Benennung Apvaisava,
die die primire Bedeutung ‘Ort (Gut), dessen Pflicht Annahme und Bewirtung
des visitierenden K&nigs (oder seines Statthalters) war’ hatte. Diese Benennung
ist mit dem Suffix -ava von *ap(i)vaisas oder *ap(i)vaisys ‘Bewirtung, Bewir-
ten’ gebildet, und etymologisch gehort sie der Wurzel solcher Verben der litaui-
schen Sprache wie apvaisinti (-ina, -ino) “alle bewirten’ (LKZ XVII 957), ge-
braucht in den Zemaitischen Mundarten, auch ap-vieséti (-viesi/-ia/-éja, -éjo)
‘zu Gast bleiben, besuchen; refl.: langer zu Gast bleiben’ (in Daukantas Schrif-
ten, im Worterbuch von Juska und in Mundarten, z.B. Barsty¢iai, Satés [LKZ
XIX 273]) und daraus gebildetem Substantiv vaisés ‘die Bewirtung, ihre Feier-
lichkeit, das Trinkgelage’, vgl. [Linarovio] pabaigtuvéms biidavo daromos vaisés
— patalkys su alumi ir Sokiais (LKZ XVII 954) ‘Zum Ende der Flachsernte
wurde Bewirtung — eine Geselligkeit mit Bier und Tanzen veranstaltet’.

Dass Warszawa, in historischen Quellen Warszewa (< nom. coll. *Vrseva),
die primire Bedeutung ‘Ort, dessen Pflicht die Aufnahme und Bewirtung des vi-
sitierenden K&nigs war’ haben konnte, bestétigt das Verb virsiuoti (-iuvoja, -iavo)
mit seiner Bedeutung ‘besiegen, iiberwinden; zusédtzlich bewirten’.

Simas Karalitinas
Zadeikos 13-46
LT — 06324 Vilnius
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NOCH EINMAL ZUR MOGLICHEN HERKUNFT
VON OSM. tambur(a) ~ dambur(a) ~ damur(a) ETC.

Wenngleich es an Versuchen der Ermittlung der Herkunft von Osm. tam-
bur(a) ~ dambur(a) ~ damur(a) etc. ‘Saiteninstrument, Mandoline, etc.” (mit
recht verschiedenen Ergebnissen) nicht mangelt, so miissen diese Herleitungen
doch immer noch als “unsicher” gelten. Es ist dies ein Zustand, der — wie nach-
stehend aufgezeigt — ldngst hitte behoben sein kdnnen, wiirden die Vertreter
verschiedener Forschungsfelder die (nicht nur jlingsten) Ergebnisse aus “be-
nachbarten” Disziplinen blof3 hiufiger zur Kenntnis nehmen — aber fiir welche
Etymologisierungsversuche gilt dies nicht?

Bekanntlich gelangte die Bez. tambur(a) ~ dambur(a) ~ damur(a) fuir di-
verse Saiteninstrumente besonders durch das Osm.,' in dem es bereits in einer
Vielzahl von Varianten belegt ist,” in zahlreiche Idiome, die im Zuge der osm.
Expansion mit diesem in Kontakt gerieten: Alb. tambura ~ tamura ~ tamar
‘kleine Gitarre mit drei Saiten’, tamburan ... ‘Bogen’: tambura, tambura, tam-
bur ‘Langhalslaute’ (Boretzki [1976], p. 127), Dial. v. Caméria tambura ~ tam-
bura ‘id.” (ibid., p. 206), Bulg. tamburd ‘mandolin-like folk instrument’, ‘Hapo-
JICH CTPYHEH MY3UKaJICH HHCTPYMEHT, Ha KOHTO Ce CBUPH 4Ype3 IbpIIaHe Ha CTPY-
rure’ (Grannes / Hauge / Siileymanoglu [2002], p. 242°), Griech. raumovpac;
Rum. tamburd ‘LAutd — ... tambur ... tambard, ... tamburd’;’ Ung. tambura
‘théorbe, pandore, guitare’ (Kakuk [1973], p. 386), ‘Tanbur’, ‘Art Zither’ (Ben-
k6 [1994], p. 1476).° An Versuchen, den Ursprung der Bez. zu ergriinden hat es
daher aus naheliegenden Griinden — wie erwéhnt — nicht gefehlt. Diese griffen
zumeist recht kurz. Entweder wurde eine Arab. oder aber — und dies weitaus

Eine recht gute Zusammenstellung der Osm. Formen findet sich bei Kakuk (1973),
p- 386.

Zu verschiedenen Ableitungen (nach Meninski) cf. Stachowski (1981), p. 120 f.
Nach dem “Balgarski tdlkoven re¢nik” (Popov [1996]).

Benko (1994), p. 1476; Cioranescu (2001), Nr. 8492.

Cioranescu (2001), Nr. 8492.

Nach dem “Etymologischen Worterbuch des Ungarischen” ein Lehnwort aus dem
Serb.-Kr. (Benk6 [1994], p. 1476).
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haufiger — eine Pers. Herkunft angenommen,” womit der Frage grundsitzlich
beantwortet schien. Tatsdchlich verbreitete sich die Bez. auch tiber das Pers. in
“nordlicher Richtung” in zahlreiche Sprachen Zentralasiens und diesem benach-
barter Regionen (Kasan-Tat. dumbra, Krim-Tat. dambura, Kirg. dombra, Mong.
dombura, Kalm. dombr [Vasmer (1953), p. 362°]) — ja bis ins Russ. (domrd,
dombra “Art Balalaika mit Drahtsaiten’”) und ins Mari (tombara ‘balalaika’)"
und Cuv. (fumra ~ tamra ‘viersaitige Zither’)'' hinein und im Raum des Ind.
Ozeans bis ins Swahili."

Der Vf. dieser Zeilen, der bereits bei einer Durchsicht des Tiirk., Pers. und
Ind. Lehnguts im Swahili auf das Problem der Herkunft von Osm. tambur(a) ~
dambur(a) ~ damur(a) etc. gestofen ist, ist bei der Bearbeitung des von K. H.
Menges nachgelassenen “Worterbuchs der tiirkischen und anderen orientali-
schen Elemente im Serbokroatischen”"” einmal mehr mit der scheinbar lingst
geklarten Herkunft dieser Bez. konfrontiert worden. So schrieb Menges in der
Einleitung zum Ms. des erwdhnten Whb.s, p. 22 (die weitgehend identisch ist mit
seinem Besprechungsaufsatz'® zu A. KneZeviés “Die Turzismen in der Sprache
der Kroaten und Serben”"): ... [ist] unter talim ‘Militiriibung’ (°Ar. ta‘lim) an-
gefiihrt, wobei auf dambulhana verwiesen wird; dies Letztere findet sich aber
nicht an seiner alfabetischen Stelle, p. 97, sondern schon p. 95 unter dabulhana.
Die Varianten dieses Wortes zeigen eine Kontamination der Worter Osm. davul
(< °Ar. tabl) ‘Trommel’, Osm. tulumbaz ‘Paukenspieler’ > Sb.-Kr. talambas
‘Pauke’ und Osm. tambur ‘ein Saiteninstrument’, die etwas erldutert hétten wer-

7 So auch K. Lokotsch: “Ar. tanbiir: ‘Zither, Mandoline oder ein anderes Saiteninstru-

ment’, vulg. tambiir; hieraus sp. tambor, it. tamburo, frz. tambour ‘Trommel’. Mit
Metathesis wurde mlat. pandura, it. (alt) pandura, pandora > (neu) mandola, frz.
pandore > mandore, mandole, dtsch. Mandoline. Das ar. Wort kommt selbst aus
einem pers., aus dem u.a. afrz. tabouret ‘Trommel’, prov. ‘kleiner Sessel’, frz. fa-
bouret ‘dass.’, prov. taborel, taborin ‘Tamburin’ und viele Ableitungen geflossen
sind” (Lokotsch [1927], p. 159, Nr. 2015), S. Kakuk: “Mot d’origine arabo-persane;
cf. pers. fambiira ‘a kind of mandoline’; tumbiir ‘A kind of lute or guitar with a long
neck’ (Steing.) < ar. fambir (Wahrm.), funbir (Wehr): ‘id.”” (Kakuk [1973], p. 386)
oder das “Etymologische Worterbuch des Ungarischen” (Benkd [1994], p. 1476).

¥ Nach Ramstedt (1953), p. 95, Radloff (1905), pp. 1008, 1653, 1727, Risinen
(1923), p. 70, Preobrazenskij (1910), p. 190.

* Vasmer (1953), p. 362; dort noch der Hinweis “SiidruBl. (D.). Zuerst dompa Avva-
kum [dies = Gudzij (1934)] 77 (s. auch Duvernoy Aruss. Wb. [dies = Duvernoy
(1894)] 35). Turkotat. Lehnwort”.

10" Rasinen (1923), p. 70.

" Paasonen (1974), p. 173.

"2 Knappert (1983), p. 136.

Dieses wird vom Vf. gerade fiir den Druck aufbereitet und wird voraussichtlich

2008/2009 erscheinen.

4" Menges (1968).

15 Knezevi¢ (1962).
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den sollen”."® Im Ms. selbst findet sich dann schlieBlich ein Eintrag zu Serb.-Kr.
tambura, in dem Menges die Herleitungen von Knezevi¢'” und A. Skalji¢ in
dessen Wb. der Turzismen im Serbo-Kroatischen,'® zuriickweist und sich — mit
Risinen — fiir einen Aram. Ursprung des Wortes ausspricht:'’ “tambur, -a, ‘Mu-
sikinstrument (dhnlich der Mandoline)’; Sk. auch tdnbura, wird von beiden auf
Osm. tambur “id.” und dies von Kn. auf °Ar. fanbur, von Sk. auf °Ar. funbur und
weiter auf Pers. dinbdri bdrd ‘Lammschwanz’ zuriickgefiihrt. Das Osm. hat
tunbur (< “Ar., pl. tanabur), vulgir tambur, ‘a larger six stringed lute’ (Redh., p.
1246), Pers. tunbir (< °Ar.) ‘a kind of lute or guitar with a long neck’ (Stein-
gass, p. 820 mit der Bemerkung: < Pers. dumba-barra ‘lamb’s tail’, das oft zu
dumbara ‘guitar’ kontrahiert wird; p. 820, 537 f.), dieselbe Volksetymologie,
wie bei Sk. Der Prototyp ist Aram. fanbira (Ris., p. 459). (Kn., p. 317; Ms., p.
434; Sk., p. 599)”.*° Von der Aram. Herkunft des Wortes scheint Menges selbst
spater allerdings abgeriickt zu sein. Auf den letzten Seiten seines Ms.s finden
sich nachtrigliche Anmerkungen, die dies nahe legen. So notiert er auf p. 493
(311 A): “tambur, dombra etc. etc. < Ar., Pers. thbir etc. << Ind.: Skr., Bengali
damaru ‘kleine Trommel, dgl. Attribut von Gottheiten’, Hindl damri, Maratt
damru ‘id., kiirbisartig’; MaratT tambura ‘ein vina-artiges Instr.”, Hindi tam-
burd ‘eine Art Laute’ — viell. alle Austro-Asiat. Herkunft” und verweist hier auf
Lévi / Przyluski / Bloch (1929), p. 158 ff. Auf ausfiihrlichere Angaben sowie
sich hier ergebende Probleme geht Menges in dem telegrammartigen Stil, in
dem sein Wb. bisweilen abgefalit ist, nicht weiter ein. Es stellt sich also die Frage,
ob und inwieweit einer mdglichen “Austro-Asiat. Herkunft” vor der Aram. oder
Pers. der Vorzug zu geben ist — dies umso mehr, als Menges zum einen ja be-
kanntlich eine Schwiche fiir “weitgewanderte” Lehnworter hatte und an der be-
treffenden Stelle zum anderen keine ausfiihrlicheren Angaben macht.

Bei der von Menges angefiihrten Arbeit handelt es sich um einen in dem
Band von S. Lévi, J. Przyluski und J. Bloch enthaltenen Aufsatz von J. Przyluski
(pp. 149-160 “Non-Aryan loans in Indo-Aryan”), der seinerseits auf einen Bei-
trag desselben im “Journal Asiatique” zuriickgeht.”' In diesem Beitrag, in dem
Przyluski im Zuge der Herleitung des skr. udumbara aus dem Austro-Asiat.
resp. der Zuordnung desselben zu einer Austro-Asiat. Schicht im Indo-Arischen
vorschligt, wird von diesem auch die Herkunft von Skr. und Bengalt damaru,
Hindi damrii sowie Marat1 damru und tambura erortert:

' Menges (1968), p. 138.

"7 Knezevi¢ (1962), p. 317.

' Skalji¢ (1965), p. 599.

" Eine Auffassung, der sich auch S. Stachowski (1981), p. 120 anschlieft.
Im vom Vf. des vorliegenden Beitrags herausgegebenen Wb. Nr. 1296.
21 Przyluski (1926).
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Damaru is the Sanskrit and the Bengali name of a small drum
which plays an important role in Indian iconography as the attribute of
several divinities ... The instrument called in Marathi ddmru, in Hindi
damri, etc., resembles a gourd, with two swellings, cut in such a way
as to have only the two hemispheric ends. The analogy of the names
of this drum with those of the udumbara fruit in the Indian languages
can be therefore explained by their common resemblance to some cu-
curbits. Tambura is the Marathi word for a kind of vina. It does not
appear doubtful at all that the instrument owes its name to that of the
two hollow appendices which are suspended from the tube like the
gourds from their stalk.*?

Wie bereits angedeutet, ergeben sich bei der Zusammenfiihrung resp. ge-
meinsamen Herleitung von Skr. und Bengali damaru, Hindi damri, Maratl
damru und tamburd etc. mit Pers. tanbur ~ tunbir, Arab., pl. tanabur, Osm.
tunbur ~ tambur (vulg.) etc. einige Schwierigkeiten, welche J. Przyluski sehr
wohl bewuBt waren, die Menges jedoch “unterschliagt” (was die “Inner-Ind.”
resp. Austro-Asiat. Verhiltnisse betrifft, so mogen sich hier die dazu berufene-
ren Fachkollegen aus den betreffenden Disziplinen duflern). Zum einen haben
die Ind. Sprachen eine ganze Reihe von Instrumentenbezeichnungen aus dem
Persischen empfangen® (warum also nicht auch pers. fanbur ~ tunbiir?) und
zum anderen bezeichnen die im vorderasiat. Raum und durch das Osm. auf dem
Balkan resp. das Pers. in Zentralasien verbreiteten Termini ein Saiteninstrument,
wihrend sich die sich auf dem Ind. Sub-Kontinent findenden Bezeichnungen
auf ein Membranophon beziehen.

Hierzu wire zundchst anzumerken, daf3 nahezu allen Instrumentenbezeich-
nungen, die sich in Ind. Sprachen finden und Pers. Parallelen haben, gemein ist,
daB hier nur Belege aus “jiingeren” ind. Sprachen vorliegen (von Skr. dholak,
eine Fafitrommel < Pers. duhul [Sachs (1923), p. 73] einmal abgesehen). D.h.,
sich diese Formen gewohnlich allenfalls in M.-Ind. Sprachen finden, nicht aber
aus dem Skr. belegt sind. Ausgerechnet aber damaru bildet in dieser Hinsicht
eine Ausnahme. Nicht etwa, dafl das Skr. in Bezug auf musik. Termini keine
Lehnworter aus dem Pers. empfangen hétte oder der Beleg aus dem Skr. bereits
als ein zweifelsfreies Indiz fiir eine Ind. Herkunft der Bez. zu werten wére —
wenngleich der Umstand, daB3 die sog. “Sanduhrtrommel” (Skr. damaru) als At-
tribut hinduist. Gottheiten wohl verbreitet ist,** bereits einen Ind. Ursprung na-

2 Lévi / Przyluski / Bloch (1929), p. 159.

» Vgl. Paiij. daf ‘Rahmentrommel’, Hindi daf ~ daf ~ dhapla etc. ‘id.” < Pers. daff
(Sachs [1923], p. 64), Beng. dara ‘Rahmentrommel’, Marat1 dair ‘id.”, Hind1 dae-
rah ‘id.” < Pers. daire ‘Kreis’ (ibid., p. 63).

Sachs (1923), p. 75 f. “Die Sanduhrtrommel (...) spielt in der indischen Mythologie
eine bedeutsame Rolle als Attribut zahlreicher Personlichkeiten des Pantheon. Brah-
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helegt. In Verbindung jedoch mit der Bedeutung ‘Trommel’ in den Ind. Spra-
chen kommen berechtigte Zweifel auf an der Pers. Herkunft des Terminus. Dies
zum einen aufgrund des Umstandes, daf3 die Herleitung aus einem Austro-Asiat.
udumbara — in der Bedeutung der Bezeichnung einer kiirbisartigen Frucht — so-
wohl lautlich als auch semantisch aufgeht. Zum anderen aber auch im Hinblick
darauf, daB3 auch Pers. tanbur ~ tunbir, Arab., pl. tanabur (vielleicht sogar Osm.
tunbur ~ tambur [vulg.] etc.) einmal zur Bezeichnung eines Membranophons
gedient haben muf} — schlieBlich hat es diese in seiner urspriingl. Gestalt in den
Roman. Sprachen bis heute (Span. tambor, Ital. tamburo, Franz. tambour ‘Trom-
mel’ [Lokotsch (1927), p. 159, Nr. 2015]). Interessant ist in diesem Kontext
auch, da3 im Ambhar. tambur ‘eine Art Trommel’ bezeichnet. Es handelt sich
hier sicher nicht um ein Lehnwort aus dem Ital. — wie von Amsalu Aklilu gele-
gentlich angenommen® —, da ein direkter ital. EinfluB erst im Zuge der kolonialen
Prisenz Italiens am Horn von Afrika anzunehmen ist,”® die Bez. aber zu dieser
Zeit bereits in Athio-Semit. Sprachen nachweisbar ist.”’ Da diese vor der Mitte
des 19. Jh.s keinen unmittelbaren Kontakt zur Sprachenwelt Indiens hatten, kom-
men als Vermittlersprachen — wenn das Ambhar. tambur nicht auf Portug. tam-
bor ‘Trommel’ zuriickgehen sollte — hier nur Arab. Dialekte oder das Osm. in
Frage. Die Bedeutungserweiterung auf Saiteninstrumente mag bereits friih im
Arab. oder Pers. erfolgt sein und diirfte sich aus dem Umstand erkldren, daf
verschiedene der zahllosen Ind. Instrumente (wie Zupftrommeln oder verschie-
dene vina-artige Instrumente) fiir die mit den Kulturen Siid-Asiens nicht ver-
trauten, westl. Nachbarn bei einem nur losen Kontakt kaum eindeutig als “Saiten-
instrumente” oder “Membranophone” bestimmt werden konnten.

Michael Kniippel

Seminar fiir Turkologie und Zentralasienkunde
Waldweg 26

D - 37073 Géttingen

ma’s gelehrtes Weib Sarasvatl, die Todesgottin Bhadra-Kali, der vierzehnhéndige
Zornesgott Aghora, die Schutzgéttin Pidari, Iévara in der Form des I$ana, Siva, die
Gana’s und Dakint’s (Hexen), sie alle tragen in der Hand die Trommel Damaru, um-
wunden mit der Schlange, dem Symbol des Heils wie des Todes”.
2 Amsalu Aklilu (1986), p. 133.
% Eine dauerhafte ital. Prisenz am Roten Meer war erst infolge des Erwerbs Assabs
durch die Societa di Navigazione Rubattino am 15.11.1869 gegeben.
Tambur bezeichnet in Athiopien — vor allem in Gondar und N-Godscham — die
Trommeln, die von den Debtéra fiir die Kirchenmusik benutzt werden. Von jlingeren
Sprechern des Amhar. wird die Bez. geradezu als lokale Besonderheit und bereits als
ungebrauchlich betrachtet.
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Abkiirzungen des Verfassers

Alb. = Albanisch; Amhar. = Amharisch; Arab. = Arabisch; Aram. = Aramdisch;
Bulg. = Bulgarisch; Cuv. = Cuvasisch; Franz. = Franzosisch; Griech. = Grie-
chisch; Ital. = Italienisch; Kalm. = Kalmiickisch; Kasan-Tat. = Kasan-Tatarisch;
Kirg. = Kirgisisch; Krim-Tat. = Krim-Tatarisch; M.-Ind. = Mittel-Indisch; Mong.
= Mongolisch; Osm. = Osmanisch; Paiij. = Pafijabil; Rom. = Romanisch; Rum. =
Ruménisch; Russ. = Russisch; Serb.-Kr. = Serbo-Kroatisch; Skr. = Sanskrit;
Span. = Spanisch; Tiirk. = Tiirkisch; Ung. = Ungarisch

Abkirzungen anderer Verfasser

Afrz. = Alt-Franzésisch; °Ar. = Arabisch; Aruss. = Alt-Russisch; Dtsch. =
Deutsch; Frz. = Franzosisch; It. = Italienisch; Kn. = KneZzevi¢; Mlat. = Mittel-
Lateinisch; Prov. = Provengalisch; Rds. = Risdnen; Redh. = Redhouse; Sb.-Kr.
= Serbokroatisch; Sk. = Skalji¢; Sp. = Spanisch; Steing. = Steingass; Wahrm. =
Wahrmund
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LAWS OF NON-INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

Two existing catalogues of linguistic laws (Collinge 1985, Collinge 1995)
are entirely dedicated to Indo-European languages, which is hardly surprising —
this branch of linguistics is by far the most developed one. To the best of my
knowledge, there are no catalogues of laws in non-Indo-European languages
(descriptions of these laws are generally more or less chaotically given in ency-
clopedic sources on general linguistics (LES 1990), (Trask 2001)).

The aim of the present article is to fill in this gap and to compile a catalogue
of laws in non-Indo-European languages.

First of all, it is important to highlight that there are two types of regulari-
ties studied in the historical linguistics — linguistic laws and linguistic rules. The
difference between them, while being obvious, is somewhat difficult to define.
We might say that a law is a formal description of a typologically important re-
gularity with no exceptions at all or with small number of exceptions that can be
plausibly explained (preferably by effects of other laws, not on a case-by-case
basis). A rule may be defined as a trend, not as a completely regular process in
the strict meaning of this word. That is, a rule is respected in most cases, but has
numerous exceptions and/or is (or, better, is considered to be) less important for
this language and/or for linguistics in general.

I include in this catalogue sound laws and rules that meet the following re-
quirements:

1. They apply to non-Indo-European languages — even if these laws have paral-
lels in Indo-European languages, they were initially formulated for non-Indo-
European ones.

2. This issue is dedicated to the memory of Evgeny Helimski, an outstanding
scholar who achieved excellent results in many fields of linguistics. I believe
that it would be logical to choose for this catalogue the laws that lie within
the field of interests of Evgeny Helimski (Altaic and Uralic languages, com-
parative linguistics, phonology). Therefore laws related to other language
families (like Afrasiatic or Amerindian) were excluded from this catalogue.
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3. They are eponymous (and have been referred to as such in the literature') —
this is a very important requirement. According to the existing tradition, if a
sound change did not deserve to bear a name, it normally does not deserve
the status of law either. In other words, scholars do not consider this sound
change important enough to assign it a special name.

The list of laws is broken down by (macro)families. Within each specific
(macro)family the laws are listed in alphabetic order. The laws (according to the
notation proposed by Neville Edgar Collinge (1995: 28)) are cited by the inven-
tor’s name in small capital letters.

1. Altaic

This family (supposed to include Turkic, Mongolic, Tungusic, Korean and
Japonic languages) is not recognized by most linguists; however, the aim of the
present article is not to repeat all the arguments pro et contra. We will simply
admit the existence of the Altaic hypothesis and list relevant eponymous sound
laws (as well as different points of view within this hypothesis).

HELIMSKI (I)

This law describes “regular phonetic developments that accompanied the
voicing of word-medial obstruents and affricates in Monguor” (Helimski 1984:
27). While HELIMSKI (I) should be considered as a restriction on RAMSTEDT-
PELLIOT (see below), it deals with one specific language within Mongolic fami-
ly and is therefore recognized by all scholars working in this field — both by pro-
and anti-Altaicists.

According to (Helimski 1984), Monguor word-medial consonants splitted
into their voiced counterparts and the distinctive feature of voicelessness. The
latter moved to the beginning of the word, where it produced one of the follow-
ing effects:

1. Development of this feature into *4- (> x, f, s, s, §) before word-initial vow-
els (the latter have often disappeared later): Monguor xarDan ‘gold’, Written
Mongolian (WM) altan ‘id.”; Monguor sD6Gu ‘old’, WM otegii ‘id.’.

2. Devoicing of word-initial voiced consonants: Monguor p’ierGeDi- ‘to be
difficult’, WM berged- ‘id.’.

3. Word-initial consonants preserved their voicelessness: Monguor k'uGuo
‘blue’, WM koke ‘id.’.

There is one exception to this requirement where I dared to propose a name for a
law.
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4. Intermediate voiced consonants in words with word-initial resonants under-
went devoicing: Monguor k’irDZiaG ‘pack saddle, pack load’, WM yanggir-
cay ‘id.’.

5. s, 8, s were added to intermediate clusters (*r7, *bt, *dT, *gT) in words with
word initial resonants: Monguor mu(r)sDa- ‘to forget’, WM marta- ‘id.’.

6. Voicing did not occur in word-medial position, if the first position in the
word is occupied (or separated) by a resonant and there are no intermediate
voiced consonants or clusters (as in pts. 4-5 above): Monguor nik’i ‘to
weave’, WM neke ‘id.’.

7. Effect similar to pts. 5-6 above occurred if the (original) voiceless consonant
belonged to a productive suffix: Monguor 75°igisDZi ‘ear-flap’, WM cikibci
‘id.”’; Monguor Dits’i ‘singer’, WM dayuci ‘id.’.

HELIMSKI (I) is the point 1 in the list above, that is: in Monguor, the distinc-
tive feature of voicelessness (that appeared after the split of word-medial voiced
consonants into their voiced counterparts and this feature) moved to the begin-
ning of the word with word-initial vowel and became a phoneme (*4- > x, f, s, s,
). This law is very important both for historical phonology of Mongolic lan-
guages and for historical phonology in general as it provides an example of a
distinctive feature that became a phoneme.

The main consequence of this law for the Altaic hypothesis is that word-
initial x-, f-, s-, s-, $- in Monguor may come not only from proto-Mongolic *A
(according to RAMSTEDT-PELLIOT), but also from the distinctive feature of
voicelessness. However, HELIMSKI (I) is not mentioned by name in EDAL.

It should also be noted that the scientific value of Helimski article (1984)
goes far beyond this law as he succeeded in explaining several phonetic phenom-
ena (pts. 1-7 above) by one reason — the transfer of the distinctive feature of
voicelessness to the beginning of the word.

RAMSTEDT-PELLIOT

This law is one of the main pillars of the Altaic hypothesis (Kormushin
1990: 28) and establishes the following series of sound correspondences in word-
initial position: Mongolic *¢- or *p- > Middle Mongolian *4- > Mongolian #- —
Turkic *@- — Tungusic *@- or *p- (Tungus p, Manchu f): Mongolic ¢ulagan or
pulagan ‘red” — Manchu fulgiyan ‘id.” (Poppe 1951: 319). This law was
proposed by Gustav John Ramstedt in his article (1916) and discussed at great
length by Paul Pelliot (1925). The law is mentioned by name in (Kormushin
1990: 28).

The authors of EDAL extended RAMSTEDT-PELLIOT (but did not mention
it by name) to include Korean and Japonic (EDAL 2003: 24, 25-28) — so maybe
RAMSTEDT-PELLIOT in Starostin-Mudrak-Dybo’s formulation? (see below):
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Table 1.
Proto- . . . .
Altaic Mongolic Turkic Tungusic Korean Japonic
*p'_ *h_, *j_ *0_’ *j_ *p_ *p_ *p_

According to EDAL (2003: 26), the most frequent reflex of Proto-Altaic
(PA) *p’- in Turkic is *@)-; however, it may also yield *j- before original diph-
thongs *ia, *jo (but never before *ju). PA *p'- regularly yields *A- in Mongolic,
but sometimes it produces *j- (normally before *e and diphthongs) — however,
this development is much less frequent than the regular one (EDAL 2003: 26).

In one of the Turkic languages, Khalaj (spoken in Central Iran), PA initial
*p'- > h- (instead of expected #-): Khalaj (Khal.) hadaq ‘foot’ < Proto-Turkic
(PT) *(h)adak ‘id.” < PA p'agdi ‘id.” (EDAL 2003: 26). However, in some
words Khal. initial */- represents an innovation (a prosthetic consonant): Khal.
hil- ‘to die’ < PT *¢4l- ‘id.” < PA *oli- ‘id.” (EDAL 2003: 27). Rules for appear-
ance of this prosthetic consonant are not proposed in EDAL (2003: 27-28).

Of course, it is not necessary to indicate that RAMSTEDT-PELLIOT is not
recognized by anti-Altaicists.

An important restriction of RAMSTEDT-PELLIOT is HELIMSKI (I) — see above.

WHITMAN

This law was published in (Whitman 1990)* — but proposed for the first
time in John B. Whitman’s doctoral thesis (Whitman 1985) — and referred to as
“Whitman’s law” in (Vovin 2001: 96). This law is based on possible Koreo-
Japonic cognates within the Altaic hypothesis and states the following: medial
*-m- and *-r- were lost in pre-Proto-Japonic (PJ) if they followed a short vowel
(Whitman 1990: 528) — Old Japanese (OJ) kwo ‘child’, Middle Korean (MK)
kwoma ‘concubine’ (Korean kkoma ‘child, little one’); OJ kwo ‘flour’ < PJ
*kaCu, MK kolo ‘id.’; OJ pari ‘needle’ < pre-PJ *parari < *panari, MK panol
‘id.” (Vovin 2001: 96). The most frequent phenomenon is the medial *-r-loss
(Vovin 2001: 96), (EDAL: 44). The medial *-m-loss is less frequent, but covered
by WHITMAN (Whitman 1990: 524) and analyzed in EDAL (44). Interestingly
enough, EDAL does not mention WHITMAN.

However, in EDAL we find the following: “any resonant preceding the
weakened *-p- in the third syllable was also weakened and dropped, together
with the following vowel, viz.: *CVRVyV > *CVRyV > *CVyV. On the other
hand, *CVCVyV > *CVCV”, this weakened y being due to suffixation *CVCV-yV
< *CVCV-gV, because all voiced consonants in the third syllable in pre-Proto-

2 I am happy to express my sincere gratitude to Prof. John B. Whitman, who kindly

sent me a copy of his publication (Whitman 1990).
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Japonic were fricativized (EDAL 2003: 44). Hence PJ *kua (in EDAL recon-
struction (53); but kua in (EDAL 2003: 572)) ‘flour’ < Altaic *gure-gV ‘id.’,
with suffixation (EDAL 2003: 53), while MK word comes from a form without
suffix — MK kara (in EDAL reconstruction) ‘id.” < Altaic *gure ‘id.” (EDAL
2003: 202); PJ sua ‘hemp’ < Altaic *sume-ga (EDAL 2003: 44, 1317-1318) ‘a
kind of weed, hemp’. It is interesting to note that the authors of EDAL mention
loss of other medial resonants in pre-Proto-Japonic (in addition to *-7- and *-m-)
— namely loss of *-/- and *-p- (EDAL 2003: 44), but they do not elaborate this
subject any further in the part of EDAL dedicated to the historical phonology of
Altaic languages.

So, while accepting the phenomenon of *-r-loss in pre-Proto-Japonic, the
authors of EDAL give it a different explanation and therefore reject WHITMAN.
It means that this law is not yet universally accepted by Altaicists and its future
depends on additional research in this field.” However, it is referred to as epony-
mous law even by opponents of the Altaic theory (Vovin 2008: 112)* so the title
is fully justified.

2. Uralic

HELIMSKI (II)
This law was proposed by Evgeny Helimski (2007: 124-133). As Helimski
put it:

Proto-Samoyed (PS) high-rise and middle-rise vowels in the first
syllable followed by a syllable with a PS Schwa undergo lengthening
(partly accompanied by narrowing of middle-rise vowels) in (Common
—LK.) Selkup. No lengthening occurs when the next syllable contained
a PS non-Schwa (full) vowel; under certain conditions lengthening is
blocked by the closeness of the first syllable. (Helimski 2007: 133)

As Helimski indicated, this lengthening was triggered by the PS Schwa,
not by the Selkup one. Selkup a reflects PS *5 as well as PS *a, *d and *e, but
only the vowels that were followed by PS *5 underwent lengthening: Common
Selkup (CSelk.) *7lo ‘to rise’ < PS *7lo ‘id.’, but CSelk. *ilo ‘to live’ < PS *ild
‘id.” (Helimski 2007: 125).

Obviously, the same is true for the explanation of the medial resonant loss formu-
lated in EDAL.

I am grateful to Prof. Alexander Vovin (University of Hawai’i, Manoa), who kindly
allowed me to read an electronic version of his book (Vovin 2008) before publication.



232 IVAN KOTLIAROV

The law has different realizations depending on the quality of the length-
ened vowel and the type of the syllable (open or closed). Some examples (the
list is not exhaustive):

1. PS high rise vowels underwent lengthening in CSelk.: CSelk. *7l5 ‘to rise’ <
PS *i7l5 ‘id.” (Helimski 2007: 126). The lengthening does not occur in a pri-
marily closed syllable: CSelk. *siimta- ‘to whistle’ < PS *kiimto- ‘id.” (He-
limski 2007: 127-128).

2. PS middle rise vowels underwent lengthening and rising: PS sejo ‘heart’ >
CSelk. si¢a ‘id.” (Helimski 2007: 128-129).

3. PS *e underwent lengthening and preserves its quality in closed syllables
ending on an occlusive: PS mekto ‘heart” > CSelk. mekto ‘id.” (Helimski
2007: 129). The lengthening does not occur if the closed syllable ends on a
resonant: PS (?) *nerks ‘to fight; to swing’ > CSelk. rerka ‘id.” (Helimski
2007: 130).

The importance of this law should not be underestimated as it helps to
solve two important problems in Samoyedic studies:

1. It gives one more source of vocalic length in Selkup (this length being an in-
novation in comparison with PS) (Helimski 2007: 124). Other sources are PS
*a, d, monophthongisation of diphthongs and vocalic combinations and par-
tial lengthening of vowels in open monosyllabic roots (which was often ex-
tended on derivates of these words) (Helimski 2007: 132).

2. Paradigmatic ablaut in Selkup is explained as a synchronic parallel of this
diachronic sound law: CSelk. *nir ‘staft” (Taz Selkup nir ‘id.”, Gen. niran) <
PS *nir ‘id.’, Gen. niron.

This law has not been assigned a name yet. However, this law is important
for the historical phonetics of Selkup, and, taking into account the attention He-
limski paid to this language and his deep involvement into the destiny of small
Samoyedic languages of the Russian North, I think it would be justified to name
this law in Helimski’s honor.

HONTI®

Normally Proto-Finno-Ugric (PFU) *s yields # in Hungarian (Hung.): PFU
*sdappd ‘bile’ > Finnish (Fin.) sappi ‘id.’, Hung. epe ‘id.’; PFU *sone ‘vein;
sinew’ > Fin. suoni ‘id.’, Hung. in ‘id.’; PFU *siikse ‘autumn’ > Fin. syksy ‘id.’,
Hung. 6sz ‘id.” The way of sound evolution is PFU *s > Proto-Hung. *A >
Hung. 4.

However, there is one notable exception from this regular development:
Hung. fészek ‘nest’ — cf. Fin. pesd ‘id.’, Udmurt puz ‘id.”, Komi poz ‘id.” —
where PFU *s > Hung. s (spelt sz). An explanation of this exception was pro-

This sound development has been assigned the status of a rule, not a law.
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posed by Laszlo Honti (1983) and is known now as Honti’s rule (HONTI). Ac-
cording to HONTI, PFU *s > Hung. s (spelt sz) after *p} and disappears in other
positions. This specific development is explained by the partial assimilation
between proto-Hung. *f (< PFU *p) and proto-Hung. *@ (< PFU *s): in this case
*@ yielded *s (that is, came back to the starting point of the phonetic change) in-
stead of */ under the influence of the preceding *f.

Unfortunately, this rule is valid for only one word (no other words contain-
ing the PFU sequence *pVs survived in Hungarian), therefore, its legal status
was unclear. However, Helimski in his article (1987: 57-60) provided additional
typological evidence that can be used to support HONTI.

According to Helimski, the sequence *pVs had a special status in the other
branch of Uralic — namely, in the historical phonetics of Mator (Mator-Taigish-
Karagassic, Mat.), an extinct Samoyedic language. Normally, Proto-Samoyedic
(PS) *p- > Mat. h-: PS *parka ‘cloth; fur-coat’ > Mat. harga ‘fur-coat’; PS *pd
‘tree; forest” > Mat. hd ‘forest’. But PS *p in the word-initial sequence *pVs
yielded b in Mator: PS *pisin- ‘to laugh’ > Mat. bisin- ‘id.”; PS *posd ‘to get
rotten’ > Mat. bosomo ‘rotten’.

One can easily see that the evolution of the sequence *pVs is different in
Hungarian and Mator. However, as Helimski indicated, they have one thing in
common: the final result of the development of the consonants from this sequence
in Mator and Hungarian is phonetically more similar to the initial sequence
(Hung. s ~ *PFU s, Mat. b ~ PS *p) than the sounds that should have appeared
if the evolution of this sequence followed the regular way (*/ instead of s in
Hungarian, *# instead of b in Mator). Maybe this law should be referred to as
HONTI in Helimski’s formulation or even HONTI-HELIMSKI?

The fact that HONTI in both Hungarian and Mator blocked the evolution of
one of the consonants of the sequence *pVs into (or via) *A (that is, it affected
only the consonant that should have normally yielded */ (Mat.) or passed through
*h-stage (Hung.), whatever its position within the sequence *pVs was) may be
worth additional study.

MEINHOF
This law was initially proposed by the famous German linguist Carl Mein-
hof for Ganda (Bantu family) and states the following:

Wenn auf die Verbindung eines Nasals mit einem stimmhaften
Konsonanten in zweiter Silbe wieder eine Nasalverbindung oder rein
Nasal folgt, so bleibt von der ersten Nasalverbindung nur der Nasal
iibrig. (Meinhof 1913: 274)
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An example of the action of this law (Ganda): en + bondeevu ‘shy’ > em-
mondeevu ‘shy (P1.)” (Gusev 2002: 477).

This effect does not occur in Bantu languages if it is followed by an un-
voiced consonant, a fricative, j [d3] and f. In many Bantu languages MEINHOF is
marginal (affects just a few words). At last, the nasal and the alternating occlu-
sive must be homorganic. Due to these limitations MEINHOF is often referred to
as rule, not a law.

Effects similar to this law were later found in other language families (for
example, in Austronesian (Gusev 2002: 477)). It is interesting to mention that
MEINHOF is also present in Selkup (Gusev 2002: 479-481).

In Selkup MEINHOF has no exceptions and affects all groups “nasal + oc-
clusive” (Gusev 2002: 480) and can therefore be considered a law in the strict
meaning of the word. It can be formulated as follows: if in a Selkup word there
is a sequence of combinations “nasal + occlusive”, separated by vowels, only
the last combination is preserved. In all preceding combinations the occlusive is
replaced by a homorganic nasal. There is no requirement for the alternating
occlusive to be homorganic with the preceding nasal (Gusev 2002: 479-481).

Example: omty- ‘to be sitting” + -mpy ‘Dur.” + -nty- ‘Fut.” + -nty ‘Latent’ +
-nty- 2 pers. Sg.” > omnymmynnynnanty ‘see, you will be sitting for a while’.

Ivan Kotliarov
Do vostrebovaniya
RU -197101 St. Petersburg
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PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN *#sel- ‘TO SNEAK’
AND GERMANIC *stelan- ‘TO STEAL, APPROACH STEALTHILY’

1. The Proto-Indo-European root for ‘to creep, sneak’ is traditionally recon-
structed as *sel- (Pokorny’s 5. sel- ‘schleichen, kriechen’), while Skt. tsar- is
taken as a compound with an abnormal zero-grade of the PIE preverb *hyed, i.e.
*hyd-sel-. This reconstruction is unsatisfactory for a number of reasons: (1) the
zero-grade *h,d is practically unknown elsewhere and is totally ad hoc; (2) since
the preverb *h,ed- is unattested in Indo-Iranian, we have to assume that the Uni-
verbierung took place in PIE already, but at that early stage there were no pre-
verbs, only loose adverbs, and it is difficult to explain how such a syntagm could
have arisen; (3) the form *zsel- is not restricted to Sanskrit and must be recon-
structed for other IE cognates as well. Let us first discuss the evidence presented
in Pokorny’s dictionary.

2. Skt. tsar- ‘to approach stealthily, sneak, creep up on somebody’ is a rela-
tively rare verb, attested since the RV. Its paradigm includes tsdrati pres., atsar
aor. (SB atsarisam nonce), tatsara pf., upa-tsdrya abs. (SB). Further derivatives
are tsard- f. ‘creeping up to’ (MS), tsdru- m. ‘a crawling animal (snake)’ (RV
7.50.1), ‘handle’ (AVP 3.39.5+); tsarin- adj. ‘sneaking’ (RV+).

3. Bartholomae (1904: 1643, 1649f) connected two Avestan forms with
Skt. tsar-, viz. YAV. vohrkayhé srauuaghauué nom.pl. (3V 18.65) and zoma ...
upa.sr(a)uuato gen.sg. (3V 7.27). The meaning of these forms is unclear, but a
connection with the root for ‘to sneak’ seems out of the question, since wolves
and a harsh winter are in no way sneaking (see Gershevitch 1959: 183 and Klin-
genschmitt 1968: 157f. for a discussion).

A very likely Iranian cognate is the verb attested in the Pamir languages
(cf. Morgenstierne 1974: 75): Sh. sard, Yazgh. sard ‘to creep, steal, sneak up
to, lie in ambush, spy upon’, Ishk. surd ‘to creep, slink’.' Iranian s- then shows
the reflex of *#s-.

' Morgenstierne himself has proposed a different etymology, comparing Skt. sarand-

‘shelter’, Lat. célare ‘to conceal’, which seems much less attractive.
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4. Arm. sofim ‘to crawl, creep; to move on smoothly, steal, glide’ (Biblet),
sotam ‘id.” (John Chrysostomos+); sofun ‘reptile’ (Bible+); sof ‘creeping’ (nom.
act.) in Lazar P‘arpec‘i (5th cent.), ‘creeping’ (adj.) in the Alexander Romance.
Since Petersson (1916: 256), these Armenian words are connected with Skt. zsd-
rati, under the assumption of the development *tsV- > Arm. *sV-, which seems
uncontroversial.

5. The situation in Irish is rather complicated. Pokorny mentions selige
(later seilche) m. ‘turtle or tortoise; snail’ and a more recent seilide ‘snail’ and
two verbal nouns: Olr. sle(i)th f. (< *s/ta-) ‘act of surprising a sleeping woman,
having intercourse with her’, the meaning of which incidentally has a close par-
allel in Sanskrit (AVS 8.6.8 yds tva svapantim tsdrati ‘he (a demon), who sur-
prises you (fem.) sleeping...’), and intled (= *ind-sleth) f. ‘snare, ambush; act of
lying in wait, ambushing’.

These two verbal nouns were separated from selige by Loth (1907: 40),
who rather connected them with MW flet ‘deceit, trick’ thus reconstructing initial
*spl-. This etymology was accepted by Vendryes (1974: 130) and Schrijver
(1995: 436ft.). Loth further connected omiexow ‘futuere’, Skt. sprsati ‘to touch’,
but Schrijver has shown that this etymology is unlikely and proposed OHG and
OS spil ‘game, play’ (which themselves have no etymology) as possible cog-
nates. This controversy can hardly be resolved, as both reconstructions of Olr.
sle(i)th (with *s- and *sp-) seem formally and semantically cogent. Olr. selige
must at any rate be related to our root. Its anlaut is totally ambiguous though: it
can reflect *s-, *zs- and even *s¢-.

6. Lith. seléti ‘to lurk, sneak, prowl’ (3sg. séla / séli / seléja), sélinti ‘to steal,
slink, sneak, prowl; to waylay’, pasala ‘deceit, deceitfulness’, etc. The Lithuanian
s- is ambiguous: it can represent both PIE *s- and *fs-, although there are no
exact parallels for the latter development.

7. The other cognates, mentioned by Pokorny, are uncertain or improbable.
The meaning of Gr. eidi- in gidirodac fod¢ (Hom.) acc.pl. and in gidizeviic (said
of dypwortic ‘dog’s-tooth grass’) is unclear, and the interpretation of eidimodog
as ‘schleichfiiBig’ and eilizeviic as ‘die sich schleichweise ausdehnende’ has
little to recommend itself. Alb. shlligé ‘viper’ is a variant of sheligé and does
not belong here, see Demiraj 1997: 359.

8. It seems attractive to add PGm. *stelan- ‘to steal, approach stealthily’
(Goth. stilan, ON, OFri. stela, OE, OS, OHG stelan) to the dossier of our root.
In the oldest sources, the verb primarily has the meaning ‘to steal’, but on fur-
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ther consideration the evidence seems to suggest that the notion ‘to steal’ may
have developed from older ‘to sneak’.

The meaning ‘to sneak’ is particularly prominent in reflexive use of the verb,
viz. ON stela-sk, Dan. stjaele sig (ind), MHG sich steln, G sich stehlen, MLG sik
(weg) stelen, MDu. hem stelen ‘to sneak’. The wide distribution of this reflexive
indicates that its use must be of an early date.

The same sense is furthermore retrieved from some active forms, cf. MDu.
stelen, MoE to steal (into), and in view of the lexicalized participles MHG ver-
stoln, MDu. verstolen ‘secretly’, cf. also MoDu. steels ‘sneakingly’, this is like-
ly to be an archaism. Additional proof of the seniority of the meaning ‘to sneak’
over ‘to steal’ comes from the Anglo-Frisian formation *stal-k-ojan-: OE bi-
stealcian ‘to stalk’, OFri. stolkens ‘hidden’ (for the formation cf. fo talk < *tal-
kojan-), as it must be derived from the active verb.

PGm. *stelan- has no generally accepted etymology, all extant etymological
proposals being fraught with formal difficulties. A frequently mentioned idea is
that *stelan- is a conflation of Gr. orgpéw ‘to steal’ and *helan- ‘to conceal’
(Osthoff 1888: 460-1; Hellquist 1922: 872; Pokorny 1959-69: 1028), but this
etymology is no more cogent than other suggestions such as Skt. stend- ‘thieve’
(Seebold 1970: 468-9), Lat. stellio ‘villain’, stolo m. ‘shoot, runner’, Molr. slat
‘robbing’ < *stlatto- (Falk — Torp 1170; Franck — Van Wijk 1912: 663), Av.
star- ‘to sin’, Gr. ardofalog ‘sinful’ (Franck — Van Wijk). It has also been sug-
gested that the word originates from a Pre-Germanic substrate language (De Vries
— Tollenaere 1997: 695). Finally, *stelan- has been tied to Olr. tlenaid ‘to steal’
by assuming an s movable for Germanic (Pedersen 1913: 649, also mentioned
by Kluge — Seebold 2002: 879). This suggestion raises the question whether t/e-
naid must not be rather reconstructed as *ts/-neh,-. Since, however, the meaning
‘to steal’ originally was alien to the root *#se/- and, consequently, must be as-
sumed to have independently arisen in both Celtic and Germanic, it still seems
preferable to maintain the generally accepted link of Olr. tlenaid with Lat. tollo
‘to lift” < *tl-n-h,- (cf. Pokorny 1959-69: 1060-1), the more so as the formations
are identical.

9. Connecting PGm. *stelan- with Skt. tsar- presupposes that the initial clus-
ter of the root *#sel- was metathesized in Germanic. Unfortunately, this devel-
opment cannot be supported by parallels, as there are no other clear instances of
an initial cluster *zs-. If Goth. afskiuban, OEngl. scitfan ‘to shove’ are related to
PIE *kseub”- (Skt. ksubh- “to stagger, begin to swing, tremble’, YAV. xsufsqn
3pl.pres.subj. ‘to tremble’), it would show that PIE *k™s- developes into Ger-
manic *sk-, but the etymology is uncertain because of the deviating semantics.

We do encounter a metathesis in three-consonant initial clusters, cf. the
development of PIE *psten- ‘teat’ (cf. Av. fStana- ‘breast of a woman’) into ON
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speni, Kil. spene, and possibly of *psteiHu- / *tspeiHu- ‘to spit’ (Skt. sthiv-, Gr.
ntdw, Lat. spud) into Goth. speiwan. This process shows that a sibilant always
emerges word-initially in Germanic. The principle can even be maintained if one
wishes to think that the triple clusters survived until the Proto-Germanic stage,
so far as can be judged from the doublet spewwu ~ Stewwu ‘to spit’ (< *spiwan-
~ *stiwan-) in the Swiss dialect of Visperterminen (Wipf 1910: §50, II).”

10. It seems plausible to assume that the PIE root *#sel- originally was a
compound with a nominal first part (of which only *#- is left) and the aoristic
root *sel- ‘to start moving’ (Gr. didouor ‘to jump’, Gr. idliw ‘to stretch out,
send out’; Skt. sar-;;; ‘to flow, run, hurry’, sar-p; ‘to extend’, To.AB sdl- ‘to
arise, fly; throw”).

Guus Kroonen / Alexander Lubotsky

Leiden University

Dept. of Comparative Indo-European Linguistics
P.O.B. 9515

NL - 2300 RA Leiden
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VARIA ETYMOLOGICA HUNGARO-SLAVICA

The present paper aims to revisit the etymologies of two Hungarian words,
gazda and korcsolya, the origins of which have not yet been wholly and indubi-
tably explained. In both cases the opinions presented in the foregoing articles
are compared here with Helimski’s brief remarks on these words. We have also
tried to add some details to their word-history.

Hung. gazda ‘householder’

The origin of Hung. gazda (after 1372 / around 1448) ‘householder, master
of the house’ has usually been described as uncertain and, in the overwhelming
majority of works dealing with its history, has been connected to the Slavic cog-
nates of Proto-Slavic *gospoda ‘rulers; members of a higher social order, estab-
lishment; householders’ (cf. e.g. StPrast VIII 137). This short explanation is the
“official” commentary which can also be found in such major Hungarian ety-
mological dictionaries as e.g. Barczi 1941: 92, TESz II 1037-1038, EWU 450-
451 and even in the most recent Zaicz 2006: 247.

As the meaning of Slavic gospoda (for attested forms cf. e.g. StPrast loc.
cit.) fits in well within the semantic field of Hung. gazda, the above mentioned
uncertainties are most prominent in the detailed description of the phonetic
adaptation of the word.' To be more specific: these uncertainties have arisen
from the fact that the structure of the Slavic word is three-syllabic, while in
Hungarian only the well-known two-syllabic form gazda appears, nota bene for
the first time it is attested as early as Jokai-Kodex (cf. Balazs 1981: 72, 74:
(gazday); for further information concerning the use of the word see also Jakab
2002: 118). Given the fact that consulting Kniezsa 1955: 641 one can find a con-
cise but detailed overview of the attempts made to explain the word, we would

' The Slavic word itself is a collective form derived from Slav. *gospods ‘sir; lord’,

see e.g. Stawski I 1974: 60.
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like to present briefly the most important ones and augment its etymology with
some — in our opinion — valuable data.

Horger 1911: 324, and after him Schubert 1982: 328-329, assume a meta-
thetical change here with a subsequent shortening of the word form due to fre-
quent use when addressing people; in other words: Slav. gospoda > OHung.
*gozdapa > *gozda > gazda. This scenario, however, is not convincing, as there
are no clear phonetic reasons for such a metathesis. The consonant clusters like
-sp- or, to be more precise, the consonant clusters consisting of a fricative and
an occlusive consonant in an inner position are not usually reduced in Hungarian,
a good illustration being e.g. the word Veszprém ‘a town in Hungary’ attested as
early as the 11" century as (Beompép) [besprém] in Veszprémvolgyi apdcdk ado-
manylevele (before 1002 / 1109). This is a good example, all the more so because
we know that it is — similarly to gazda — also a Slavic loan (FNESz II 758), its
etymological equivalent being e.g. OPol. bezbrem (1031) ‘personal name’ (SSNO
1 129: (Bezbriem), today known as Pol. Bezprzem ~ Bezprzym). For other, simi-
lar examples of such preserved segments cf. e.g. OHung. naspol/a (around 1395)
‘medlar’ (EWU 1016: (nafpolya), s.v. naspolya), OHung. jaspis (after 1372 /
around 1448) ‘a kind of venomous snake’ (EWU 53: (ya(pif[...]), s.v. dspis).

Melich in EtSz II 1134 proposes an explanation based upon haplology, ac-
cording to which Slav. gospoda > OHung. *gosda > gazda. It is doubtful, how-
ever, whether the syllables -po- and -da are auditively similar enough to each
other to fulfil the essential phonetic conditions for such a change. Consequently,
such an interpretation must remain merely speculative — as is generally the case
for those etymologies that are tied to irregular phonetic changes.

In the present paper we would like to revisit the so called tendency of two
open syllables (known also as Horger’s Law), which has been rejected as an
explanation in the majority of articles dealing with Hung. gazda written by
Hungarian etymologists. The tendency has usually been considered as a pos-
sible solution since it is the only more or less regular process which changes the
syllabic structure of Slavic (as well as other) loanwords in Hungarian by re-
ducing their number. The crux of the tendency is that in words with three or
more syllables, where two or more consecutive open syllables are to be found
(not counting the final one), the vowel of the second (or, respectively, the third
and so on) open syllable may be dropped, e.g. Slav. *sluga ‘the one who serves,
servant’ (see e.g. Miklosich 1886: 308) > OHung. suluga (1222) id. ~ sulga

Other attempts, not discussed here, on etymologising the word from Russ. cocyoaps
‘ruler’, Slav. gospodar id. or Slav. gospods ‘lord, ruler’ (for these three word forms
cf. e.g. StPrast VIII 138-140) face insurmountable phonetic problems, mainly con-
cerning the word-final segments, which has already been pointed out in Kniezsa
1955: 641.
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(1223) id. > Hung. szolga id. (see e.g. EWU 1446: (Zuluga), (Sculga) respec-
tively).

There might, at first glance, be certain difficulties in justifying this assump-
tion in the case of gazda. Namely, as we can see, the Slavic word *gos.po.da
with the first syllable being closed does not have the syllabic structure the
tendency, in the vast majority of cases, covers. Nevertheless, the answer may be
quite simple: we can also find several words showing that the open syllable
vowel could have been dropped in a syllable following a closed one as well,
there being a few undisputed examples like: Slav. */edava ‘name of a river, a
right side tributary of Kerka’ > OHung. */endava > Hung. Lendva id. (cf. FNESz
IT 26), Lat. Stephanus ‘Stephen’ > OHung. estefan (1350) > estfan (1331) ~
istvan (1415) id. (see. e.g. OklSz 418: (Estephan|...]), (Estfan[...]), (istwan) re-
spectively, Kazmér 1993: 500). We do not agree with Kniezsa (1955) saying
that the Hungarian word cannot be explained by Slav. gospoda since we have
no examples for vowel loss in a closed syllable.” We cannot agree for the simple
reason that the syllable in question (-po-) is open! This has also been pointed
out by Helimski: “< slaw. gospoda [...]. Kn. [= Kniezsa 1955] comneBaercs, He
3ameyasi, 4To B gospoda 2- cnor oTkpbiThid” (cf. Stachowski 2009: 57 [in the
present volume]).

A similar explanation has been proposed by Skok (1971: 594), however the
examples he provides are not relevant and therefore the etymology itself is not
free from certain inaccuracies. Namely, Skok assumes that Slav. gospoda has
been adopted by Hungarian as gazda after a vowel loss “according to the vojvoda
> vajda, pojata > pajta pattern”, whereas in the case of both words the Slavic
etymons and the first Hungarian attested forms have purely open syllables. On
the one hand this can be seen at first glance on SSlav. pojata ‘hut; shed, barn’ >
OHung. pajata (1363) attested in the place name (Payatasfeye) [pajatasfeje]
(EWU 1097), which was later developed into (M)Hung. pajta ‘shed, barn’; and
on the other hand, we can see it in the case of Hung. vajda ‘voivod’ as well, as
the etymon of the word is rather Slav. vojevoda id. (see e.g. Borys 2005: 706)
than SSlav. vojvoda id. The latter statement can be corroborated by the first cer-
tain attestation in Hungarian as (voieuoda) [vojefoda] (1199) ‘prince; war lord,
the highest office-holder of a province’ (cf. EWU 1597 for further similar ex-
amples).

In the final analysis, we believe that Slav. gospoda has been loaned into
Hungarian as *gospoda and this has yielded *gozda after the syncope of -o- ar-
gued above, reducing the consonant cluster -spd- > -sd- and regular progressive
assimilative voicing of -s- > -z-. Finally, the o > d opening process is widely
attested in the 11™-14™ century Old Hungarian. As such, we believe that the

3 See Kniezsa 1955: 641: [...] egy gospoda-bol a *gozda > gazda nem magyarazhato,

mert a szobelseji maganhangzok ellizidja [...] csak nyilt szotagban torténhetett [...]7.
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lack of OHung. *gospoda — as TESz 11 1038 argues — does not fundamentally
weaken this explanation.

Hung. korcsolya ‘skate’

It was Barczi (1941: 171) who — to the best of our knowledge — first
pointed out that Hung. korcsolya might be connected to Slk. “krcula (?) ~ krcula
~ korcula”. In the same place, however, Barczi also remarked that the relation
of the Slovak words to the Hungarian one remains uncertain. Later on, TESz II
571-572 qualified Hung. korcsolya, which was already considered to be a word
of unknown provenance, definitely rejecting the Slavic explanation and argued
that the Italian origin proposed before had not yet been convincingly proved (for
further reading see TESz loc. cit.). This Italian origin has been positively re-
vised and richly supported by linguistic data in Hadrovics 1975: 82-86. Conse-
quently, the following etymological dictionaries, EWU 797 and Zaicz 2006:
433-434, treated the Italian etymology as being probable and refuted the Slavic
etymology. The last authority who dealt with the word was Helimski (2000a:
427 [= 1988, cf. references] and 2000b: 454) making an attempt, once again, to
explain the word on Slavic grounds. Considering that some additional Slavic
linguistic data has come to light since Hadrovics’s article appeared, let us com-
pare below the enumerated etymologies and add, where it is possible, further
details to the discussion.

First of all let us present the semantic field of the discussed Hungarian
word. In present-day literary language korcsolya means ‘skate’, but when set
against the meanings recorded in Old Hungarian sources, one can see that the
semantic development of the word is far from being simple. Although the first
reliable record to confirm the primeval meaning ‘a wooden construction used
for rolling barrels’ appears around 1510 (see OklSz 520: (Ad celarium pro kor-
cyola)), the history of the word can be traced back to 1339 as we have its -s
derivative attested, namely Hung. korcsolyas ‘a person dealing with loading and
unloading barrels and other weights’, see Hadrovics 1975: 83: (Korcholyas). In
the 18"™-19" centuries the word has been attested as ‘sledge’ (1758) and, finally,
in the modern meaning: ‘blade attached to the sole, used for skating on ice’
(before 1781). It is also worth mentioning that the verb korcsolydzik ‘to skate’
(a verbal derivative from korcsolya), attested as early as 1708 (see TESz loc.
cit.), shows that the latter meaning had developed far before 1781. The first and
second meanings are still present in Hungarian dialects (see UMTsz II 486).

What makes Hadrovics’s article indispensable here is the detailed descrip-
tion of korcsolya’s usage, which is based upon Old and Middle Hungarian
written sources (Hadrovics 1975: 82-85). In the light of these we can say that
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korcsolya used to be a ladder-like instrument consisting of two rods and cross-
bars used for transporting barrels and other weights. With this construction and
a special rope the workers loaded and uploaded barrels onto and off carts, deliv-
ering them to cellars and pulling them out from there. Additionally we know
that the barrels and weights were lowered and pulled up by means of a pulley. A
good source of information for this is, among others, a 18" century Latin-Hun-
garian dictionary where Lat. vectiarius ‘porter; the one who operates a lever to
move loads’ (cf. LLP II 928) has been explained as (1767) (Kortsolyas, tsigan
valamit tekerd) [= Korcsolyas: the one who is winding something on a pulley]
(see Hadrovics 1975: 85 for further references).

Based on the latter, namely that the primeval korcsolya consisted of pulley
as well, Hadrovics and after him the authors of the latter two etymological dic-
tionaries una voce claimed that the etymon of the Hungarian word is in all prob-
ability Ital. (arch.) chiocciola ‘shell; snail’ (or such dialectal forms as cocciula ~
cociola id.) as it has a whole range of other, technical-related meanings — ex-
amples being: (12" cent.) ‘female screw’; (14™-15" cent.) ‘screw-stairs’; (16"
cent.) ‘water-wheel’ (see Hadrovics 1975: 86, EWU loc. cit. and also: DEI II
903, 905, DELI I 233). The fertium comparationis of such etymology is — as
they argue — the similarity of a snail shell to a pulley as a part of the primeval
korcsolya. Let us add that Hung. csiga — recorded in the entry of the Latin-Hun-
garian dictionary we mentioned above — has exactly these two meanings, namely
1. (around 1395) ‘snail”’ (RMG 145: {(chyga)) and 2. (1493) “pulley’ (OklISz 127:
(chyga)). This is a good example which demonstrates that the visual similarity
between a snail shell and a pulley could have led to such a semantic shift. Con-
sequently, Hadrovics concludes that Hung. korcsolya originally has been used
to denote ‘pulley’ and the ‘ladder-like instrument’ as a whole and only later
started to mean solely the ladder-like construction. The latter meaning is dis-
played by the modern Hungarian and Slovak dialectal forms, namely ‘an instru-
ment consisting of two rods and a bottom used for loading and unloading barrels,
e.g. on and from carts” (see UMTsz I1 486, SSN 1 827 respectively), but we will
take a more detailed look at the Hungarian dialectal data a bit later.

The question remains how the development of the meaning ‘sledge’,
‘skate’ should be explained. As we can see, the Italian forms themselves fail to
explain the semantic field of the word which has been used from the 18" century
onwards. EWU argues that it has been developed as a result of back-formation
from korcsolyazik ‘to skate’, but this cannot be treated as a serious explanation
— how then can we explain the occurrence of the verb korcsolyazik? We have to
reject for a similar reason Zaicz’s interpretation that “the secondary meaning ‘to
slide on ice’ [...] has been developed from ‘to roll barrels’ [...]” (Zaicz 2006 loc.
cit.). Such semantic shift seems to be rather implausible or, at least, not clear
enough.
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We believe that Hadrovics 1975: 84 already mentioned a possible explana-
tion, albeit not as an answer to our question, but on the margin of his argumen-
tation. Namely, while describing how the barrels have been pulled he assumes
that on the ladder-like construction a sledge kind of instrument had been (or
could have been) moved carrying the transported weights. This, and the similarity
of korcsolya’s two rods to the skids of a sledge could have been the basis for
such a semantic shift. Additionally, the fact that both constructions have been
used for transporting weights could have reinforced this change. Finally, we be-
lieve that the ‘sledge’ — ‘skate’ shift is highly plausible and needs no detailed
explanation.

The only point of this etymology which seems to contain some uncertain-
ties is the phonetic development of the word as presented in these works; Hadro-
vics assumes a -¢¢- > -r¢- dissimilative change for which we do not have similar
examples, and he provides examples only for -§§- > -r§-. This, along with the
supportive examples, has been repeated in EWU. Moreover, we do not have
OHung. *koccola recorded.

By contrast with the Italian etymology, Helimski’s proposition mentioned
above is based on the adaptation process of a small group of Slavic words in
Hungarian, having the same word-final segment as Hung. korcsolya, namely:
Slav. *mocidlo ‘a place where something is soaked’ (ESSJa XIX 78-80) >
Hung. (dial.) mocsolya (1138 / 1329) ‘puddle; a place where flax or hemp is
soaked’ (OklISz 662, TESz II 939: (Machala)), Slav. *nosidlo ‘strecher, an in-
strument used for transporting people, goods &c.” (ESSJa XXV 202-204) >
Hung. nyoszolya (1452) 1. ‘stretcher’; 2. ‘bed’ (OklSz 701, TESz II 1053; first
attested probably as a proper name (-s suffix form) in 1215, see EWU 1046:
(Nazalas)), see Helimski 2000: 427, 2000b: 454.* Basing his proposition on this
philological evidence Helimski reconstructs Slav. *kwréidlo ‘sledge; skid’ (ESSJa
does not note such a form), a derivative from *kwrciti 1. ‘to bend; to bow’; 2. ‘to
stump, to grub’ (see ESSJa XIII 209-210), as an etymon of the OHung. korcola.
This form, due to the regular -I- > -/~ > -[y- [-j-] palatalisation process, could
have yielded korcola and finally korcsolya.’

For cognates corroborating the reconstructed Slavic forms cf. (1) for *mocidlo e.g.
SCr. mocilo ‘a deep part of a stream used for soaking flax’, OCz. mocidlo ‘puddle’,
ORuss. mouuno ‘a flooded dip, pond’; (2) for *nosidlo e.g. SCr. nosila ‘strecher’,
Cz. nosidlo ‘a vessel, a basket (or the like) used for transporting goods’, ORuss. #o-
cuno ‘strecher’. For further materials, concerning nearly all Slavic languages, see
ESSJa XIX 78-80 and ESSJa XXV 202-204 respectively.

This / > I'> j change demonstrates that the Slk. korcula is in all probability a bor-
rowing from Hungarian. The word, nota bene, means ‘skate’ in Slovak as well, see
SSJ 1745, SSN 1 827. We could not find the rest of the Slovak forms enumerated by
Barczi 1941: 171, namely “krcula (?) and kréula”. They are missing from all the
major dictionaries of Slovak and its dialects, see SSJ, HSSJ, SSN, SV, GN. What the
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The notion Helimski presents is attractive; however, trying to explain the
original meaning of korcsolya by the reconstructed Slav. *kwréidlo ‘sledge;
skid’ is problematic. Moreover, the semantic shift ‘to bend; to bow’ — ‘sledge;
skid’, as a result of the derivation process, is not completely clear to us as well.
A few corrections, however, added to Helimski’s idea would make it more
probable and would allow us to explain the whole semantic field of the Hungarian
word. These addenda are as follows:

As mentioned above, the meaning ‘sledge’, ‘skate’ appeared in Hungarian
around 17"-18" century, so we cannot claim that Slav. *kwrcidlo has been loaned
into Hungarian when it comes to that particular meaning. If we assume, how-
ever, that the Slavic verbal stem (*kw»r¢iti) had a secondary meaning ‘to twist; to
roll’ — besides the semantically similar ‘to bend; to bow’ — then we could accord-
ingly reconstruct the meaning of *kwrcidlo as *‘a construction on which some-
thing is rolled’ — analogically to *nosidlo ‘an instrument on which something is
carried’ and *mocidlo ‘a place where something is soaked’. Such a meaning
corresponds with the first attested one in Hungarian.

The following question needs to be answered: in which language and in
what way has the meaning ‘sledge, skate’ developed? Let us start with two dialec-
tal forms used in the neighbouring Slavic languages: Ukr. dial. (Hutsul) korcjuhy
~ korcéuha ~ korcuhy ‘short but robust sledge used for transporting long pieces
of wood or logs out of the forest” (Janow 2001: 102) and Pol. dial. korczuha ‘a
sledge used for transporting wood from the forest’ (KarSGP II 432). At first
glance, in the light of the semantic field and the phonetic shape of the words,
they seem to be obvious derivatives from Slav. *k»rcs ‘stump with roots, left
after cutting down a tree’ (ESSJa XIII 210-211) — to be more precise from Ukr.
kor¢ ‘trunk, stump; shrub; dial. log’ (SUM IV 302). The Polish dialectal word —
in the light of the -o- in the first and -4- in the third syllable — is a borrowing
from Ukrainian. This allows us to treat Ukr. dial. korcuha as an -uha augmen-
tative derivative and, in this case, to assume that analogically an -u/a diminutive
derivative could have existed in the Eastern Slavic dialects. The latter, loaned
into Hungarian, could have yielded MHung. *korcula ‘(a small) sledge’, cf.
Hung. dial. korcsula (UMTsz 11 485). This borrowing should have been — ob-
viously — unrelated to the first one, i.e. we have to assume on the one hand (1)
Slav. *kwrcidlo > OHung. *korcola and, on the other hand (2) ESlav.® *korcula
> MHung. *korcula (reconstructed but highly probable, cf. the Hungarian dia-

question mark stands for in Barczi’s entry must remain speculative. Moreover, another
important detail to be mentioned here is the article of Polak, who claims that Hung.
korcsolya has been borrowed from Slk. korcula (Polak 1951: 188) but, again, this
assumption fails to explain the palatal /" in the Slovak form.

We use the term “Eastern Slavic” here in the geographic sense, not as a period in the
history of Slavic languages.
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lectal form). The ‘sledge’ — ‘skate’ semantic shift, as mentioned above, could
have taken place on Hungarian ground and eventually only this meaning entered
the literary language.

We are, however, aware of the weakness of such an etymology in respect
of the lack of attested *korcula in any of the Eastern Slavic languages and the
hypothetic meaning of Slav. *kwurciti. What is more, Hungarian dialectal data
cast doubt on such a scenario as well. Namely, in the meaning ‘a small sledge
used for carrying loads or as a toy’” UMTsz II 486 notes the word in the over-
whelming majority for Székely dialects spoken in the South-Eastern part of
Transylvania (cf. also EMSzT VII 238-239) with the sole exception of two
occurrences in Andrasfalva (Bukovina region) and FelsGvis6 (Maramures region).
If the word in this meaning was of Eastern Slavic origin we would expect this
kind of attestations to be found within the Ukrainian-Hungarian borderland, but
the word in the above mentioned meaning appears in an area where Hungarian-
Eastern Slavic contacts did not take place on a large scale. Even the data col-
lected in Bukovina fail to be representative since we know that Andrasfalva was
founded in 1785/1786 by Székely settlers (see e.g. Szadeczky 1927: 343-344).

In the light of what we have said above it seems to be highly probable that
Ukr. korcuha should be explained rather as a derivative based on such Hun-
garian forms as e.g. korcsula (cf. UMTsz loc. cit.), in which the morphological
boundaries have been reinterpreted as kor¢ + ula. Consequently, the word ending,
matching the diminutive suffix -u/a, could have been replaced by the augmenta-
tive -uha. If so, we have failed to give a possible explanation for the *‘a con-
struction on which something is rolled’ — ‘sledge’ semantic shift.

One is forced to conclude that Helimski’s parallels for a similar phonetic
evolution of the word — nyoszolya and mocsolya — do not have enough support
in order to allow us to discard the Italian provenience of Hung. korcsolya and
prove the Slavic one. The Italian origin, nota bene, seems to be more probable,
not least because the word attested in Hungarian in 1594 as korchiolina ‘an
instrument used for transporting barrels of wine’ (see Hadrovics 1975: 83, 86)
exhibits an Italian diminutive form, cf. Ital. chiocciolino ‘a small shell’ (Prati
1969: 270).

Michat Németh
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Katedra Filologii Wegierskiej
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William SAYERS (Ithaca)

BREWING ALE IN WALTER OF BIBBESWORTH’S
13 C. FRENCH TREATISE FOR ENGLISH HOUSEWIVES

The early medieval literatures of Britain, in English, Anglo-Norman French,
Welsh, and Latin, make frequent references to the necessities of life, prime
among which food, but always in passing. Something as common as brewing
seldom rises to the level of narrative motif or an element of theme. Figurative
use of household essentials such as food and clothing is often made in Christian
homiletic works, but this offers little insight into process. Utilitarian writings,
such as account books, do provide a basic vocabulary for mashing and brewing
but these are often paratactic entries, unconnected among themselves. Nonethe-
less, such documentation often offers the first recorded instance of large blocks
of medieval technical vocabulary. But well before the first true cook-books in
vernacular languages of the fourteenth century, British literature does offer a
little utilized source for the vocabulary in French and English of several domes-
tic activities.

In the late thirteenth century the Essex knight Walter of Bibbesworth com-
posed a Tretiz or treatise under the patronage of Dionisie de Munchensi, the
mistress of vast estates in western Britain. Editor William Rothwell states that
the work “was written in order to provide anglophone landowners in late thir-
teenth-century with French vocabulary appertaining to the management of their
estates in a society where French and Latin, but not yet English, were the ac-
cepted languages of record.”’ The fictional addressee of the tract is, however,
not the male landowner but rather the mistress of the house, mesuer in Anglo-
Norman French, housewif as glossed in Middle English. The assumption of the
work is that she will be prepared to pass along accurate French vocabulary to

Walter of Bibbesworth 1990: 1. This edition, however welcome, is without lexical
notes or glossary. In all, sixteen manuscripts of Walter’s work have been preserved.
Earlier editions include Wright 1909, which reproduces the text from British Library,
Arundel 220, ff. 299-305, and Owen 1929, which publishes Cambridge University
Library MS Gg.1.1. The Owen edition, with its many shortcomings, is now super-
seded by Rothwell’s edition of the same manuscript.
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her offspring.” Walter passes in review such specialized vocabularies as the ter-
minology for the human body, clothing, collective terms for various domesti-
cated and wild animals and their vocalizations, fields and their crops. He then
addresses the brewing of ale. His objective is not so much lively description or
an explanation of techniques and processes as a simple communication of perti-
nent vocabulary. In one of the best preserved of the many manuscripts, the col-
umr;s of rough-and-ready French verse have interlinear English glosses in red
ink.

In this essay, the vocabulary of mashing and brewing in the French text and
English glosses is the object of a detailed examination. The passage may be
considered a lightly narrativized catalogue. One of the rules of this popular me-
dieval sub-genre was that no term be mentioned more than once or twice. Con-
text and the better known terms then assist us in addressing those more difficult
from our often imperfect knowledge of medieval technology. Given Walter’s
objectives, terminology rather than techniques will have to be our chief concern,
although the bilingual nature of the treatise will permit some degree of cross-
illumination of the two cultural traditions. The possibility of lexical and/or tech-
nical borrowing will be explored, and the origins of the two fairly discrete
mashing and brewing vocabularies, Anglo-Norman French and Middle English,
will be examined. For example, do all the French terms simply derive from Latin
or Late Latin, or did the Franks introduce some Germanic words into Gallo-Ro-
mance? Similarly, are the Middle English terms all to be traced to Old English
or do some come from Norman French and, at a greater remove, the Old Danish
that the Northmen brought to the future Normandy and also to the Danelaw of
early medieval Britain? Here, it should be noted that etymology is no sure guide
to later meaning. Similarly, new technologies may generate or introduce ap-
propriate new terminology, especially in the event of a technical transfer between
cultures. Conversely, an established technical term may persist, even when its
original referent has been superseded by new techniques and artifacts, so that
the old word wins a new signification. What is the historical depth of medieval
British brewing as recoverable from simple lexical evidence?*

In the following, the Anglo-Norman text is first given in full, with the in-
terlinear English glosses moved to the right margin. Each of Walter’s terms will

*  Walter names his patroness in his preface but, since Joan de Munchensi (her better

known name) was a descendant of William the Marshall and her husband, William
de Valence, was French-born, there can be little doubt about the family’s linguistic
competence in French. The stated aim of providing good French vocabulary for their
offspring may then be a literary fiction.

We must allow for the possibility that the English glosses were not part of Walter’s
original conception and, however interesting, may reflect a second mind at work.
The apparent equivalences must then not necessarily be seen as due to the author.

4 See Unger 2004.
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be examined for its meaning, history, and origin.” The interface between French
terms and English glosses will be addressed. Here, we must recognize that we
have no assurance that the glosses are the work of the author of the verses. The
verbal component of this vocabulary will be seen generally to have both general
and narrower meanings, specific to brewing. With the exception of the names
for the ingredients, the nominal component also tends to reflect the general
Anglo-Norman vocabulary. This detailed examination will yield a full English
translation of the passage, appended to this article. First, then, Walter’s text,
which begins with the subheading “Now the French for mashing malt and brew-
ing ale”.

Ore le fraunceis pur breser brece e bracer cerveise:
Puis ki desore suffist

Le fraunceis ge vous ai dist,

Ore ferreit bien a saver

Cum I’en deit breser e bracer breser

A la manere ke hom fest serveise 5

Pur fere nos noces bien a ese. kisses
Allumés, auncele, une frenole. a keiex
Quant averas mangé de kakenole, a cake of spices
En une cuve large e leez fat

Cel orge la enfondrez, 10 stepe

E quant il est bien enfondr¢,

E le eauwe seit descouelé, laden outh
Mountez dune cele haut soler,

Si le facez bien baler, swepen

E la coucherez vostre blé 15

Taunt cum seit bien germee; spired

E de cele houre apeleras

Breez qe einz blé nomaz, malt

Lexicographical notes for Anglo-Norman French words are organized on this pattern:
the head-word from Anglo-Norman Dictionary (AND), where other exemplification
is usually found, followed by the Modern French (Mod.Fr.) form; proposed origin in
classical Latin (Lat.), Late Latin (LLat.), or other languages, with hypothetical re-
constructed forms marked *; reference to other French attestations in Tobler and
Lommatzsch’s Altfranzésisches Wérterbuch (TL); finally, the reference for discus-
sion in Franzosisches etymologisches Worterbuch (FEW). Some few words have
also been treated by a work still in progress, Dictionnaire étymologique de [’ancien
francais (DEAF). For Walter’s Middle English glosses, the pattern is: headword
from Middle English Dictionary (MED), proposed origin in Old English (OE) or Old
French (OFr.); finally, Modern English entry in Oxford English Dictionary (OED),
with special reference to the etymological notes attached to entries.
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Le breez de vostre mein movez

En mounceus ou est rengez, 20 rouwes
E puis le portés en une corbail lepe
Pur enseccher au torrail, kulne

Car corbail ou corbailloun

Vos servirunt tut a foisoun.

Puis serra le brez molu 25 grounden
E de eauwe chaude bien enbu.

Si le lessez descoure ataunt

Hors de keverel meintenaunt mahissing fate
Taunt cum la bresceresce entent

Ki ele eit bersil a talent, 30 wort

E puis le berzize prendra grout

De forment ou orge ki ele a,

E par le geeste e le berzille berme worte
Dunt home plus se sutille,

Par dreit dever de bracerye. 35

Mes tut diviser ne sai jeo mie,

Mes tut issint de art en art

Attirez chescune part

Deskes vous eez bone serveise,

Dount home devient si ben a eise 40
Ki les uns en pernent taunt

Ke il enyverent meintenant.

Serveise fet miracles e merveilles:

De une chaundaile deus chaundailes:
Yveresce tent lais home a clerke; 45
Home mesconnu fet aver merke;

Yveresce fet hom fort chatoner;

Home aroé fet haut juper; hose houten
Yveresce fet coyfe de bricoun

Rouge teint saunz vermeilloun, 50
E dunt dist home ki par seint Jorge

Trop ad il bu grece de orge.

A teles li auctour se repose,

Car parler veut de autre chose.’

Walter’s title for this section plunges us into the problems of polyvalence,
homophony and homonymity, contextualized signification, and orthographical

¢ Vv.459-512 in Rothwell’s edition.
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variation (from word to word, and from continental French to Anglo-Norman
French). Elsewhere in the treatise Walter disambiguates homonyms, e.g., various
meanings of /itter in the context of heating a baking-oven, and even coins pairs
of words undocumented elsewhere, in this same instance pai/ for ‘chaff’ and
paille for ‘straw’.” Here brece refers to malt and cerveise to ale. Bracer (Mod.
Fr. brasser) is the standard term for ‘to brew’ but Walter appears to creater a
parallel term breser to cover the prior activities of grinding and infusing the
malt produced from the germinated barley. Iconic for the multiple origins of
brewing terminology is the origin of the very object of such domestic work:
cerveise or ale. It is unglossed by the author and, unless this is an oversight, we
may assume the word to have been well known. It is traced to Gaulish, the Celtic
language spoken in pre-Roman Gaul, where a reflex of Celtic curmi ‘ale’ appears
in Gallo-Latin as ceruesia, whence Old French cerveise with other Romance
cognates.® See below for other key terms from the section title.

Walter provides a few bridging verses back to his previous topic, the dress-
ing of flax and spinning of linen thread, then states that the housewife would do
well to master the techniques of breser and bracer for the brewing of ale. The
latter is found in such modern French terms as brasser ‘to brew’ and brasserie,
originally the site of production, subsequently of consumption. This terminology
focuses on the processing of the barley and malt, rather than on the end product,
ale. The early French word for malt was brais (seen later in Walter’s text as
breez), derived from Latin braces, a term taken from Gaulish for a local grain,
perhaps some kind of spelt.” Walter’s breser ‘to process malt’ then reflects
breez ‘malt’, while bracer points ahead to later forms of the more common term
for ‘to brew’. The author even glosses Anglo-Norman breser with breser in
Middle English, although the word is not elsewhere attested, breuen and variants
being the common terms.'® Walter states that one of the objectives of brewing is
to produce ale to enliven wedding feasts. The French term, noces, also referred
to the wedding ceremony but this is unlikely to have featured food and drink. In
Rothwell’s edition this is glossed kisses. This could prompt thoughts of the kiss
exchanged between bride and bridegroom, or of the osculum, the symbolic gift
to the bride, but the manuscript reading has now been corrected to ristes, rites in
Modern English.!" Walter’s next couplet (vv. 7-8) presents some problems but,
as these are not relevant to brewing, they will not occupy us long. The context

7 This aspect of Walter’s style is studied in William Rothwell 1994,

AND, cerveise; Mod.Fr. cervoise; < LLat. ceruesia < Gaul. curmi; Delamarre, 133;

TL, 2.139, cervoise, FEW, 2.612, cervesia.

®  AND, brais; Mod.Fr. brai; < LLat. braces < Gaul. bracis; Delamarre, 85; TL, 1.1115,
brais; FEW, 1.483, brace.

1 MED, breuen; < OE breowan; OED, brew.

I am grateful to an anonymous editorial reader of a draft note devoted to this crux

for information on the most recent examination of the manuscript.
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here still seems to be that of the wedding feast. Allumés are some kind of light-
ing, whether torches or lamps; frenole is similarly a term for a rush-light, as the
English gloss keiex attests. Auncele, and forms we might associate with it, is
known only as a term for a young woman (cf. Eng. ancillary), a set of scales,
and a font or stoup. Let us provisionally accept some large serving vessel filled
with fresh ale among the torches and lights as part of the festive atmosphere.
The next verse, “when you will have eaten a spice-cake” is plain enough, and
might be associated with both wedding feasts and a thirst for ale.

We then come to the brewing process proper, which begins with malting
the grain (vv. 8-20). The barley that will be used for ale-making is to be steeped
in water in a large, deep vat. Old French orge ‘barley’ derives in linear fashion
from Latin hordeum." Its Middle English equivalent, barli, is not given. The
vat, cuve, is not a utensil specific to brewing (< Latin cupa ‘vat’; Middle English
fat). Or we should perhaps say that the term is not restricted to malt processing,
as is also the case for the verb enfondrer ‘to sink, submerge’, less analytic since
less discrete in its meanings than the English gloss stepe ‘steep’. When the bar-
ley has been well steeped, the water is to be removed. Here there may be some
tension between French terminology and English gloss. Walter says the water is
to be descouelé, which we might translate as ‘drained off”, that is, removed by a
natural flow, probably from the bottom. The gloss laden outh suggests removal
from the top, although such a process cannot have been as effective as drainage.
The brewster is then to go to a sunny upper room (soller) or loft, the floor of
which is to be swept clean. The barley, here called b/é, which originated as a
general term for grain and then came to be used preferentially of wheat," is to
be spread (coucher) on the floor and left until it germinates (germee, spired)."
As we shall see, the grain was probably laid down in rows or piles, in order to
permit access for further treatment. From this point on, the grain is no longer
called barley but rather malt (breez, see above). Like the other Middle English
terminology met to date, malt is of native English origin."” The mounds of malt
should be stirred (mover) by hand from time to time. Mounceus means mounds
but the French verb rengez suggests that they were laid out in a grid pattern,
hence English rouwes, rows.

When the germination process, aided by light and ventilation, is complete,
the malt is moved to the next stage of processing (vv. 21-28). It should be carried

12 AND, orge; Mod.Fr. orge; < Lat. hordeum, TL, 6.1254, orge; FEW, 4.234, hordeum.
" AND, blé; Mod.Fr. blé; < LLat. *blatum; TL, 1.996, blé; FEW, 15.1.126, *blad. Cf.
Gaulish blato-, Delamarre, 78.

Neither verb, germer in French, spiren in English, is specific to mashing and brewing,
and they have clear Latin and Old English antecedents, respectively. On the former,
see DEAF, G. 576.

S MED, malt, < OF malt; OED, malt.
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in a basket, small or large according to circumstances, to be dried. Again, the
French and English terms, corbail/corbailloun and lepe, are not specific to
brewing. Nor is a special term used of curing or drying (enseccher). This is ef-
fected in an oast or grain-drying kiln. Walter’s French term is forrail. This term
is unrelated to Latin firnus or fornax, or Old French four in the general sense of
oven. Nor does it mirror the English gloss kulne, which points ahead to Modern
English kiln.'"® It is to be derived from Latin torrere ‘to roast’ and is then the
most specific piece of equipment met thus far.'” The term was, however, also
used of lime-kilns. Walter’s account is telescoped, with little reference to time
intervals between the processing stages. The optimal time between the drying
and use of malt is about three weeks.

The malt is then to be ground (molu, grounden)."® How this may have dif-
fered from the regular milling of grain is left unexplained and Walter passes to
the next stage, the addition of hot water. This infusion or mashing process is
reflected in the French verb enbeverer ‘to steep, soak’, here seen in its reduced
past participial form enbu. No equivalent English verb is named. Again the
malt, now better called mash, is to be drained (descoure ‘to run off’, this too
unglossed).

Up to this point, Walter is relatively easy to follow. Yet, the remainder of
the passage offers both discontinuities in the brewing process and between the
“French” and “English” steps, with the English terminology somewhat more
specific than the French. A case in point is the keverel from which the mash is
to be removed. This is a small cuve or vat (see above) and the terminology seems
not process-specific, but the English gloss is mahissing fate, ‘mashing vat’ (the
common modern term is mash tun). Mashing in this sense is a common Germanic
brewing word and we can only regret the absence of its Anglo-Norman equiva-
lent."” The brewster (bresceresce) must then determine whether she has sufficient
wort.*® We have seen how barley became malt. Now, just before the boiling and
fermentation processes get under way, a new term is introduced. This is desig-
nated bersil in French and glossed wort in English. One verse later, berzize seems
also used of the wort or grout, as it is here glossed.”’ Thus we have two pairs,
bersil/berzize in Anglo-Norman and wort/grout in Middle English.

6 MED, kilen; < OE cylen; OED, kiln.

7" AND, toraille; Mod.Fr. four (substitution); < Lat. torrere ‘to roast’; TL, 10.397; FEW,
13.2.107, torrere.

8 AND, moudre; Mod.Fr. moudre; < Lat. molere; TL, 6.355, moudre; FEW, 6.3.29,

molere; MED, grinden; < OE grindan; OED, grind.

The terminology seems to have originated in the verbal notion mashen ‘to mix ground

malt and water’, yielding the present phrase mahissing fate ‘mashing vat’. Mash as a

noun is a later development; MED, mashinge; < OE mascan; OED, mash.

20 AND, braceresse; ModFr. brasseuse; MED, wort;, < OE wyrt; OED, wort.

2 MED, grout, < OE grut; OED, grout.
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Bersil and congeners have not attracted the attention of etymologists. The
word is found only in Walter’s treatise and in some medical recipes, also of
Anglo-Norman provenance. The explicit glossing in Walter and the pairing with
ale in other texts leave no doubt as to meaning. This restricted distribution
would argue against an origin in Gaulish, along with cerveise and brais, ale and
malt, while raising the possibility of a loan from Old Norse, the Germanic lan-
guages of the Rhineland, even Old English. Its varied phonological contours do
not hide its resemblance to known “barley” words, although even these have a
curious distribution, far in Latin, barr in Old Norse, bere in Old English, with
no representation in other continental Germanic. A form such as Old Norse bar-
log ‘sweet wort’ suggests a possible Scandinavian source for bersi/ but the more
likely case is of a derivative, with typical Romance suffixation, of French and
Norman brais ‘malt’, with the signification ‘infused malt’.”*

Walter’s gloss grout is of interest since this term (now often written gruit,
grut) was also used of herb mixtures added to the wort in order to bitter and flavor
it, before the widespread use of hops. Here grout may reference both the malt
and the additive, similarly coarsely ground, the basic meaning of the term.”* Only
at this point (v. 32) does Walter inform us that ale may be brewed of wheat or
barley. Old French forment (Mod.Fr. frument) is used of the former,** orge of
the latter (see the earlier note on ble, first grain generally, then wheat). But he
offers no specifics as concerns the actual boiling of the wort or brewing. Walter
then matches up two more pairs of specialized terms, geeste and berzille in
French, glossed berme and worte in English. Geeste is the yeast that is added to
the boiled wort (berzille) to initiate the fermentation process. The word geeste
also appears to have deep historical roots and has been linked with Gaulish
*jesta ‘yeast’.” Middle English berme, as a term for the froth or scum on the
surface of fermenting ale and for brewer’s yeast, is the development of Old
English beorma.*® It is evident that this would have been a yeast that floated on
the top of the wort during fermentation and not a bottom yeast. At this point,

22 AND, bersil (see also bersise); Mod.Fr. moiit (substitution); < Norman brais; TL,

1.935, bertiz; MED, wort, < OE wyrt; OED, wort.

Richard Unger (pers. comm.).

*AND, frument; Mod.Fr. froment, < Lat. frumentum; TL, 32111, forment, FEW,
3.828, frumentum.

3 AND, gest; Mod.Fr. levure (substitution); < Gaul. *jesta; TL, 4.296, geste; FEW, 5.35,

*jesta; DEAF, G.655. The last-named work would distinguish between a masculine

form, loaned from Old English, and feminine forms, loaned from continental Ger-

manic. The former transfer is the less probable.

MED, berme; < OE beorma; OED, barm. If there is a distinction between the two

Anglo-Norman terms, bersil and bersize, it might be that the latter is used of the

wort after the yeast has been added, that is, when the fermentation process has be-

gun. But the English glosses do not follow suit.
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Walter retreats to a more general statment about brewing that suggests, as does
his remark “But I can’t comment on it all” (v. 36), that he had exhausted his
technical vocabulary and was not concerned with the end stages of the process,
e.g., clarifying the ale, putting it in casks, delivering it to consumers. Instead,
Walter admonishes the brewster to complete successfully each of these final
steps until she has a good ale.

He concludes with remarks on the effects of excessive drinking — miracles
and marvels — none of which has lost its pertinence: sharpened wits, double
vision, enhanced appreciation of one’s own knowledge, social boldness, quad-
ruped locomotion, loud speech, and finally a red face. Punning on orge ‘barley’
and St. George, he concludes by saying that people will say of the drunken man
that “By St. George he has drunk too much of the fat (or cream) of the barley”.

This section of Walter’s treatise has yielded a modest vocabulary for the
processing of malt and the brewing of beer. The Anglo-Norman French lexis is
preponderantly of Gallo-Romance origin but some essential terms traceable to
Gaulish. The more limited English vocabulary, on the other hand, is entirely of
“native” origin, supporting conclusions drawn from other evidence that brewing
had a long history in Britain before the Conquest. In comparison with Walter’s
disquisitions on baking and on flax and linen (where he stops short of the actual
weaving process), his section on brewing gives a less full appreciation of the
processes involved and also a less comfortable fit between French verse and
English gloss.”’

The easy glossing of French by English suggests that brewing in the late
thirteenth century did not differ significantly on the two sides of the Channel,
although the two vocabularies were discrete. Walter’s lightly narrativized cata-
logue offers the first attestations in continuous prose (as distinct from simple in-
terlinear glossing) of many of the French terms reviewed above. Written Middle
English emerged from the shadow of Anglo-French in rather different fashion
than did Old French from medieval Latin, but Walter’s treatise also offers the
first attested use of many of the Middle English words seen here.”® The Tretiz,
while scarcely a masterpiece of medieval didactic literature, is nonetheless a
worthy, if understudied, forerunner to such later household manuals as the Mes-
nagier de Paris and, as concerns culinary arts, to such cookbooks of the next
century as The Forme of Cury from cooks at the English royal court and Taille-

7 See the companion pieces to the present article, William Sayers, Learning French in

a Late Thirteenth-Century English Bake-House, and Flax and Linen in Walter of
Bibbesworth’s 13 c. French Treatise for English Housewives, both forthcoming.
There is considerable variation among the Bibbesworth manuscripts, so that some
few additional brewing terms in both French and English might be gleaned from the
study of this largely unpublished material.

28
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vent’s Viandier.”® Taken as a whole, Walter’s work also poses important ques-
tions, little addressed here, on child-rearing and the social and supervisory net-
works of the English-speaking mistresses of rural estates in Britain in the last
quarter of the thirteenth century.’® From our perspective, there is also an under-
lying tension in the work, since, bilingual vocabulary aside, Walter doubtless
knew less about the household matters on which he expounds, in particular the
final stages of brewing ale, than his nominal addressee.’’

Appendix

Now the French for mashing malt and brewing ale

Since the French that I have told you about will henceforth be sufficient
[for dressing flax and spinning linen thread], now it would be good to know
how to mash and brew in the process of making ale, as we do to make our wed-
ding feasts enjoyable — with torches, serving bowls, and rush lights — and when
you have eaten a spice-cake. In a deep and wide vat steep your barley and when
it is well steeped and the water has been drawn off, go up then to that high loft
and have it well swept out, and leave your grain spread out on the floor, until it
has fully germinated. From that moment on you will call malt what was formerly
called grain. Stir the malt in the piles where it is laid out with your hand, and
then carry it in a basket in order to dry it in the oast (kiln), for the basket, big or
little, will serve you amply. Then the malt is to be ground and well infused with
hot water. Then let it drain a while, now outside the mashing vat, until the brew-
ster sees that she has the wort as she wants it. Then she will take this grout, of
wheat or barley, that she has, and with the barm and wort (by which people sharp-
en their wits) [she will carry out] the true duties of brewing. But I am not able to
give you a full account. But thus, with one process after the other, complete each

¥ Walter of Bibbesworth’s Tretiz was also incorporated in a larger work that is known

under the title Femina. Here his interlinear English glosses are expanded to a full
translation or paraphrase of the various French texts. Rothwell 1998 provides a general
assessment of this composite and largely unstudied text. He has since published an
excellent annotated online edition of one manuscript, Femina 2005, which also casts
useful light back on Walter’s text.

While the point is made in this essay that Walter’s interest for the history of the
French and English terminology of the crafts and trades has largely been ignored, other
scholars have seen the treatise as principally a pedagogical work. This prompted
Rothwell’s squib (1982), A Mis-Judged Author and His Mis-Used Text: Walter de
Bibbesworth and His ‘Tretiz’. For a more recent assessment of Walter’s work in the
sphere of second language acquisitions, see Kennedy 1998. The British author’s rel-
evance to the history of writing on food preparation is assessed in Hieatt 1982.

On medieval didactic poetry generally, see the recent collective volume, Calliope’s
Classroom 2007.
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stage until you have good ale, which makes people feel so good that some drink
so much that they become drunk. Ale produces miracles and marvels, makes two
candles out of one. Drunkenness turns a layman into a clerk; it gives an insignif-
icant man a high profile. Drunkenness makes a man crawl; it makes a hoarse man
cry aloud. Drunkenness gives you a fool’s face, a red complexion without rouge.
And this leads people to say that, by Saint George, he has drunk too much of the
cream of the barley. With this, the author rests, for he will speak of other matters.

William Sayers

Department of Comparative Literature
Cornell University

Ithaca, NY 14853, USA
[ws36@cornell.edu]
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“UNITY IN APPARENT DIVERSITY”:
ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR
HISTORICAL/COMPARATIVE LINGUISTICS

At the heart of historical linguistic analysis is the comparative method,
which utilizes correspondence sets consisting of cognate items whose formal
properties are systematically observed in order to reconstruct the original etyma
from which the cognates evolve. The key concept underlying the method is that
of “formal correspondence,” or the etymological parallelism of the overt histori-
cal manifestations of the original etymon (see, e.g., Fox 1995: 57-91). However,
in a number of recent publications (e.g., Shields 1999, 2000), I have pointed out
that historical linguists need to take note of another type of comparative analysis
— which I have termed “unity in apparent diversity” — involving “the existence
of a common underlying process with different overt [formal] results” in related
languages (Shields 1999: 29). That is, related lects may show different formal
manifestations of a morpho-syntactic process which they have inherited from
their common proto-language. The identification of such a process through syste-
matic comparison can result in insights into the structure of the proto-language
which are as significant as information derived through the classic comparative
method. In this brief paper I wish to discuss further the implications of “unity in
apparent diversity” for historical/comparative linguistic theory.

I shall begin my remarks by pointing out a few examples of such processes
within the Indo-European language family. First of all, I have argued that “the
appearance of specifically non-singular constructions was rather late in the
evolution of the Indo-European language” (1982a: 63; cf. Shields 1992: 13-16)
and that the bifurcation of the non-singular category into dual and plural is later
still (cf. Shields 2004). In regard to verb conjugation, Lehmann (1974: 201-202)
“also suggests that the appearance of a special inflectional non-singular was a
late development, principally dating from the time when the various dialects had
begun to emerge as autonomous entities. He says: ‘The system of verb endings
clearly points to an earlier period in which there was no verbal inflection for
number .... For the dual and the plural endings are obviously defective. We can-
not reconstruct endings in these two numbers which are as well supported as are
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those of the singular, except for the third plural”” (Shields 1992: 13-14). Lehmann
(1993: 174-175) reiterates this point when he emphasizes that “the differences
among dialects in the endings for the first and second plural indicate ... that
each of the first and second plural forms was independently developed in the
dialects” (cf. also Adrados 1985: 31-32, 36-37). However, 1 have maintained
that despite the formal differences in attested dialectal non-singular verbal suf-
fixes, a common derivational process is at work in them all, which is probably
inherited from late Indo-European when the non-singular category was being
extended consistently in conjugation. In short, “it seems to me that the non-sin-
gular verbal suffixes are merely the singular ones with non-singular markers at-
tached. For example, the first person plural suffix *-mes (Skt. -mas, Dor. -mes)
can be interpreted as first person (singular) *-m plus the non-singular suffix
*-(elo)s (cf. Gk. pod-es ‘feet’), while *-men (Gk. -men, Hitt. -men) shows *-m
plus the non-singular marker *-(e/o)n (cf. Toch AB ri7i ‘cities’), about which I
have written extensively (cf., e.g., Shields 1982a: 63-70, 1985: 190-191, 1991/2:
76-77, 1992: 65-67). Even Skt. -ma may be analyzed as *-m plus the non-singu-
lar ending *-e (cf. Gk. metér-e ‘two mothers,” Olr. rig < *rég-e ‘two kings’; cf.
Shields 1982b, 1992: 66)” (Shields 1997a: 108). The original lack of contrast
between dual and plural — a lack most obviously attested in Hittite — explains
how the suffix *-e is manifested with both dual and plural signification in the
dialects (cf. Shields 1997a: 107-108). The central point here is that a systematic
comparison of the non-singular verbal suffixes of the early Indo-European dia-
lects reveals a common process in their derivation — the affixation of an emerg-
ing non-singular marker to the appropriate singular personal suffix. The striking
formal differences among the dialects — emphasized so strongly by Lehmann —
are muted to a large degree by the existence of the common means of derivation
apparently available in the proto-language itself.

As a second example of “unity in apparent diversity,” I wish to cite the for-
mation of the nominal o-stem genitive. Once again, there is great variation in
attested dialectal forms. For example, in the singular number, the suffix *-7 is
found in Italic (Lat. -7) and Celtic (Olr. -i), although Faliscan and Oscan-Umbrian
show the same *-osyo which is characteristic of Sanskrit and Greek (Falisc. -o-
sio, Osc.-Umb. -eis, Ved. -a-sya, Hom. -0-io) and Celtiberian preserves a form
in -0 (< *-0-0, cf. Shields 2005: 236-238) . In Germanic *-e-so (Go. -is) has cur-
rency. In the plural a form in *-on or *-on (< *-0-on) is widely distributed (Lat.
-um, Gk. -on, Skt. -am, OE -a), but Baltic and Slavic utilize *-ad (Lith. -0, OCS
-a, cf. Shields 2001) in the same function, while within Germanic, Gothic em-
ploys *-é (Go. -é) as the o-stem genitive plural desinence. In a series of articles
(Shields 1991, 1997b, 2000, 2001, 2005), I have pointed out that each of these
variant endings can be derived from a corresponding deictic particle easily recon-
structed for Indo-European on an independent basis or from a contamination of
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these deictic particles. Among the relevant deictics are *(e/o)s, *(e/o)n, *(elo)t,
*e, *a, *1, *i, and *e/o. In short, then, comparative data would indicate that late
Indo-European utilized a process of affixing deictic particles to o-stem nominal
forms as a means of creating genitive constructions, with the dialects themselves
manifesting different deictic elements in this process. This derivational process
is consistent with Lyons’ (1968: 550, 1971: 388-395) and Clark’s (1978: 117-
118) acknowledgment of an etymological connection between possessive and
locative formations in many languages. Since, as I indicated earlier, the inflec-
tional expression of number was not consistently applied in late Indo-European,
as the interchangeable number value of the Hittite genitive suffixes in -as and -an
clearly indicates, the deictics which came to mark the genitive case function were
originally indifferent to number specification (cf. Shields 1997b: 240-241).

As a final example of the “unity in apparent diversity” phenomenon, I
would like to refer to Lehmann’s analysis (1998) of the origin of the relative
pronouns in *k"e/i- and *yo-. As Szemerényi (1996: 210) notes, “to the group
which uses *k"i-/*k"o- as a relative belong Anatolian, Tocharian, Italic, later
also Celtic and Germanic [e.g., Hitt. kwis, Lat. quis]. Another group comprising
Aryan, Greek, Phrygian, and Slavic uses *yo- ... as the relative [e.g., Skt. yds,
Gk. hos].” Acknowledging his scholarly debt to Justus (1976), Lehmann (1998:
399-400) describes the common process which underlies the formal differences
evident in the dialects: “Sketching the development of relative clauses from the
OV stage of Indo-European, we assume for the oldest period the particles *k"e
and *yo that were suffixed to the preceding word in order to single it out. In this
sense they were used to conjoin words, indicating that the suffixed word was to
be interpreted together with the word or words preceding it. This is the use that
was maintained with the meaning ‘and, also’. They were then used to highlight
focal elements. This use survived in Baltic and Slavic, where it led to the defi-
nite form of the adjective .... When used in the first of two successive clauses,
forms of the particles indicated that the second clause included a semantic item
that was modified by an element in the first. Such first clauses correspond to the
subordinate clauses that are referred to as relative. Nouns as focussed elements
in the first or relative clause could be repeated or referred to in the second by an
anaphor. When the early dialects were modified to VO structure, the clause with
the focussing element was placed after the noun that was modified in the prin-
cipal clause. The focussing element singled out the item referred to and became
a relative pronoun.” Lehmann (1998: 400) admits that one can only speculate
about why one group of dialects attests one original particle in relative pronoun
function while another group attests a different one in this capacity, but he re-
mains confident that the common evolutionary process in which these particles
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participated potentially explains a great deal about the morpho-syntax of the
proto-language itself.!

So, then, what are the implications of “unity in apparent diversity” for his-
torical linguistic analysis? Most obviously, the recognition of the phenomenon
has the potential of identifying categories or constructions in a proto-language
which had begun to emerge at the time of the divergence of the original speech
community since it implies that the proto-language had developed the means
but not the precise forms for expression of those categories or constructions.
Thus, just as the classic comparative method utilizes correspondence sets of ge-
netically equivalent forms as the basis for postulating etyma in the proto-lan-
guage at the time when these etyma began to undergo divergent development,
so the comparison of parallel morpho-syntactic constructions in related languages
in order to identify common processes in their derivation leads to insights into
the structure of the proto-language just prior to its dialectalization. The primary
difference between the approaches is that the first is form-based and the second
is process-based. However, | must admit that it can be difficult to assess whether
the common processes manifested by related languages are the result of inheri-
tance or independent but parallel development because many developmental
processes which languages undergo constitute what Fox (1995: 194-195) calls
“‘laws’ of language development,” or “general principles of change” which
have a basis in language typology rather than genetic relationship. Among the
examples cited above, the development of possessive constructions from “loca-
tional” deictics has been identified as such a general typological principle of
language evolution.” Thus, in order to maximize the utility of process-based
comparison, it becomes necessary to differentiate more precisely between genu-
inely universal evolutionary processes and those which are more restricted in
applicability. In essence, what I am advocating here is a distinction along the lines
of what Dressler (2003) calls “universal, system-independent” naturalness/mar-
kedness and “‘system-dependent” naturalness/markedness. Such a distinction
“establishes deductively degrees of universal preferences” in the context of lin-
guistic structure and change (Dressler 2003: 463). Of course, the less universal

The number of different forms participating in this process may have actually been
larger. Lehmann (1998: 400) explains: “The proto-language, then, included at least
two particles with the meaning ‘and, also’ that were used to focus elements, and
thereupon as relative markers. Watkins has identified a third that came to be so used
in one of the Old Irish relative patterns: *de (1963: 26-28). Another that might have
been developed as relative marker was *u (Pokorny 1959: 74); maintained in Skt. u,
it has among other uses a focussing function, as Klein notes in probably the most ex-
tensive study of any of the particles (Klein 1978).”

In the third example, the reinterpretation of the particle as a relative pronoun would
not seem to be a necessary development, although universals of word order typology
are likely responsible for making the reinterpretation a possibility.
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the process, the less likely it can be associated with independent but parallel de-
velopment in related lects. Until typological theory establishes more definitively
the universal nature of various “‘laws’ of language development,” some caution
must be exercised in drawing definitive conclusions from “unity in apparent
diversity.”

A second but less significant qualification of the utility of process-based
comparison involves the fact that a number of related languages can simply
substitute new forms for an original proto-form, giving the impression that the
related lects originally shared only process, not form. Such a problem is in-
herent, too, in the classic comparative method itself when innovation has taken
place in all or nearly all of the languages being compared; in such a situation
“reconstruction of the original state of affairs in the proto-language is therefore
not possible” (Fox 1995: 73).

In the final analysis, linguistic reconstruction always remains a highly
speculative enterprise (cf. Shields 1992: 1-3) despite many valuable refinements
in its methodology since its inception in the nineteenth century. It is within the
context of offering another methodological refinement that I submit for consid-
eration the principle of “unity in apparent diversity.”

Kenneth Shields, Jr.

Millersville University

English Department

P.O. Box 1002

Millersville, PA 17551-0302, USA
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ZUR ETYMOLOGIE DES NAMENS Sibir ‘SIBIRIEN’

In der Fachliteratur gibt es bis zu fiinf, sechs unterschiedliche Versionen
der Herkunft des Namens Sibir ‘Sibirien” (Vasmer 1971/3: 616; Anikin 2000:
493-494), die bislang alle umstritten bleiben. Unumstritten ist nur die Tatsache,
daB3 der Name auf die alte Bezeichnung der Hauptstadt des westsibirischen tata-
rischen Khanats Sibir (spiter Isker) an der Tobolmiindung am Irtysch zuriick-
geht: der Name wurde allméhlich von der Stadt auf das Khanat und spéter auf
alle Gebiete 6stlich vom Ural tibertragen.

Es handelt sich ganz offensichtlich um ein Ethnonym, obwohl man ver-
suchte, wie z.B. in Ramstedt 1935: 362, den Namen aus mong. siber ‘sumpfiges
Walddickicht’, kalm. siwy ‘feuchte, sumpfige Waldfldche’ zu erkléren, woraus
auch die tiirkischen Bezeichnungen entstanden sein sollen (iibrigens wollte man
den Namen Sibir mit tiitk. sapmak ‘vom Weg abkommen’ und mit chant. syb-
‘Bach’ + -ir < tiirk. -jir ‘Erde’ verbinden, s. Vasmer 1971/3: 616; Anikin 2000:
493)." Mit dem urspriinglichen Ethnonym kann dagegen chant. sipar may “Sibi-
rien” verbunden werden, was aber an und fiir sich kein Beweis fiir die ugrische
Herkunft des Ethnonyms Sibir ist.

Nach den Sagen der westsibirischen Tataren wurde der betreffende Name
von der vortilirkischen Bevolkerung der Region hinterlassen, worunter man zu-
weilen eben die ugrische Bevolkerung vermutet. Es ist aber so, da3 dieses Ethno-
nym ganz offensichtlich mit den historischen Sabiren verbunden ist, die in den
Quellen als ein Hunnenvolk erwdhnt werden und im 5.-6. Jahrhundert n.Chr.
den Hohepunkt ihrer Macht erreichten, nachdem sie unter dem Druck der Awa-
ren bis ans Kaspische Meer vorgedrungen waren und im Nordkaukasus von der
Wolgamiindung bis zu Derbend ihr Reich gegriindet hatten. In Artamonov 1962:
66 und Gumiljov 1998/2: 266-267, aber auch schon friiher in Inostrancev 1926,

! Kaum annehmbar ist auch der Versuch in Vasilevié¢ 1966: 338, ewenk. Sivir ‘Sibi-

rien” mit dem Namen der sabinischen Vorfahren sivei zu verbinden, da die ewenk.
Bezeichnung eindeutig aus dem Russischen stammt (Anikin 2000: 494).
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vermutete man unter den Sabiren sibirisch-ugrische und samojedische Stimme.”
Beides ist fraglich, und zwar aus folgenden Griinden: die ugrischen Stidmme
kamen erst nach dem 11.-12. Jahrhundert iiber den Ural nach Sibirien (Decsy
1965: 217-218; Rombandeeva 1976: 230), und die Samojeden hatten ihre
Wohnsitze, wie die Verbreitung ihrer Toponyme zeigt, vorwiegend im Stromge-
biet des Ob und 6stlich davon, nicht aber im Stromgebiet des Irtysch. In Hajdu
1953: 88-89 wird angenommen, dal} der Mittelpunkt der samojedischen Wohn-
plétze, von dem sie sich um die Zeitwende ausgebreitet hétten, am Irtysch zu
suchen sei. Die jlingsten Forschungsergebnisse auf dem Gebiet der sibirischen
Toponymik (Maloletko 2000) zeigen aber, dal im Stromgebiet des Irtysch vor-
wiegend Toponyme jenissejischer Herkunft verbreitet sind. Auch wenn samoje-
dische Toponyme im Gebiet zwischen dem Irtysch und Ob vorkommen, so sind
sie im Vergleich zu den jenissejischen spéter hinterlassen worden (Dulzon
1961). Eine jenissejisch-samojedische Symbiose in diesem Gebiet ist aber nicht
auszuschlieBen (s. Hajdu 1953, Helimski 1982).

Man konnte das Ethnonym Sibir, das in einer ganzen Reihe von phoneti-
schen Varianten vorkommt (Sabir, Savir, Saber, Saver, Sabar, Savar, Seber,
Sever, Sebur, Sipyr, Sapir, Syvyr, Sivir, Sipir, Sibir, Soper u.a.), aus einer irani-
schen Quelle herleiten,” wenn man wenigstens die Situation der Sauromaten
und Sarmaten beriicksichtigt, deren Herrschaft sich bis ins Stromgebiet des To-
bol erstreckte. Dabei handelt es sich aber wiederum um die vorugrische Bevol-
kerung der Region, die den Namen bewahrt hat.

Bekanntlich vermutete man schon in Patkanov 1897-1900, daf3 die “Bur-
gen” und “Festungen” im Wohngebiet der Irtysch-Ostjaken (d.h. der Ugrier —
H.W.) auf die ehemalige einheimische Bevdlkerung der Region zuriickzufiithren
sind: “Ob die Ostjaken selbst alle Erdfestungen errichtet haben, ist uns unge-
wiss. Es scheint uns nicht unméglich zu sein anzunehmen, dafl sie dieselben
oder vielleicht einen Teil derselben von den ehemaligen Aborigenen des Landes
(Sdbaren, Sibiren; Ar-Jach), von denen wir allerdings bis jetzt fast nichts wis-
sen, geerbt haben.” Unter dieser vorugrischen Bevdlkerung, die zuweilen auch
als Volk der Tschuden (russ. uyow) bezeichnet wurde (Castren 1856: 57), ver-
mutete J. Ph. von Strahlenberg die asiatischen Skythen (Strahlenberg 1730:
313). Wer waren aber diese vorugrischen Sabiren oder Tschuden wirklich?

Der Name Sabir (Sibir) taucht schon in den alten Quellen im 2. Jahrhun-
dert n.Chr. auf (die Zovapor des Ptolemaeus). In Feist 1928: 31, Anm. 3 ver-

* In Artamonov 1962 und Gumiljov 1998/2 stiitzt man sich vorwiegend auf Cernecov

1941 und Cernecov 1953: 238, wo es sich um die Vorfahren der Wogulen handelt;
in der Tat geht es eigentlich dabei um die vorugrische Bevdlkerung der Region, wor-
unter man die Sabiren vermuten sollte.

Nicht aber im Sinne von O. Szemerényi < altpers. asabara- < *asua-bara ‘Reiter’
(s. Anikin 2000: 494).



Sibir ‘SIBIRIEN’ 277

sucht man ihn mit den Sévers-Slawen in Osteuropa und in Lunin 1998: 402
sogar mit dem FluBnamen Severskij Donez zu verbinden, und in diesem Fall
wiéren slaw. Sever ‘Nord’ und Sabir (Sibir) ‘Sibirien’ auf eine und dieselbe
Quelle zuriickzufithren. Dies wird in Vasmer 1971/3: 589 zu Recht abgelehnt,
weil sich das baltisch-slawische Wort fiir ‘Nord’ (vgl. russ. Sever ‘Nord’, aslaw.
séverw, ukrain. siver ‘Kilte’, russ. dial. siver ‘Nordwind’, lit. Siaurys ‘Nord-
wind’, Siauré ‘Norden’, Siaurus ‘eiskalter (Wind)’, lat. caurus ‘nordwestlicher
Wind’ usw.) nach A. Erhart (s. “Sbornik praci Filosofické fakulty Brnénské uni-
versity”, 6 [A 5], Brno, S. 5) eindeutig mit idg. *seu-, aind. savya- ‘link(er)’
verbinden 148t, und zwar mit derselben semantischen Begriindung wie aind.
purva- ‘vorderer/ostlicher’, pasca- ‘hinterer/westlicher’, daksina- ‘rechter/stidli-
cher’. Diese Vorstellungen von den vier Himmelsrichtungen, welchen die uralte
Solarorientierung zugrunde liegt, gibt es librigens auch bei anderen Volkern
Eurasiens, z.B. bei den Jenissejern: so wird bei den Keten die ostliche Seite im
Zelt auch als die vordere und die reine betrachtet, denn im Ostlichen Teil des
Himmels befindet sich Es, der Himmelsgott; entsprechend ist die westliche
Seite auch die hintere, die siidliche die rechte und die nérdliche die linke.

DaB es sich im Falle der Zovapor von Ptolemaeus im 2. Jahrhundert um
andere Sabiren handelt als die sibirischen, ist kaum zu glauben; man beachte,
wie schon erwdhnt, daf3 sich die sarmatischen Gebiete bis zum Irtysch erstreckten,
und bestimmte Gruppen der Irtysch-Sabiren konnten bereits vor den Hunnen im
Stammesbund der Sarmaten nach Osteuropa gekommen sein. Und daf} sich die
Sabiren spiter an dem Stammesbund der Hunnen beteiligten, ist auch nicht zu
bezweifeln, da sie als Hunnenvolk bekannt waren und sogar nach der Hunnen-
epoche im 5.-6. Jahrhundert, als sie ihr eigenes Reich im Nordkaukasus gegriin-
det hatten, in den Quellen ein Hunnenvolk blieben® (Niheres hierzu s. weiter
unten).

In Pritsak 1989: 275-280 versuchte man den Namen Sibir mit den asiati-
schen Hsien-pi zu verbinden, die vermutlich 370 n.Chr. das Stromgebiet des
Irtysch und Tobol erreichten: “The Hsien-pi Mu-jung stayed there for about a
hundred years (370-460), and their impact was significant enough to attach their
own political name to the territory, Hsien-pi (*Sébi-r).” Diese Ubertragung des
Namens Hsien-pi auf das entsprechende westsibirische Territorium erklart O.
Pritsak folgendermaf3en: “The old pronunciation of the Chinese characters Hsien-
pi was *siem-bi, i.e., *sdbi. The final -r (in the name Sdbi-r) is the well-known
Altaic collective suffix attested to in both the Hunnic and (proto)Mongolian lin-

AuBer dem Ethnonym Sabir (Sibir) kann man noch die Namen auf -ir der ebenfalls
“hunnischen” Stimme Akatz-ir und Altzig-ir nennen, die neben den Sabiren erwahnt
werden (Artamonov 1962: 84), also drei Namen, die typische Bahuvrihi-Komposita
darstellen. Die Versuche, den Namen Akatzir aus den tiirkischen Sprachen zu erkla-
ren (s. Artamonov 1962: 55-56; Altheim 1969: 111), bleiben fraglich.
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guistic families; the Turkic correspondence was -z ... The development d > i in
the first syllable (*Sdbir > Sibir) already reflects the typical Volga vocalic shift
which look place in Volga-Turkic during the period of the Golden Horde (13th-
14th century).”

Bei dieser Deutung des Namens Sibir sind wenigstens zwei Schwierig-
keiten so gut wie uniiberwindbar: 1) die zeitliche Liicke von 200 Jahren seit der
ersten Erwéhnung der Zavapor von Ptolemaeus im 2. Jahrhundert bis zur ver-
mutlichen Beherrschung Westsibiriens durch die Hsien-pi 370-460 n.Chr.; 2)
die umstrittene phonetische Erkldrung des Wandels Hsien-pi > *sdbi (anstatt
*sanbi) > Sabir > Sibir.

Es gibt keine weiteren Hinweise iiber die ethnische Identitdt der Sabiren.
Dargestellt werden sie als ein zahlreiches, starkes, kriegerisches Volk, erwahnt
werden ihre guten Belagerungsanlagen und ihre Kriegslager im Wald, die aus
Zelten bestanden und mit dauerhaftem Pfahlzaun umgeben waren. Das Volk be-
stand aus mehreren selbstindigen unabhéngigen Gentes, angefiihrt von Héaupt-
lingen, die in jedem Fall selbst {iber Krieg oder Frieden entschieden. Im Notfall
(z.B. bei Gefahr und Krieg) schlossen sich die Gentes zu einem einheitlichen
Stamm zusammen (Artamonov 1962: 74).

Da die ugrische oder samojedische Abstammung der Sabiren (Sibiren) aus
obengenannten Griinden abgelehnt werden muf}, versuchte ich die Herkunft
dieses Volkes in Werner 2007 mit den Westjenissejern zu verbinden. Auf jeden
Fall 148t sich m.E. diese Version viel besser begriinden als die ugrische und sa-
mojedische oder auch die alttiirkische (bzw. hunnische). Die erste Frage aber,
die dabei zu kliren ist, betrifft die Ubertragung des Ethnonyms Sabir (Sibir) ira-
nischer Herkunft auf die Jenissejer.

Dal} nomadische Viehziichter iranischer Herkunft seit jeher groflere Gebie-
te Westsibiriens beherrschten, ist kaum zu leugnen, merkwiirdig ist aber, daB} sie
hier, vor allem im Stromgebiet des Irtysch, dem Ausgangsgebiet der Sabiren,
keine Toponyme hinterlassen haben: die historischen Toponyme der Region auf
-ses, -sis, -sas, -tes, -tis, -tas, -zes, -zas, -cas, -sim, -tym, -igaj, -lat, -get, -gat
lassen sich in der Regel nur aus den Jenissej-Sprachen erkldaren (Dulzon 1959;
Dulzon 1963; Maloletko 2000) und sind also jenissejischen Ursprungs. Diese
Tatsache lat vermuten, daB das Volk der historischen Sabiren infolge einer lan-
gen Symbiose zwischen den eingewanderten nomadischen iranischen Viehziich-
tern und der einheimischen jenissejischen Bevolkerung entstand’ und durch die

°  Eine andere Ethnogenese der Sabiren vermutet man in Gumiljov 1998/1: 324: hier

geht man davon aus, daf} sie durch die Vermischung der westlichen Dinglinger mit
den Obugriern entstanden sind. Wie gezeigt, kamen die Obugrier erst nach dem 11.-
12. Jahrhundert nach Westsibirien und konnten an der Ethnogenese der Sabiren
nicht beteiligt gewesen sein. Und nach der Hypothese von Aristov — Grumm-GrzZi-
majlo sollte man unter den Westdinglingern Westjenissejer vermuten.
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Sprache sowie mehrere ethnische Ziige dieser einheimischen Bevolkerung ge-
priagt war, auch wenn die Jenissejer dabei von ihrer urspriinglichen aneignenden
Jager- und Fischerkultur zur Viehziichterkultur wechselten. Die herrschende ira-
nische Schicht ist in der einheimischen Bevolkerung aufgegangen, hinterlief3
aber einige Ethnonyme und einige weitere Iranismen (s. Stachowski 2006).

Nach den Charakteristika der jenissejischen Protokultur (Werner 2006), die
sich auf Grund des Wortschatzes und der Mythen feststellen lassen, hat man es
im Falle der jenissejischen Urbevolkerung Westsibiriens mit typischen Jagern,
Fischern und Sammlern der siidsibirischen Bergtaiga zu tun, die den personifi-
zierten Himmel Es, die hochste Gottheit, und die Mutter-Erde Bayam verehrten.
Ob es unter den Urjenissejern auch Viehziichter gegeben hat, bleibt fraglich.
Ihre Beteiligung an den archiologischen Viehziichterkulturen Sibiriens wie der
Karassuk-Kultur oder der Andronowo-Kultur (Maloletko 2000: 190-224) ist aber
dadurch nicht auszuschliefen, denn ein Teil von ihnen konnte infolge enger
Kontakte oder sogar einer Art Symbiose mit den eingewanderten nomadischen
Viehziichtern die Lebensart der letzteren iibernommen haben. Bei den Sabiren
trifft es zu, denn die sabirische Horde, die ihr eigenes Reich im Nordkaukasus
gegriindet hatte, bestand vor allem aus Viehziichtern.

AuBer dem Ethnonym Sabir kann man noch auf /r, 4r und 4s hinweisen,
die ebenfalls iranischen Ursprungs sind (siche Artamonov 1962: 357-360; Alt-
heim 1969: 55-58) und von denen das Ethnonym Ar in der Selbstbezeichnung
der jenissejischen Arinen und A4s in der der jenissejischen Assanen erhalten ge-
blieben sind. In diesem Zusammenhang ist auch noch auf das vorugrische Volk
Ar-Jach (wortl. Ar-Volk) im Stromgebiet des Wasjugan (Wohngebiet der Chan-
ty) hinzuweisen, dessen Name Ar ganz offensichtlich mit den jenissejischen
Arinen identisch ist.’

Dal3 die erwéhnte Symbiose zur Assimilation nicht der entsprechenden
westjenissejischen Bevdlkerung, sondern der iranischen Nomaden fiihrte, ist
dadurch zu erklédren, da3 die Jenissejer hier in der iiberwéltigenden Mehrzahl
waren. Das 148t sich daraus schlielen, da} nur ein zahlreiches, starkes und krie-
gerisches Volk seine Toponyme von der Nordmongolei im Osten bis zu Ost-
europa im Westen hinterlassen konnte.” Hochstwahrscheinlich handelt es sich
im Falle der Sabiren um die Protoarinen, denn auch in spéterer Zeit galten ihre
Nachkommen, die jenissejischen Arinen, als méchtig und sehr kriegerisch (vgl.
die Bemerkungen iiber die ehemalige Macht, den Reichtum und EinfluB3 der

% Die Verbindung mit den jenissejischen Arinen bekriftigen in diesem Fall die ortli-

chen Toponyme auf -igaj, die sich aus dem ar. ikai ‘Flul’ erklaren lassen (Maloletko
2000: 128).

Niheres zu dieser Verbreitung der jenissejischen Toponyme in Westsibirien siche in
Maloletko 2000.

7
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Arinen in Sibirien in Castren 1860: 375); wie bekannt, sind die Arinen erst im
17.-18. Jahrhundert endgiiltig unter anderen Volkern Sibiriens aufgegangen.

Nach Dulzon 1962: 74 verbreiteten sich die Jenissejer historisch vorzugs-
weise in westliche und nordwestliche Richtung, und die Avantgarde bestand
dabei aus Arinen. Als jenissejisches Ausgangsgebiet betrachtete A. P. Dulzon
Stidsibirien zwischen dem Oberlauf des Jenissej und des Irtysch, und als westli-
ches Gebiet ihrer Expansion nannte er das Stromgebiet des Irtysch.

Hier sollte man auch an die Hypothese von Aristov 1897 und Grumm-
Grzimajlo 1909 erinnern, wonach die Jenissejer als direkte Nachkommen des
Ding-ling-Volkes der siidsibirischen Bergtaiga zu betrachten sind, welche in
den altchinesischen Chroniken eben als ein sehr kriegerisches, zahlreiches und
lebensfahiges Volk von Jagem, Fischern und Sammlern beschrieben sind.

Man kann also davon ausgehen, dall eben die Jenissejer die uralte einhei-
mische Bevolkerung im Stromgebiet des Irtysch darstellten, und einen genaue-
ren Hinweis auf die chronologische Zeitspanne ihres Aufenthaltes in diesem
Gebiet in fritherer Zeit geben etliche jenissejisch-indogermanische Wortparalle-
len (Werner 2007: 18-23; vgl. auch Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984/2: 939). Genauso
wie indogermanische Entlehnungen zu jener Zeit in die finnisch-ugrischen Dia-
lekte kamen (Jacobsohn 1923; vgl. auch Gamkrelidze/Ivanov, ebd., 921-940),
konnten auch jenissejisch-indogermanische Wortparallelen wie z.B. die folgen-
den entstanden sein:

PJ *qip"a/*qap"s ‘Handel/Verkauf®, ‘handeln/verkaufen’: jug. yép, ket. gé-, kot.
hapi ds.; ar. (H) kobolsom ‘ich kaufe’, ulkobu ‘ich verkaufe’;
vgl. heth. happar- ‘Handel’, ‘Preis’; happarai ‘verkaufen’, happinahh
‘Reichtum’; wahrscheinlich handelt es sich um ein Wanderwort, das mit
der Verbreitung des Handels verbunden war; vgl. auch anord. kaupa, got.
kaupon ‘Handelsgeschéfte treiben’ (> aslaw. koupiti ‘kaufen’);

PJ *p”anon ‘Sand’ (ket. hanen, jug. faniy, ar. phin'ay/fin'ay, pump. pinniy ds.);
idg. *pés-/*péns- ‘Sand’, ‘Staub’ (aind. pamsukd-, awest. pgsnu-§ ‘Staub,
Sand’, aslaw. péswvksb ‘Sand’);

PJ *p"al- ‘Samischleder’ (< ‘Fell’), ist als ket. hal-, jug. fal-, kot. fal(ay)- in
Komposita belegt: ket. halat, jug. falat ‘Samischleder’/‘Oberbekleidung
aus Samischleder’ < ket. hal + ga’t ‘Parka, Pelz, Mantel’, jug. fal + ya’t
‘Parka, Pelz, Mantel’ (vgl. auch ket. esta halat, jug. ezda falat ‘Himmels-
gewolbe’, wortl. ‘Gottes Oberbekleidung aus Sdmischleder’);
germ. *fella (ahd. vél/vell, ags. fell, anord. fjall, engl. fell, got. fill in filleins
‘ledern’) ‘Haut von Mensch und Tier’ < vorgerm. *pello- < *pelno-
(griech. pella, lat. pellis) ‘Haut, Leder’;

PJ *p"al(an)-sei ‘ndhen’: ket. halsej, jug. falsej, kot. falapse ‘nahen’, wortl. viel-
leicht ein Kompositum ‘Sadmischleder ndhen’ < ket. hal-, jug. fal-, kot. fa-
lay- + ket. -sej, jug. -sej, kot. -Se/-ce ‘néhen’;
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Zu jen. -sei, -sej, -Se ‘ndhen’ vgl. idg. *sii- ‘ndhen’: lit. siati, got. siujan
‘ndhen’ usw.;

PJ *dina ‘Tanne’: ket. dé-n’, jug. din, kot. tini/tini, ar. tin, ass. tin ‘Tanne’;
idg. *dhanu-/*dhonu- ‘Bezeichnung einer Baumart*; aind. dhanvan-, dhanu-,
dhanus ‘Bogen’, dhanvana ‘ein bestimmter Fruchtbaum’; germ. *danwo-
(asdchs. danna, mnd. mnl. danne, ahd. tanna, mhd. tanne) ‘Tanne’; germ.
*dannio- (asichs. anfr. dennia, nnl. den) ‘Fichte’ (Kluge 1975: 769; Pokor-
ny 1959: 234);

PJ *du” (< *dug) ‘Rauch’ (ket., jug. du’, ar. tu, ass., kot. tu/tug, pump. dukar
ds.);
idg. *dhem-/*dhema- ds. (heth. tuhh-uyai, ahd. toum, lat. fiimus, aind. dhi-
mas, lit. ditmai, russ. dim ds.; heth. tuhhima  Atemnot’, ‘Erstickung’);

PJ *t"um ‘schwarz’: ket. tu'm, jug. tum, kot. (C) t"um ds.; ar. fima, ass. tuma,
imb. tuemam, pump. tuma ‘es ist schwarz (grau)’;
idg. *tem(2)- ‘dunkel’: lat. temere ‘blindlings’, aind. tdmas- ‘Dunkel, Fin-
sternis’, tamasa- ‘dunkelfarbig’, lit. tamsus ‘dunkel, schwarz’, lit. tamsa,
aslaw. tima, ahd. démar ‘Dammerung’, air. temel ‘Fisternis’, isl. pamadr
‘dunkel’, mir. feim, temen ‘dunkel, grau’ (Pokorny 1959: 1063);

PJ *qo’p ‘FuBsohle’: jug. yo”p, ket. bulap (< bu-l ‘FuB’ + gop), kot. pulap (<
pul ‘Full’ + hop) ‘FuBsohle’; sket. gopku ‘mittlerer Teil der Fullsohle’ <
q2’p ‘FuBsohle’ + ku- ‘Offnung’;
idg. *kapho-/*kopho-: aind. Saphd- ‘Huf, Klaue’, awest. safa- ‘Huf des
Pferdes’; ags. asichs. afries. hof, anord. hofr, ahd. huof, schwed. hof, dén.
hov, engl. hoof, nl. hoef ‘Huf’;

PJ *1"4”q ‘Finger’/‘Zehe’: ket. t4”q, jug. ta’y, kot. t"ok/t"ox/t"og, pump. tok ds.;
germ. *taixw- ‘Zehe’: ags. ta(he), afries. tane, anord. ta, dan. taa, engl. toe,
schwed. td, ahd. zé(c)ha, mhd. zéhe, mnl. te(n);

PJ *t"iga ‘Kuh’: kot. (C) t"igd/t"i’d, ar. fiija, ass. tig/tik ‘Kuh’ (vielleicht mit
urspriinglicher allgemeiner Bedeutung ‘Melktier’?); ar. tugal/tiigal, ass.
tigvu ‘Kalb’;
germ. *tika (?): norw. dial. tikka ‘Ziege’, schwed. ticka ‘Muttertier von
Ziege/Schaf’, ahd. ziga, mhd. zige ‘Ziege’;®

PJ *qu?s, *qu7t ‘Birkenrindezelt’: ket. qu?s, jug. Xz/s, ar. kus, ass. hus/his, kot.
hus/his, pump. hu-kut;
germ. *his- ‘Haus’, ‘Behausung’: ahd. asdchs. ags. anord. his ds., got.
gud-hiis ‘Tempel’; in Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984/11: 939 germ. hiis < jen.
qu’s, in Stachowski 1997/2: 231 < gtil. *kos/*kus ‘Zeltlager’ < ‘zusam-
mengetan’/‘Nomadenkarawane’ (vgl. atii. ko¢ ‘Nomadenlager’);

8 Damit 14Bt sich, wie in Gamkrelidze/Ivanov 1984: 586 vermutet, armen. tik ‘Wein-

schlauch’ und idg. *#ig/"- zusammenstellen. Vgl. auch atil. fekd ‘Ziegenbock’, mo.
tex ‘Steinbock’.
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PJ *qolap ‘Halfte’ > ‘Seite’, ‘Gegend (Land)’: ket. golep, jug. yolap, kot. holap,
Pl. holapan; nket. (mit Metathesis) pelag (> selk. pelag) ds.;
germ. *halb- ‘Teil, Seite, Halfte’: got. halba, anord. halfa, ahd. halba; vgl.
Adj.: got. halbs, ahd. halb, asichs. afries. mnl. half, ags. healf, anord. halfr;

PJ *P"argon, jug. Firgin’ ‘Waldhexe’;
anord. Fjorgyn ‘Mutter des Thor-Gottes’, ‘Gottin Erde’. Der Name wird
etymologisch mit got. fairguni ‘Berg’ (heth. peruna ‘Fels’, aind. parvata-
‘Berg’) verbunden. Auf der anderen Seite vergleicht man diesen Namen
mit idg. *Per(k) ‘Donnerschleuderer’, worauf lit. Perkiinas, lett. Perkiins,
slav. Perun ‘Gott des Donners, Blitzes und Regens’ und lit. Perkiinija
‘Frau des Perkiinas’ zurtickgehen;

PJ *as/*es ‘Gott/Himmel’: ket. e's, jug. es, kot. &5, ar. es/es ‘Himmel/Gott’;
anord. as, Pl. aesir ‘Ase/As-Gott’;

ket. ImPa “weiblicher unterirdischer Geist’; vgl. die alte ketische Imlja-Gens,
von welcher der ketisch-jugische Familienname Imljakov(a) abstammt (s.
Alekseenko 1967: 33). In Helimski 1982: 240-241 wird ket. ImFa mit selk.
imil'a ‘GroBmutter’, ‘Tante’ verglichen;
anord. Embla ‘die erste [vom A4s-Gott geschaffene] Frau’.

Zu dieser Zeit muflten die Indogermanen (vielleicht die sogenannten “alt-
europdischen” Indogermanen, s. Gamkrelidze/Ivanov, ebd., 943-957), Viehziich-
ter der osteuropiischen, nordkaukasischen und westsibirischen Steppenzone, als
Nachbarn nérdlich von sich die Ugrofinnen und 6stlich vom Siidural bis zum
Stromgebiet des Irtysch die Westjenissejer gehabt haben. In beiden Fillen
kénnen nur die Wortparallelen die ehemaligen Kontakte bezeugen, und wenn
die ugrofinnisch-indogermanische Kontaktzone hochstwahrscheinlich in Ost-
europa zwischen dem Stromgebiet der Wolga und dem Ural zu suchen ist, kann
fiir die entsprechende ilteste jenissejisch-indogermanische Kontaktzone das Ge-
biet zwischen dem Siidural und dem Stromgebiet des Irtysch in Frage kommen,
weil sich bis hierher die Verbreitung der Toponyme jenissejischer Herkunft be-
obachten 148t. Eben diese Urjenissejer kann man als Vorfahren derjenigen be-
trachten, die spdter vermutlich an den Stammesbiinden der Skythen, Sauro-
maten, Sarmaten, Alanen und Hunnen unter dem Namen Sabiren teilgenommen
haben.

Hier komme ich noch einmal auf die Frage der Beteiligung der Sabiren am
Hunnenbund zuriick. Da die Sabiren in den Quellen als ein hunnischer Stamm
bezeichnet werden, kann man das Problem ihrer Zugehorigkeit zu den Hunnen
nicht umgehen.

Wie bekannt, konnte nach der Version von Inostrancev 1926, Gumiljov
1960, Artamonov 1962 ein Teil der nordlichen Xiongnu in der Mitte des 2. Jahr-
hunderts n.Chr. ihrem Verfolger, dem Hsien-pi-Volk, entkommen, konsolidierte
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um sich die westsibirische ugrische und samojedische Bevilkerung und bildete
im Laufe von zwei Jahrhunderten (von der Mitte des 2. bis zur Mitte des 4.
Jahrhunderts) jenen Volkerbund, der unter dem Namen der Hunnen in die Ge-
schichte eingegangen war. Nach einer anderen Version haben die européischen
Hunnen mit den Xiongnu Zentralasiens nichts zu tun: man sollte sie als alttiirki-
sche Stamme betrachten, die vom nordostlichen Iran als Ausgangsgebiet ge-
kommen waren (Maennchen-Helfen 1945; Altheim 1969). Wie dem auch sei,
man sollte in beiden Fillen von einem Volkerbund ausgehen, der in den ersten
Jahrhunderten n.Chr. vor dem groBen Vorstofl nach Westen im 4. Jahrhundert in
den Steppengebieten Westsibiriens und Osteuropas entstand. Die anfiihrende
Schicht in diesem Volkerbund bestand hochstwahrscheinlich aus asiatischen
Nomaden, die Hauptmasse der mitgerissenen Stimme stellte aber die einheimi-
sche Bevolkerung Westsibiriens dar. Es konnten aber, wie bereits erwahnt,
keine westsibirischen Ugrier oder Samojeden, sondern nur Westjenissejer gewe-
sen sein. Eben daher kommt die Bezeichnung der Sabiren (iibrigens auch der
Akatzien und Altzigiren) als hunnische Stimme.

Das obenerwéhnte Ethnonym /r kommt nur in Komposita vor, und zwar in
den “hunnischen” Stammesnamen auf -ir — Sabir, Akatzir, Altzigir. Eigentlich
konnten diese Namen als Sab-(Sippe), Akatz-(Sippe) und Altzig-(Sippe) des Ir-
Volkes gedeutet werden, um so mehr, als da3 die zwei letzteren Namen immer
neben den Sabiren erwiahnt werden (Artamonov 1962: 84). Dasselbe Ethnonym
Ir- findet sich im Namen des Irtyschflusses: Ir-#ys < Ir + jenis. -tis/-tys (oder
auch -tes, -tas, -cas, -ces, -cis, -ses, -sis usw.) ‘Flu}’, also wortlich ‘Fluf} der
Irer (des Ir-Volkes)’; Ir ist offensichtlich in den Bahuvrihi-Komposita Sab-ir,
Akatz-ir, Altzig-ir als Grundwort und im Kompositum /r-¢ys als Bestimmungs-
wort zu betrachten.

Der Name /rtys wird in der Fachliteratur unterschiedlich gedeutet (s. Popova
2000). Er kommt schon als Artis in den orchon-jenissejischen Runeninschriften
vor. Auf Grund des Kirgisischen will man den Namen aus ir ‘Erde’ + #y§ ‘gra-
ben, scharren, wiihlen’, also als ‘Erdwiihler’ deuten. Genauso wird die kasachi-
sche Variante Jertis erklart; beide Deutungen sind ohne Zweifel ein Fall der
Volksetymologie, da die Namen der sibirischen Fliisse nach einem ganz anderen
semantischen Modell gebildet sind (sieche Maloletko 2000). Nach A. P. Dulzons
Auffassung sollte man in diesem Fall -ty§ < jenis. -tis < -cis < -sis/-ses ‘Flul}’
herleiten, eine Deutung, die auch in Popova 2000 geteilt wird. Umstritten bleibt
aber die Deutung des ir-Elements. Nach V. N. Popova handelt es sich um die
idg. Wurzel ir- < *ar- “flieBen’, und bei Beriicksichtigung einer iranischen Quelle
fiir ir- sollte man Ir-tys als (russ.) ‘OypHBIH, CTPEMHUTENBHBIN MOTOK™ (WOrtl. ‘un-
gestliime Sturzflut’ oder ‘stiirmischer, ungestiimer Strom’) iibersetzen.

Hier kann man, wie oben schon erwéhnt, tatséchlich von einer indogerma-
nischen (eigentlich iranischen) Quelle ausgehen, aber nicht von ir- ‘flieBen’,
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sondern vom Ethnonym /r, welches neben 4r und 4s erwéhnt wird (Artamonov
1962: 357-360; Altheim 1969: 55-58): idg. airya- ‘rechtmiBig, edel” > ‘Arier’,
die Bezeichnung der Einwanderer auf persischem und indischem Boden mit
weiterer Entwicklung des entstandenen Volksnamens zum Léndernamen awest.
airyanam > gegenwirtig Iran. Aus dieser Sicht ist der Name Irtys < Ir ‘Ir-Volk’
+ jenis. -fes/-tis (-ces, -ses) ‘Flu}’, also ‘Flu3 des Volkes der Irer‘, eine analoge
Bildung wie der Name des ossetischen Flusses Ardon < Ar ‘Ar-Volk’ + don
‘Fluf3’, wortlich ‘Flull der Arier’ oder ‘Flul des Ar-Volkes’. Von den Nomaden-
volkern iranischer Herkunft, z.B. im Rahmen des Sarmatenbundes, konnte das
Ethnonym in phonetischen Varianten Ir, Ar° auf die einheimische (jenissejische)
Bevdlkerung im Stromgebiet des Irtysch libergegangen sein. Derartige Entste-
hung der Selbstbezeichnung der Arinen Ar (chant. Ar-Jach ‘Volk Ar’), der frith
verschwundenen /Ir-Jenissejer und der jenissejischen As/Assan ‘Assanen’ ist
wahrscheinlich, wenn man von dem heutigen Forschungsstand ausgeht, die ein-
zig mogliche Erklirung dieser jenissejischen Ethnonyme. '

Was die spéteren historischen Kontakte der Jenissejer zu anderen Volkern
Westsibiriens anbetrifft, so scheinen Kontakte mit tlirkischen, samojedischen
und sibirisch-ugrischen Volkern unumstritten zu sein. Fiir das hier erorterte Pro-
blem der Herkunft des Namens Sibir sind die jenissejisch-ugrischen Kontakte
von besonderem Interesse, denn eben diese Kontakte bestitigen neben den Top-
onymen die Annahme, da} die vorugrische Bevolkerung im Stromgebiet des
Irtysch aus Jenissejern bestand. Auf diese Kontakte weisen jenissejisch-ugrische
Wortparallelen wie die folgenden hin:

PJ *ata ‘nicht’ (Verbot): ket. jug. at/ata, atn (< at ga-n) ‘nicht’ (beim Verbot
vor Imperativformen), wog. at ds.;

PJ *ep”al: jug. efir, ket. e:1 ‘Preiselbeere’, wog. dparay, dparjay, dpay, dpra
‘Erdbeere’, ung. eper(j) ‘Erd-, Maulbeere’;

PJ *ikaj/*igaj ‘kleinerer FluB3’, ar. (Helimski 1986) ikai ‘Fluf’, kot. (Castren
1858) egig/egix ‘Flu-arm’; obugr. igaj ‘kleinerer Fluf3’ (kommt in mehre-
ren Toponymen vor);

PJ (W) *(H)oksi, PJ (S) *”oksi (~ x-) ‘Baum’; PJ (W) *(H)a’q, PJ (S) *xa’q
‘Biume’: ket. o-ks (Pl. a’q), jug. oksi (P1. a’y) ‘Baum’; obugr. jux ds.;

Zur idg. (iranischen) Quelle der Ethnonyme [r, Ar, Ass bei den Alanen und iiber die
Ir- und Oss-/Ovs-Osseten s. Altheim 1969: 58-59.

Uber andere spekulative Deutungen des Ethnonyms 4r, die mit tii. ari ‘Biene’, ‘Hor-
nisse’, und des Ethnonyms As/Assan, die mit jenis. asa ‘Teufel’ verbunden sind, s.
Werner 2005: 68, 122. Spuren in Form von Ethnonymen haben die Arinen ihrerseits
bei anderen sibirischen Volkern hinterlassen, z.B. das Ethnonym Ara (4ara) bei den
Chakassen.



Sibir ‘SIBIRIEN’ 285

PJ *gep/*qa’p ‘Boot aus Birkenrinde’, ket. gap/qa’p, jug. )(ap/)(q?p ds., kot. (C)
xep/xéplgep ‘Boot’, ass. (M) xaip ds., ar. (VW) Pulap < *Pul-yap ‘Schiff’;
Helimski 1982, 28 vgl. mit mans. xdp ‘Kahn’;

PJ *p"anay ‘Sand, Asche’: ket. hanen, jug. fanin, ar. p"in‘ay/fin’ay/finn’ay, jen.
(Fischer) poaniy, pump. pinniy/fenig ‘Sand’; kot. fenan/p'enay, funay
‘Asche’; chant. pan ‘Sand’;

PJ *ge’s ‘Sandbank’, ‘Sandufer’: ket. g&’s, jug. y&’s ds., ar. ges ‘Stein’, wog.
xvs ‘Sand’;

PJ *set/*tet ‘FluB’: ket. se's, jug. ses, kot. Set, ar. sat ds., eed.-ket. (Mes) $0§
‘kleiner FluB’; wog. sos ‘Fluf’;

PJ *se”2)o ‘Rentier’: sket. sel, nket. se:li, jug. se":r, pump. salat, ar. sin (Plural-
form) ‘Rentier’, kot. seli/Sele “Wild’; wog. sali ‘Rentier’;

PJ *plestap ‘VielfraB’ (Tier): ar. p’hjastap, ass. pestdp, kot. (M) pestap, kot. (C)
festaplp"estap ds.; wog. pasxer/pasker ‘VielfraBy® (Tier), vgl. auch das wo-
gulische Pastar-Geschlecht (Altheim 1969: 235-237);

PJ *t"0%2g ‘eine Entenart’: sket. for, nket. to:xe, jug. to":y, kot. alt"ax (< al +
t"ax) ‘Quakerente’; wog. foy ‘anas clypeata’ u.a.;

Kott (Castren 1858) hanan, pl. hananan/hanaky ‘Ufer’; Helimski 1982: 69 ver-
gleicht Kott hanan mit chant. kanay ds.;

OKet gopta > Ket gopta (Pl. g3ptan/qopta:n) ‘verschnittener Ochse’; PJ (Sta-
rostin) *qopt- (~ x-, -0-) id. (?); Bouda 1957 vgl. mit nen. hdbt(a), obugr.
xopt ds.

Von besonderem Interesse sind die in Maloletko 2000: 6-8 gebrachten
obugrisch-kaukasischen Wortparallelen, bei denen sich die meisten aus den Je-
nissej-Sprachen erkldren lassen; dal konnte bedeuten, wenn die angefiihrten
Wortparallelen korrekt sind, daB3 die entsprechenden kaukasischen und obugri-
schen Worter aus einer und derselben Quelle stammen, und zwar aus dem Sabi-
rischen, auch wenn chronologisch der sabirisch-kaukasische Kontakt'' im 5.-6.
Jahrhundert viel frither stattfinden konnte als der sabirisch-ugrische nach dem
11.-12. Jahrhundert (?). Vgl.

obugr. igaj ‘kleinerer FluB’; ar. (Helimski) ikai ‘Flu3’, kot. (C) egig/egix ‘FluB3-
arm’;'? Cez uevy, Xwarsi exy, Hunzib sxy, Hinux uxy, exe ‘Fluf3’;

""" Ubrigens sollen die nordkaukasischen Sabiren nach dem Untergang ihres Reiches in
den nordkaukasischen Vélkern aufgegangen sein (s. Gumiljov 1998/1: 324).

Das Wort igaj kommt in einer Reihe von ugrischen Flunamen im Stromgebiet des
Wasjugan (linker NebenfluB3 des Ob) vor: Altym-igaj, Vare-igaj, Vilan-igaj, En-igaj,
Elle-Kulun-igaj, Ipaly-igaj, Kalap-Igaj, Kalman-igaj, Tomul-igaj u.a. (Maloletko
2000: 95). Der Autor vermutet, daf diese Hydronyme arinischer Herkunft sind, vom
Volk Ar-Jach hinterlassen wurden, welches sich mit den Protoarinen identifizieren
148t.

12
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obugr. jux ‘Baum’; PJ (W) *(H)oksi, PI (S) *”oksi (~ x-), P1. (W) *(H)a’q, (S)
*xa’q ‘Baum’: ket. oks (Pl. a’q), jug. oksi (P. a’y) ‘Baum’; kot. (C) atci/
atce, Pl. dx/ax, ak ds., kot. (M, KI, W, VW) ak ‘Wald’; pump. (W, VW,
K1) hoxon ‘Baum’, ‘Wald’; Rutul uyx ‘Birke’, Hunzib p-vixy ‘Pappel’,
Andi 6-exy ‘Birke’, Awar p-ox ‘Hain’;"

obugr. amp ‘Hund’; ket. dba/dva, Pl. dbay/dvay ‘Hundehiitte’; Lezgisch auna
‘Hund’;

obugr. vala ‘Stelle’, vgl. im Wasjugan-Dialekt: vac-vala ‘Ort/Stelle einer Stadt’;
ket. bal ‘Zwischenraum’; in der Regel kommt nur die Lokativform balga
als Postposition ‘zwischen’ vor; ket. dgna bdlga ‘zwischen Baumen’, depna
balga ‘unter Menschen’; ket. Pl. balay ds.: agna balayga ‘zwischen Béu-
men’; jug. bar/ba’r, Pl. bariy ds.; meist kommt die jug. Pluralform bariy
und die Lokativform bargej als Postposition ‘zwischen’ vor: jug. dyna ba-
rin ‘zwischen Baumen‘, d’eyna bariy “unter Menschen’; Lak wapa-eany
‘Dorf” (-6any ist ein Derivationssuffix?);

obugr. pela/peli ‘Berg’, ‘Hiigel’, ‘lingliches niedriges Plateau’; PJ *qolap
‘Seite’/‘Hélfte’ (> ‘Gegend, Land’); ket. g3lep, jug. y3lap, kot. halap ds.;
vgl. ket. atna golep “unser Land’, bilda golamsadiyta ‘in allen Liandern’;
nket. auch pelag (durch Metathesis < golep) ds., vgl. selk. (C) pdlek/peldn,
kam. dlek, kar. pdldy, jur.-sam. (C) pealea ‘Hilfte’;'* Godoberi 6een, Bot-
lix 6esn, Camalal/Kryz 6en, Andi 6un ‘Berg’;

obugr. ink ‘Wasser’; ket. a-n se's ‘Flu mit ruhiger Stromung’, an/ ‘kleine
Bucht’ < an/o-n ‘ohne Stromung’ + u-/ ‘Wasser’; vgl. ket. gi-n’, jug. yén
‘Strémung’ < ket. gd, jug. &’ ‘groB’/*sehr’ + an/o-n ‘ruhiges (Wasser/Stro-
mung)’; Axwax unxe, Hunzib suxy ‘Wasser’;

obugr. Hydronyme auf -lat ‘Flu}’ (?): Sa-lat, A-lat, Og-lat, Aj-Kyy-lat, Ayk-lat,
Vy-lat, Sam-lat, Ka-lat, Ju-lat, Aci-lat, Kuda-lat u.a. gehen nach A. M. Ma-
loletko auf die Zeit des Volkes Ar-Jach zuriick, welches sich hochstwahr-
scheinlich mit den Protoarinen identifizieren 14Bt; Proto-Dagh. *I6/od/
*l6ad “Wasser’, ArCi l6at ‘Meer’, Lezgisch lat ‘Trankrinne’; das Wort 146t
sich vielleicht nach Maloletko 2000: 138-142 unter bestimmtem Vorbehalt
als jenissejisch deuten, da es als Appellativum der Hydronyme in Arealen
mit jenissejischen Toponymen vorkommt; man kann es entweder mit ket.
Iit, jug. li’f ‘Berg’/‘Plateau’ vergleichen oder auf FPJ *lat ‘FluB’ (vgl.

" Die Prifixe sind in den Daghestansprachen Anzeiger der entsprechenden Nominal-
klasse.

Auf Grund der ketischen Varianten dieses Wortes golep, pelag 146t sich eindeutig
eine Metathesis beobachten, und wihrend die Variante *golep in den meisten Jenis-
sej-Sprachen vorkommt, wird in den samojedischen Sprachen die Variante *paleq
gebraucht. Vgl. die Wortparallelen *haleb in den germanischen und *pol- (russ. pol-,
polovina) in den slawischen Sprachen.

14
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pump. -fat/-tet, ar. -sat/-set ‘Flul}’) mit einem lateralen Gerduschlaut im
Anlaut zuriickfiihren, der in den belegten Jenissej-Sprachen in einen /-, ¢-
oder s-Laut iibergegangen ist (Werner 2005: 218-224).

Heinrich Werner
Herrstr. 195
D -53111 Bonn
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A WANDERING WORD FOR ‘HARDENED IRON, STEEL’
A STUDY IN THE HISTORY OF CONCEPTS AND WORDS

Eugen Helimski’s collected works (2000) strongly demonstrate that the late
scholar represented the so-called “Worter und Sachen” school, his methodology
relying on investigating the history of words, concepts, and cultural innovations
from the Nostratic age to the modern times. This paper, written in adherence to
this model of reasoning, shall be my own contribution dedicated to the memory
of Prof. Eugen Helimski.

1. Introduction

The distribution of the Turkish term for ‘steel’ (cf. North Turkish bulat,
Kipchak bolat, Kum. bolat, Azerbaidjan polat, Alt. Tel. Leb. polot) exemplifies
the complex problem of the origin of a bundle of words. The noun also appears
in Mongolic (cf. Mongol bolot, bold ‘steel’) and Semitic (cf. Arabic fiilad ‘steel’,
Syriac pld ‘id.”). Furthermore, it is attested in the Caucasian area, e.g. Georgian
poladi; Chechen bolat, Arm. p‘olovat’, polp‘at’ ‘steel’, Ossetic bolat ‘steel, dam-
ascean steel / ctanb, Oynar’ (Abaev 1958: I 265). The term in question is not
limited to Ossetic, but also occurs in numerous other Iranian languages, cf. Pah-
lavi pilavat, palafat, pulaft ‘steel’, NPers. pualad ‘id.” (Horn 1893: 75, No. 310);
Kurdish pila, pila; Pashto polad, Baluchi pulad, pulat.

The word is not unknown in Central and Eastern Europe, see Polish butat
1. ‘wysokogatunkowa stal’, 2. ‘miecz perski zakrzywiony, szabla turecka z sze-
roka gltownia, zrobiona z takiej stali; tarcza’, butfatowy or butatny adj. ‘zrobiony
ze stali damascenskiej’ (Stachowski 2007: 66-67), bufat 1. ‘stal perska, polero-
wana’, 2. ‘szeroka szabla turecka, perska’, butatowy or butatny adj. ‘stalowy’
(Bankowski 2000: I 95); Old Czech buldt ‘steel; sword’ (Machek 1957: 51);
Old Russ. 6yramv ‘hardened better steel; sword, knife’, Russian 6yzam ‘a kind
of steel; blade made from steel / copt cranu, cranpHO# KMHOK® (Preobrazenskij
1910-1914: 52 [90]; Vasmer 1986: 1 238); Ukrainian 6yzdm ‘a kind of excellent
steel’; Romanian bulat n. ‘n6z (bednarski) / (cooper’s) knife’.
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It is evident that similar forms are widely disseminated throughout Central
Asia, the Caucasus, the Near East and Central-Eastern Europe. Not infrequently,
determining which language is the borrower and which the donor causes severe
difficulties.

According to most scholars, the source form for this wandering word is
Classical Persian pitlad ‘steel’ (Tokarski 1980: 97; Vasmer 1986: 238; Bankow-
ski 2000: 95). Taking into account the opinions of earlier etymologists, Preobra-
zenskij (1910-1914: 52) claims Old Russ. 6yzamw to be a borrowing from a Per-
sian source via Turkish. Abaev (1958: 265) seems reluctant to accept this idea,
stating that ‘the original source has yet to be established’ (‘[lepBoncTounuk He
ycraHoBieHo’), but simultaneously he indicates that the Ossetic appellative, as
well as the Slavic forms, must be borrowed from a Turkish source.

2. Pahlavi pulavat, New Persian piilad ‘steel’ and Sanskrit parasava- ‘iron’:
is there any connection between them?

The Pahlavi term for ‘steel’, pialavat, pulafat, pulaft, borrowed into Arm.
potovat’, polp‘at’ ‘id.”, must be considered as the source of Classical Persian
pulad ‘steel’. Most Iranian forms, including Kurdish pila, pild; Pashto polad,
Baluchi pulad, pulat, seem to be borrowed from a Persian source, as does the
Turkish term for ‘steel’. The remaining forms are nothing else but loanwords
from a Turkish source. This is why our analysis should return to the Pahlavi and
New Persian appellatives.

According to the best knowledge of mine, the Pahlavi term for ‘steel’ origi-
nally contained the Indo-Iranian suffix *-vat- (< IE *-wpt-), denoting the abun-
dance of what is expressed by the basic element. It is, however, largely unclear
what is the base of the West Iranian archetype. In my opinion, it might be Old
Persian *parafu- or *parafava-, cf. Olnd. parasava- m./n. ‘iron’ (lex.), usually
adj. ‘pertaining to iron; made of iron’.

The development of OPers. *-r6- (= Olnd. -rs$- or -rth-) to NPers. -hl- and -/-
is well-known in the West Iranian area (Hiibschmann 1895: 194-196, 207-208),
cf. NPers. pahlav ‘hero’ < OPers. parfava- ‘Parthian’, AGk. I1lapBor ‘Parthians’,
Arm. Pahlav (Horn 1893: 76; Hiibschmann 1895: 207); NPers. pahlii ‘Seite,
Stadt’, Pahlavi pahlik, pahrik ‘Seite’ < OPers. parQu-, Avestan par’su- f. ‘rib /
Rippe’, also parasu- f. ‘Rippe, Brustseite’, cf. Olr. parsu- f. ‘rib, curved knife,
sickle’ (Horn 1893: 76; Hiibschmann 1895: 213, 241); NPers. hamal ‘der Glei-
che, Genosse, Kamerad’ < *hamahl < OPers. *hamarOa-, cf. Olnd. samartha-
adj. ‘appropriate, capable’ (Hiibschmann 1895: 207-208); NPers. pul, Pahlavi
puhl, puhr ‘bridge / Briicke’ < OPers. *prfu-, Av. paratu-, Kurd. purd ‘id.” (Horn
1893: 76; Hiibschmann 1895: 195, 278), cf. Lat. portus (u-stem) ‘port, harbour,
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haven, refuge’; NPers. ¢il, ¢ihil ‘fourty / vierzig’ < OPers. *cabvrfat- ‘40°, cf.
OInd. catvarinisat- ‘40’ (Horn 1893: 101; Hiitbschmann 1895: 207).

The suggested derivation of initial pil- or pila- from Old Persian *para6u-
or *parafava- is possible from the phonological point of view, especially if a
short vowel in the medial position was syncopated. However, other Iranian
nouns (e.g. Kurdish pila, pila; Pashto polad, Baluchi pulad, palat ‘steel’) can-
not be treated as related. They must be viewed as borrowings from a New Per-
sian source, as might be expected on account of the great similarity between the
attested forms.

The semantic value of the suffix *-va¢- (‘full of”) clearly demonstrates that
‘steel” in West Iranian was perceived as ‘containing a lot of iron’. It is relatively
certain that the Old Persian *parafu-vat- or, alternatively, *parafava-vat- ‘steel’
(orig. “full of iron’) was an innovational formation, derived from the Indo-Iranian
archetype *paracu- m. (u-stem) ‘iron’ and *paracava- (orig. o-stem) ‘iron’, adj.
‘pertaining to iron’. The latter archetype is confirmed by Olnd. parasava- adj.
‘made of iron / eisern’, sarva-parasava- adj. ‘ganz eisern’, parasavah m., parasa-
vam n. ‘iron / Eisen’ (lex.). The correspondence between OPers. 6 (= Awest. )
= OlInd. § (< Indo-Iranian *¢ < IE *k) is perfect as far as the phonological rules
are concerned. The phonetic and semantic aspects are unassailable as well.

3. The Mycenaean Greek for ‘meteoritic iron’

In my earlier article (Witczak 2000a: 53-61) I reviewed the evidence for
the Mycenaean Greek term pa-ra-ku*, which denotes a kind of metal or semi-
precious stone used for decorating wooden objects, especially utensils and
pieces of furniture. It appears as pa-ra-ku-we, pa-ra-ke-we (instr. sg. in PY Ta
642, Ta 714, Ta 715) and pa-ra-ku-we-jo (an adjective in KN Sp 4451). How-
ever, a pair of tyres (wo-ra-e), used for binding chariot wheels and described
simply as pa-ra-ku-we-jo ‘made of pa-ra-ku’, is mentioned in the tablet KN Sp
4451. Chariot wheels were bound by hard and durable metals, especially bronze
(most frequently) or silver (once in PY Sa 287).

Aura Jorro (1993: 83) mentions the following interpretations of pa-ra-ku*
proposed so far:

(1) ‘silver’ (H. Miihlenstein; W. Merlingen; V. Karageorghis);

(2) ‘emerald’ (M. Ventris; V. Georgiev; L. A. Stella; J. L. Melena);

(3) ‘zinc’ (A. Heubeck);

(4) ‘niello’ (J. Chadwick);

(5) ‘tin’ (L. R. Palmer);

(6) ‘iron’ (V. V. Ivanov; V. P. Kazanskene, N. N. Kazanskij);

(7) ‘foil, sheet of metal’ (F. Householder);

(8) ‘electron, pale gold, mixture of gold and silver’ (M. Lejeune; D. H. F. Gray);
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(9) ‘amber’ (M. S. Ruipérez);
(10) ‘a precious stone used as a seal’ (M. D. PetruSevski; C. J. Ruijgh).

I rejected a number of interpretations (e.g. EMERALD, NIELLO, AM-
BER), as the substance called pa-ra-ku* was used for manufacturing metal rims
(tyres) of chariot wheels. Indeed, the tablet KN Sp 4451 contains the following
text: wo-ra-e, pa-ra-ku-we-jo *253 2[ ‘two tyres made of pa-ra-ku’. It is beyond
doubt that pa-ra-ku* must represent a hard and durable metal and not a precious
substance or stone. This metal must have been different than GOLD (Myc. Gk.
ku-ru-so), SILVER (Myc. Gk. a-ku-ro), COPPER (Myc. Gk. ku-wa-no?), LEAD
(Myc. Gk. mo-ri-wo-do?) or BRONZE (Myk. Gk. ka-ko). Thus, 1 discussed
three of the remaining suggested possibilities: ZINC, TIN and IRON (Witczak
2000a: 57-58).

Unfortunately, Heubeck’s proposal must be abandoned, zinc being a rather
delicate metal, not suitable for the production of rims. It was by no means easily
available in the ancient times, and even brass, produced by mixing copper and
zinc, was unknown in antiquity.

Tin was known in the Mycenaean age, but there are no records of its use
for producing tyres for chariot wheels. Being a rather soft metal, it was not
appropriate for manufacturing wheel rims. Furthermore, tin and copper were not
“normally employed in their pure forms, but alloyed in a mixture of up to ten
percent tin to make bronze” (Chadwick 1976: 139).

The interpretation of pa-ra-ku* as IRON seems the most probable in view
of the Mycenaean evidence as a whole. In the middle of the second millennium
BC, iron was considered a precious, ornamental metal. Two Soviet scholars
(Kazanskene, Kazanskij 1986: 66) give the following argument for such an
identification:

Bo Bcex KoOHTEeKCTax pa-ra-ku TpeumecTByeT 30J0Ty. MoOXKHO
JyMaTh, YTO 3TOT METAILT ObLT OoJiee pekuM, 4eM 30510T0. Bo II Thic.
JIO H.3. CAMBIM I[CHHBIM METAJJIOM OBLIO %keJe30 (Cp. aMyJeT U3 xKese-
3a Ha Tpyau TyTraHxamoHa U 3070TOM Tpod 3TOro dapaona). Kaxercs
BO3MOKHBIM COIIOCTaBUTHh MHUK. pa—ra—ku C XCTTCKUM (I/I3 XaTTCKOFO)
ha-pa-al-ki- ‘xene3o’. / In all contexts pa-ra-ku precedes gold. One
could think that this metal was rarer than gold. In the 2™ millennium
BC, iron was the most precious metal (cf. the iron amulet on Tut-Ankh-
Amon’s breast [sic!] against the golden coffin in which the pharaoh
was buried). It seems possible to compare Myc. Gk. pa-ra-ku with Hit-
tite (from Hattic) ha-pa-al-ki- ‘iron’. (Kazanskene, Kazanskij 1986: 66)

Sir Colin Renfrew, the well-known British archaeologist, declared that “Iron
is rare in the Mycenaean period, but there are a few occurrences including the
bezel of a ring of the fifteenth century BC from Chamber Tomb 7 at Aidonia”
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(Renfrew 1998: 244; see also Demakopoulou 1996: 50, No. 19). A different
finding of an iron meteorite (9 kg chunk, saw marks) originates from the Mino-
an palace of Hagia Triada (Crete, ca. 1600-1500 BC), though Buchwald (2005:
24) claims it as somewhat suspect.

It should be emphasized that bronze was the major metal in the Mycenaean
period, as well as in the Homeric epic. However, Homer’s description of the
athletic competition in honour of the fallen Patroclus (//ias XXIII, lines 826-835)
clearly demonstrates that iron was a rare metal, but a better one, having a very
high value. Though iron was a rare metal in Greece in the period of the Troyan
war, Homer refers to iron as many as 51 times: 22 times in his //ias and 29 times
in his Odyssey (Buchwald 2005: 88).

The suggested meaning ‘(+ meteoritic) iron’ was confirmed by identifying
Myec. Gk. pa-ra-ku with Sanskrit parasava- m./n. ‘iron’ and Hittite hapalki n.
‘iron” (Witczak 2000a: 58-60; 2000b: 189).

4. Lexical evidence

It is universally believed that Indo-European possessed no word for ‘iron’
(Gamkrelidze, Ivanov 1984: 710; Mallory, Adams 1997: 313-314). Below, I
would like to discuss the problem afresh in order to establish whether this opin-
ion is correct or not. If a cognate term for ‘iron / steel’ is attested in Old Iranian
and Old Persian (really in Pahlavi and Classical Persian), then we must take into
account the possibility that iron (especially meteoritic iron) was known in the
late Indo-Iranian age. It seems possible to adduce further linguistic facts and
words which may go back to the late Indo-European epoch. Needless to say, the
terms for ‘iron’ and especially for ‘steel’ frequently belong to the so-called “Wan-
derworter”, for which reason I shall enhance this study with some additional
notes on the origin and etymology of the bundle of words in question.

Let us review the linguistic evidence.

A. Sanskrit parasava- m./n. ‘iron’ (lex.)

According to Mayrhofer (1976: 257), the Sanskrit words parasava- adj.
‘made of iron / eisern’, sarva-parasava- adj. ‘ganz eisern’, also parasava- m.,
parasavam n. ‘iron / Eisen’ (lex.), are perhaps derived from Olnd. parasuh m.
‘hatchet, axe, battle-axe’ (“Vielleicht Ableitung von parasuh’). The vrddhi for-
mation (note the long -@- in the first syllable) is theoretically acceptable, but far
from certain. The semantic development ‘axe’ > ‘iron axe’ > ‘made of iron’ > ‘iron’
is not unthinkable, but the change is usually attested as occurring in the opposite
direction. Therefore, the most plausible assumption is that Sanskrit parasava-
(functioning both as an adjective and a noun) indicates an earlier u-stem.



296 KRZYSZTOF TOMASZ WITCZAK

Olnd. parasuh m. ‘hatchet, axe, battle-axe’ (also parsuh in epic), Pali para-
su-, Hindi pharsa ‘id.” and some Iranian cognates (cf. Yazghulami parus ‘axe’,
Parachi pasé ‘id.” < Iran. *parasu-; Ossetic faeraet ‘axe, hatchet’, Khotan Saka
pada ‘axe’ < Scythian or Old Persian *paradu-) represent IE *pelekus m. ‘hatch-
et, axe, battle-axe’, cf. Gk. médexvg m. ‘sacrificial axe, battle-axe’ (Wiist 1956).
If the Sanskrit adjective parasava- (‘made of iron’) is, in fact, a vrddhi forma-
tion created on the basis of the well-known Old Indic term for ‘hatchet, axe,
battle-axe’ (parasuh), we should derive this adjective from an alleged Indo-
European archetype *pélekewo- [sic!].

An alternative interpretation was proposed by S. Sen, who treats parasava-
as an “Ableitung” from Indic *parsava- (= Old Persian par@ava- ‘Parthian’)
with the original meaning ‘[the metal] imported from Parthia’. It is certain that
the plural form parasavah denotes an ethnonym or a tribal name, but the con-
nection with the name of the Persians is “ganz unsicher” (according to Mayr-
hofer 1976: 257). It is better to treat the appellative for ‘iron’ and the ethnonym
separately.

B. Pahlavi pilavat, palafat, palift ‘steel’, NPers. pilad ‘id.’

The two terms in question must stem from Old Persian *para@u-vat- or
*parabava-vat- ‘steel’ (orig. ‘full of iron’). The similarity to Olnd. parasava-
m. ‘iron’ (lex.), adj. ‘pertaining to iron’, sarva-parasava- adj. ‘ganz eisern’ is
evident and quite striking, even though the Old Persian formation is not com-
pletely identical. It is worth emphasizing that the phonological correspondence
is complete (note that OPers. 4 is here related to Olnd. §) and the meaning (‘iron
/ steel”) is well-established.

C. Mycenaean Greek pa-ra-ku* ‘+ meteoritic iron’

The Mycenaean Greek term in question is safely attested as pa-ra-ku-we,
pa-ra-ke-we (instr. sg. in PY Ta 642, Ta 714, Ta 715) and it is seen in an adjective
pa-ra-ku-we-jo (in KN Sp 4451) as well. This term refers to a precious material,
probably a metal, used in the decorative techniques. However, in the tablet KN Sp
4451, a pair of tyres (wo-ra-e) is mentioned, apparently used for binding chariot
wheels and described simply as pa-ra-ku-we-jo ‘made of pa-ra-ku’. As has al-
ready been said, the usual materials used for binding chariot wheels were bronze
or silver. This is why the meaning ‘iron’, suggested e.g. by Kazanskene and Ka-
zanskij (1986: 66) and Witczak (2000a; 2000b: 189), seems most convincing.

The Mycenaean Greek name pa-ra-ku (presumably denoting ‘meteoritic
iron”) was forgotten in the post-Mycenaean times. There is no noun in Classical
Greek corresponding to it either phonetically or semantically. The loss of this
ancient appellative might have been caused by the fact that the Greeks soon lost
interest in meteoritic iron, the new iron-based technology (together with a new
name of the smelted iron, AGk. gidypog) having been introduced to Greece.
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D. Hittite hapalki n. ‘iron’

Friedrich (1991: 350) lists Hittite hapalki- (apalki-) ‘Eisen’ with the fol-
lowing comment: “Nichtidg. Wort unbekannter Herkunft”. The noun also appears
in Hattic and Hurrian texts (cf. Hattic gen. sg. ha-pal-ki-ya-an; Hurr. ha-pal-ki,
a-pal-ki) and in some Neo-Babylonian sources as fabalginnu. According to
Puhvel (1991: 117-118), “hapalki- as a metal word seems centered on Anatolia
(first attested in Hattic)”, suggesting that more “remote cognates” occurred in
Ancient Greek as yaloy (gen. sg. yaivfog) m. ‘hardened iron, steel’, adj. ‘made
of iron’ (by a metathetical deformation). Other scholars suggest that “the Hittite
form (h)apalki- bears only the most tenuous similarity” to Greek yalxog ‘bronze’
(Adams, Mallory 1997: 314). Both Greek yalvy (gen. sg. yalvfoc) m. ‘hardened
iron, steel’ and yalkdg ‘bronze’ may be viewed as borrowings from an Anatolian
source.

Hitt. hapalki n. ‘iron’ seems phonetically similar to Olnd. parasava- m./n.
‘iron’ (lex.), NPers. pitlad ‘steel’ and Myc. Gk. pa-ra-ku ‘meteoritic iron’ (as if
from IE *palaku-). Although the meaning is firmly established (‘iron’ / ‘steel’ in
all the cases), the difference consisting merely in the replacement of the i-stem
in Hittite by the u-stem in Greek (and Indo-Iranian), the phonological similarity
may be fortuitous. The initial element sa- may be a “strengthening” prefix (Wit-
czak 2005: 365). According to Sturtevant’s rule (law), medial -p- in Hittite ap-
pears to reflect a voiced stop (IE *b or *bh), whereas the geminate -pp- indicates
a voiceless stop (IE *p). Thus, the Anatolian form, although it resembles the Indo-
Iranian and Mycenaean Greek words, cannot be treated as entirely identical.
There seem to be two possible conclusions: either the Hittite term for ‘iron’ is
not related to the Indo-Iranian and Greek names, or all the terms are borrowed
from an unknown source.

E. Lusitanian pdalaga f. ‘a clot of gold’, dimin. palacurna f. ‘a small clot of
gold; golden sand’

Both lexemes are registered by Pliny the Elder (Hist. Nat. XXXIII 77: “in-
veniuntur ita massae, nec non in puteis, et denas excedentes libras: palagas, alii
palacurnas ... vocant”). The former item (Lus. palaga), representing an innov-
ative formation (the feminine @-stem replaces here the original u-stem), displays
the characteristic lenition of the original -k- to -g- (Witczak 2005: 364). The
latter appellative seems to be a diminutive form, derived from an u-stem arche-
type *palaku- by means of an unusual suffix -rna (as if from *-sna). It is highly
probable that the Lusitanian forms in question derive from the same archetype
which Myc. Gk. pa-ra-ku ‘meteoritic iron’ and OlInd. parasava- seem to go
back to. The semantic difference (‘gold’ vs. ‘iron’) can be accounted for by the
interchange of the value of both metals. In the so-called Bronze Age, iron was a
metal more precious than gold. In the Iron Age, gold became the most valuable
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metal; hence, the change of ‘a clot of iron’ to ‘a clot of gold’ is easily explain-
able from the perspective of time.

F. Tocharian B pilke* (n.) ‘copper’, pilkesse adj. ‘pertaining to copper’

Adams (1999: 387) believes Toch. B pilke ‘copper’ to represent a deriva-
tive of the verbal root *pdlk- ‘to burn’ with its original semantics: ‘[something that
looks like] burning, shining, brilliant’. According to Adams (1999: 378), the
Tocharian AB verb *pdlk- ‘to burn, torture’ and its homonym *pdlk- ‘to shine,
illuminate’ reflect the zero grade of the Indo-European root *bhelg- : *bhleg-,
cf. Greek pléyw ‘to burn, singe, ignite’, Lat. filgeo intr. ‘to flash, lighten, shine’.

Phonetically, the Tocharian B word for ‘copper’ resembles the above-men-
tioned terms for ‘iron’ (or ‘steel’ or ‘gold’). Despite the fact that the consonants
p, [ and k seem completely identical with those in Hittite (4)apalki, Myc. pa-ra-
ku [palaku-] and Lus. palaga/palacurna, the phonological similarity may be
fortuitous. All IE stops became voiceless in Tocharian, as well as in Hittite, thus
the Anatolian and Tocharian nouns in question may go back to a common arche-
type containing voiced stops. The divergent meaning ‘copper’ in Tocharian is
noteworthy as well.

5. The phonological analysis of the discussed words

The phonological correspondences existing between the terms A-F are pre-
sented below in table 1.

languages |IE *p| IE*a IE*/| IE*g |IE*k stems notes
) -stem,
Sanskrit p a r |a(short)| cwo-stem
orig. u-stem
u-stem or
P 1 7 (< *4 % % 6 l < * 0
ersian p |u(<*a)| *r |syncope ewo-stem r
Mycenacan a rorl a k | u-stem
Greek
Hittite p a / — k | i-stem (h)a-prefix
o a-stem (and
Lusitanian p a l a corg
u-stem)
. k
Tocharian B| p i / — oo umenown
(o-stem?)

Table 1: Analysis of phonological correspondences

The Indo-European stops *p and *k demonstrate uniform, exact and ex-
pected reflexes. The initial labial stop p- is constant in all the compared nouns,
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although we should remember that the Mycenaean Greek transliteration is hard-
ly exact (the syllabogram pa may also render pha, but not ba), the Tocharian
evidence is uncertain (p can represent not only IE *p, but also *b or *bh) and
Hittite -p- seems somewhat dubious (of course, if we accept Sturtevant’s rule,
according to which the voiceless labial *p in an intervocalic position is indi-
cated by -pp- in Hittite).

The Indo-European phoneme *k is regularly represented by Sanskrit s, Old
Persian *6 (established by the New Persian phoneme / < *r0) and -£- in the so-
called centum languages. Albeit the centum evidence is relatively strong, alter-
native possibilities also exist. The Linear B syllable sign ku may be read not
only as Greek v, but also yv or yv. The Lusitanian forms palaga and palacurna
display the variation ¢ ~ g. The data from Hittite and Tocharian B are also am-
biguous, as the voiceless stop -k~ in both these languages may represent not
only *k / *k, but also *g / *¢ and *gh / *gh.

The liquid */ is regularly continued by r (in Indo-Iranian) and / (in the re-
maining Indo-European languages). The syllable sign ra in the Linear B script
belongs to the r-series, which could represent two Greek phonemes — 4 or p. In
this particular case, the first possibility is preferable.

A number of intricate problems are connected with the vowels. The Indo-
Iranian forms hint towards a long vowel in the initial syllable, the quality of
which is unknown (Indo-Iranian *a may go back to IE *a, *é¢ and *6). The
Mycenaean Greek and Lusitanian forms clearly point to the vowel a (due to the
ambiguities of the Linear B script, it is uncertain whether a long or a short vowel
is indicated). The vowel -a- in Hittite is ambiguous as well. The Tocharian vow-
el -i- would require an additional explanation, which cannot be given here.

The second vowel -a- is consistently short and preserved as such in San-
skrit, Greek and Lusitanian. The short vowel in the Persian form was lost by
syncope. The Hittite and Tocharian words display nothing between the liquid -/-
and the guttural -k-, therefore the short vowel must have been lost earlier.

The related terms show a number of different stems (namely, a-, i-, o- and
u-stems). The u-stem seems the most archaic and original. It was preserved in-
tact in Mycenaean Greek. The Persian root vocalism i (< *@) is caused by the u-
umlaut, while the o-stem of the Sanskrit term parasava- developed secondarily
from the original u-stem. Lusitanian palaga appears as a feminine a-stem, but
the diminutive form palacurna indicates an earlier u-stem. The original stem in
Tocharian B pilke* is unclear, though an o-stem seems preferable. The i-stem in
Hittite is completely isolated, but it might, theoretically, be more archaic than
the u-stem. The palatalized guttural stop *& can be easily explained by the influ-
ence of the front vowel *i (and not *u).

The greatest difficulty in establishing the Indo-European origin of the dis-
cussed bundle of words is connected with the fact that the word in question ap-
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pears to contain a double a-vocalism. The vowel *a frequently originates from
the combination of the primitive vowel *e and the laryngeal *H,, but this possi-
bility seems to be excluded by the Hittite data.! Additionally, the short vowel *a
is relatively rare in Indo-European; in fact, it is labeled as ‘foreign’ by most re-
searchers (e.g. Kurylowicz 1956: 174-195; Lubotsky 1989: 53-66). Hence, these
‘vocalic’ arguments may be a strong indication of a non-Indo-European origin
of the words. The reconstructed archetype *palak-u- is etymologically unclear,
not appearing to be motivated by a verbal or adjectival root. Consequently, I ac-
cept the hypothesis that it was borrowed from an external source in the relatively
late phase of the Indo-European community.

6. Remarks on the primitive semantics of IE *palak-u-

A number of terms for ‘iron’ (and related metals) have been discussed
above; the conclusion reached is that an Indo-European noun *palak-u- may be
reconstructed at least for the late phase of the existence of the Indo-European
community. In my opinion, the differentiation of the Indo-European community
began in the second half of the sixth millennium BC. Geographical factors (ca.
5600 BC — Black Sea Deluge) triggered the emergence of two Indo-European
subgroups: Anatolian and European (Witczak 2006). It is conceivable that the lan-
guage identity of the Indo-Europeans was preserved until the third millennium BC.

Yener (2000: 1) indicates that the use of metals (in Anatolia) and smith’s
metallurgical knowledge are very archaic: “The earliest occurrences of metal
objects date to the Aceramic Neolithic (8" millennium BC), the beginning of
settled farming communities and animal and plant domestication. [...] The ace-
ramic site of Cayonii, dated by radiocarbon to c. 7250-6750 BC, attests to this
precociousness with an astonishing 4,000 malachite and native copper artifacts.
Malachite was mostly used for beads, whereas other copper metal artifacts such
as pins and awls were annealed and work hardened; one object had a high trace
level of arsenic, suggesting the use of native ores as natural alloys”. Discussing
the transformations in metal technology in the Chalcolithic Period (c. 5500-
3000 BC) he informs the readers that “Metallurgy appears to be an empirical
and experimental art prior to this time” (Yener 2000: 25). It is obvious that the
Indo-European tribes, especially these which settled in Anatolia and the Balkan
area, were able to know and name metals (including silver, gold, copper, lead,
zinc, tin, and iron), as well as to prepare and use some metal artifacts.

' The conclusion may be quite different if we adopt the assumption that the Hittite

name for ‘iron’, (h)apalki, derives from *pahlaki by a metathesis of consonants.
Note that the Hittite term ahlipaki, denoting a kind of metal or semi-precious stone,
was considered by E. Neu (1982: 140-141) to be a metathesized variant of (h)apalki.
See also Puhvel (1991: 117).
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The semantic value of the Indo-European metal term *palak-u- cannot be
established with certainty. The above-discussed forms appear to point to the
meaning ‘iron’. It must be emphasized, however, that iron-working in general
does not emerge until after 2000 BC, when it first appears in eastern Anatolia.
From there, it seems to have spread throughout Asia, the Near East and across
Europe, generally after 1000 BC. The new iron technology reached Greece by
1000 BC and the Italian Peninsula shortly thereafter, diffusing through Central
and Western Europe by about 800 BC, and finally reaching Britain by about
500 BC. This chronology of the spread of iron-working hardly confirms the
supposition that the reconstructed archetype *palak-u- was already in use in the
third millennium BC. According to Martin E. Huld and J. P. Mallory, the “dif-
fusion of the new iron-based technology would date to a period long after the
dissolution of PIE and it occasions no surprise that there is no common word for
this metal between IE stocks other than occasional loans” (Mallory, Adams
1997: 314).

The linguistic material from six Indo-European branches enables us to
question the traditional belief that there was no common word for iron in Indo-
European. Thus, the semantic aspect of the reconstructed form should be re-
viewed anew.

The semantic relations between the relevant forms are given below in table 2.

languages forms gender meaning
. -, neuter or .
Sanskrit parasavam, -ah . iron
masculine
Persian pulavat, piulad unclear steel
Mycenaean N unclear o
pa-ra-ku + meteoritic iron
Greek (perh. masc.)
Hittite (hapalki neuter iron
. _ _ .. clot of gold / small clot
Lusitanian palaga, palacurna | feminine
of gold
Tocharian B | pilke* neuter copper
Indo-European | *palak-u- neuter (?) + iron, esp. meteoritic iron

Table 2: Analysis of semantic relations

The Lusitanian forms with the meaning ‘a clot of gold’ (instead of ‘a clot
of iron’) are especially valuable, having originated during a time in which iron
was more precious than gold, i.e. the Bronze Age. In the Iron Age, iron became
common and gold replaced it as the most costly metal. Therefore, the creation
of *palak-u- indubitably preceded the coming of the Iron Age. Nevertheless,
many archaeologists claim that iron (especially meteoritic) was known and used
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much earlier. There are occasional findings of (meteoritic) iron objects dating
from the fifth millennium BC (e.g. 3 small balls from Tepe Sialk, North Iran, ca.
4600-4100 BC), the fourth millennium BC (e.g. 9 beads from El Gerzeh, Egypt,
before 3000 BC) and the third millennium BC (e.g. a macehead in treasure L
from Troy, Anatolia, 2600-2400 BC), see Buchwald (2005: 24, table 1.5), who
lists 13 cases from the Middle East, including an iron battle axe from Ras Shamra
(Syria, 1450-1350 BC) and an iron dagger with gold haft, a headrest, 16 minia-
ture chisels from Tut-Ankh-Amon’s grave (Egypt, ca. 1350 BC).

I reckon that it may be proved on the basis of the linguistic material that
the Indo-Europeans were acquainted with some iron objects in the third millen-
nium BC. Meteoritic iron, as the hardest metal, must have been known to most
Indo-European tribes, which borrowed its name from some unknown language.

7. Conclusions

The Indo-Europeans borrowed the term for ‘meteoritic iron’, *pdlal%—u—,
from an external source. It was used to denote the most precious and hardest
metal during the Bronze Age and the earlier times. The traces of this Indo-Euro-
pean noun were preserved in six branches of Indo-European (from Indic, Iranian,
Tocharian and Anatolian in Asia through Greek in the South Europe to Lusitanian
in the West Europe). The Old Persian form *para6u- (or *parafava-) ‘iron’ be-
came a basis for creating the name for ‘steel’ (OPers. *parafu-vat-, originally
‘full of iron’), attested as pitlavat, pildfat, pilaft in Pahlavi and as piilad ‘steel’
in Classical Persian. The Pahlavi name was borrowed into Armenian, whereas
the New Persian form pitlad gave rise to an oriental “Wanderwort” for ‘hardened
iron, steel’, which is to be found in the Semitic, Caucasian, Mongolian and
Turkish vocabulary. This wandering term reached Eastern and Central Europe
(cf. Old Russ. 6yzamv ‘hardened better steel; sword, knife’, Russian 6yzdm ‘a
kind of steel; blade made from steel’; Ukrainian 6yzdm ‘a kind of excellent
steel’; Polish butat; Old Czech bulat “id.”; Romanian bulat n. ‘cooper’s knife’)
via Turkish.
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THREE GERMANIC ETYMA REQUIRING PIE *b?

1. Among the evidence adduced by Patri (2005) for the purpose of casting
doubt on the validity of Winter’s law in Slavic' are three items allegedly reflect-
ing PIE *-b- allegedly guaranteed by Proto-Germanic (PGm.) *-p- in
(1) PGm. *deupaz ‘deep’, cf. Proto-Slavic (PSl.) *dvbno > *dwno ‘bottom’,
Lith. dubus ‘deep’, etc. (p. 274),

(2) Olcel. drepa ‘strike, knock’, OHG treffan ‘hit, touch’, cf. PSl. *drobiti
‘smash, crush’ (p. 277),

(3) Olcel. happ ‘good luck, success’, cf. PSl. *kobs ‘augury, prophesy, sorcery,
ete.” (p. 277).

Whatever the final ruling on Winter’s law may eventually be, the difficul-
ties surrounding PIE *b are well known. Consequently caution should surely be
exercised in proposing any reconstruction requiring this alleged PIE phoneme.

That the PIE *b reconstructed by Patri and some others (e.g. Uhlich 1995;
Levickij 2000-2001, 1: 132, 4: 64 s.v. deup-) for the above Germanic items may
be only apparent and not a foregone conclusion emerges from the fact that there
is a substantial group of PGm. lexica containing PGm. simplex medial voiceless
stop — particularly when following a long vowel or a diphthong — that can be
etymologically related to other items having the corresponding PGm. geminate,
usually following a short vowel. The PGm. voiceless stop in these cases does
not necessarily continue a PIE media, but can reflect instead the PIE tenuis or
aspera. These developments, for which Kortlandt (1991: 1) has proposed reviving
the name Kluge’s law, are believed to have taken their original point of depar-
ture in clusters of stop + *n that underwent lenition in PGm. by Verner’s law
(on the matter of the lenition see Woodhouse 2003: 215-221).”

2. The easiest case to deal with is that of PGm. *deupaz. Liihr, to whom we
are indebted for the most detailed recent (1988) discussion of the whole ques-
tion, in fact includes PGm. *deupaz in this group (p. 232f.), connecting the word

I hope to publish a full examination of Patri’s other counterevidence on another occasion.
Note that in the latter reference there is a misprint in the table on p. 218: the asperae
column for stage VIIIb should read “D’n/TT” (not “D’/TT”).
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with MHG ropf ‘olla’, etc. (< PGm. *dupon-, *dupp-), and proposing that the
ancestral root should be reconstructed “womdglich” with PIE *b", not PIE *b.

The proposition that *deupaz belongs with this group can be supported by
the several cognates with *n-suffixes in other languages, e.g. the PSI. one cited
above, Latv. dubens ‘bottom’, Olr. domain ‘id.’, Welsh dwfn ‘id.’, Breton don
‘id.” (Vasmer/Trubacev 1986-1987 s.v. dno; Stokes/Bezzenberger 1894 [1979]:
153).

The proposition that the Baltic and Slavic words in question should be
reconstructed with medial PIE *b” (and not PIE *b) is of course not new. Thus,
for example, although Young (1990: 150), relying on Pokorny (1959), continues
to write *dheub-, *dheup- for the PIE original of the Baltic cognates, Illi¢-Svi-
ty¢ (1979: 106) writes the etymon *dhubhnom, a form that probably goes back
to the 1963 Russian language original (which regrettably I have not seen) and
Trubacev (1978: 175f.) writes it once *dhub(h)-nom but thereafter refers to the
root as *dheubh-/*dhubh. All that seems to be lacking is a plausible IE etymon.

I think this lack can be overcome as follows.

Trubacev (ibid.) draws attention to the possibility of a connection between
PSI. *dv(b)no and PSI. *dwvbre ‘valley, etc.” and may be right in supposing that
this is due to contamination by *dwbno of a word or words based on PIE *duwo
‘two’ and directly comparable with Armen. erkin ‘sky’ and erkir ‘earth’, though
it is the connection between PSI. *dv(b)no and *dwvbrs that is chiefly of interest
here. Some Slavic cognates of the latter, such as Russ. debri ‘impenetrable for-
est’, Ukr. debri ‘id.’, older Pol. dial. dziebra ‘valley between mountains’, suggest
a parallel form *dbbrs, and the existence of these parallel forms in Slavic seems
itself to be paralleled by the Latv. variants dibens, dibins beside dubens ‘bot-
tom’. At all events, while ‘valleys’ are no doubt features having considerable
depth, it is also true they are generally in shadow for longer periods than are
mountain tops and plains at similar latitudes. And the presence of meanings
such as that of Russ. debri, ‘impenetrable forest’, a landscape generally associ-
ated with darkness, also contributes to a connection I would like to propose
between the concepts ‘deep’ and ‘dark’. The connection seems to be particularly
strong in Germanic, cf. Eng. a deep and dark mystery, especially in the colour
terminology of at least English,” NHG (fief and dunkel), Dutch (diep and donker)
and Swedish (djup and mork).*

Cf. relevant lexicographic treatments of these meanings of dark and deep, respec-
tively in Gove (1961 [1966], s.vv.): “dark ... 2a ... specif. of color : of low or very
low lightness” and “deep ... 3 ... h ... of color : high in saturation and low in light-
ness : vivid and dark”.

I note also that in Daphne Rusbridge’s English singing translation of the famous
“silver moon” aria in Dvorak’s opera Rusalka the phrase na nebi hlubokém, literally
‘in the deep sky’ is rendered “upon the deep dark sky” (see Dvoiak 1972: 46).
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These considerations suggest that a connection may be seriously enter-
tained between PGm. *deupaz with Irish dub ‘black’, Gk. twpidg ‘blind’, PGm.
*daubaz ‘deaf, stupid’ (OHG toub, Goth. daufs, etc.; cf., e.g. Chantraine 1968-
1980 s.v. tipouar; Frisk 1960-1970 s.v. tAdg).

3. Opinions vary as to whether Olcel. drepa ‘strike, knock’, OHG treffan
‘hit, touch’, etc., are related to Goth. ga-draban ‘hewn (out of rock)’, de Vries
(1977 s.v.), e.g., being in favour, Kluge/Seebold (1995 [1999] s.v.), e.g., against.”
This latter position is clearly based on Seebold’s proposal that Goth. gadraban
is an error for **gagraban (noted by Patri 2005: 277; Zehnder LIV*: 153), an
idea that can hardly be maintained since there are three weighty arguments
against it.

First, all the genuine instances of Goth. graban and its compounds are
translations of Gk. oxdnrew ‘dig’ or opdoow ‘dig’ and its compounds, whereas
gadraban translates the perfect medio-passive participle of Aarouéw ‘quarry
rock’. Secondly, if it is an error, then it is a very puzzling one: if no such word
exists why would the scribe have written it? There is no other word in the im-
mediate vicinity of Mark 15:46 containing the sequence dr. Thirdly, if there had
been an error at this point we might well expect it to be the reverse of what is
attested, i.e. that the scribe would have written **gagraban instead of gadraban
both because dittography is a common enough source of error and because such
an act would also seem to involve replacing a somewhat infrequent and perhaps
technical term with a more everyday one. I conclude therefore that gadraban is
genuine and can be used to vouch for the Kluge’s law origin of the *p in Olcel.
drepa, etc.

Further, it is clear that there is nothing new about the belief that simplex
Germanic *p after a short syllabic nucleus can be transferred or backformed
analogically from the geminate. Thus Liihr (1988: 236, 238, 239, etc.) finds this
the origin of PGm. *p beside *pp in, e.g.: OHG scaf, scaffo beside scapf, scapfo
(names of various kinds of vessels); OF scypen ‘stall’ beside OHG scopf ‘barn’;
Olcel. skypill ‘kind of headgear’ beside MHG schopf, schopfe ‘head hair, etc.’;
and so on. Kluge/Seebold (1995 [1999] s.vv.) find NHG schaffen ‘create’ to be
related to NHG Schopfer ‘creator’ and to Lith. skopti (also skobti) ‘hollow,
gouge’, Gk. oxémapvov ‘carpenter’s axe or adze’ and, while not claiming any
direct relationship between NHG hoffen ‘hope’ and hiipfen ‘hop’, nevertheless
adduce for both without comment Sommer’s idea that both derive from an inter-
jection *hup signalling an upward movement, proposing in addition a connection
of hoffen with Gk. ktmrew ‘bow, bow the head’ (< *kupyé or *kub'ys, Frisk
1960-1970 s.v.; Chantraine 1968-1980 s.v.), so that for neither schaffen nor hof-

> These authors (ibid.) also implicitly reject the proposed connection with PSI. *drobiti

with their judgement: “Ohne brauchbare Vergleichsmoglichkeit”.
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fen is an etymon containing PIE *b proposed. Consequently neither is there any
need to entertain such an etymon for NHG treffen, Olcel. drepa and the connec-
tion of these with Goth. ga-draban and PSl. *drobiti ‘smash, crush’ can be up-
held without, in the case of the latter, any soul-searching vis-a-vis Winter’s law.

4. With respect to Olcel. happ ‘good luck, good fortune, success’, de Vries
(1977 s.v.) is undecided whether the geminate derives from *mp, which is
represented in Swed. hampa sig ‘happen’ or is due to affectivity, but leans
towards the latter. Since ‘good luck’ is supportive of the person who possesses
it, it seems not too far-fetched to suppose a connection with Ved. skabhnati
‘support’, Lat. scamnum ‘bench, stool, throne’, which supply the evidence for
the nasal suffixation needed to support derivation of the Germanic geminate
from PIE *-b"n-, as well as the s-mobile that explains the simultaneous presence
of a tenuis and an aspera in the root of the Germanic words and other suggested
cognates,’ such as OIr. cob “victory’ (a fortunate outcome), ORuss. kobb ‘good
fortune, success; sign of fortune, portent; fortune telling by portents; belief
system, teaching; faith’; and OCS kobs “faith (?)’.” Since fortune in the sense of
destiny is something one cannot shake off, we have an obvious connection to
Lith. kabus ‘tenacious, prehensile’ (Orel 2003: 161 s.v. *xappan) and Avestan
fra-scinbaiiait “soll befestigen’ (Kiimmel LIV*: 549).° The Avestan word and
the Ved. aorist skambhur also support the nasalized Swedish form cited above.
Kiimmel (ibid.) tentatively reconstructs the PIE root as *skeb"H-.

5. Thus it has proved possible to support respectable IE etymologies not
containing PIE *b for all three of our Germanic etyma. Consequently there are
no convincing grounds, theoretical or practical, for reconstructing any of them
with PIE *b.

The tectal variation in Ved. $drdha- ‘crowd, might’, Gk. xopBug ‘heap’, PS1. *cerda

‘series, row, herd’, Goth. hairda ‘herd, flock’, etc. (Orel 2003: 170) suggests that

this too should be reconstructed as PIE *skerd"-.

According to Sadnik/Aitzetmiiller (1955 s.v.), the word only occurs in Suprasliensis,

twice (46: 24; 147:7 in Sevefjanov’s 1904 [1956] edition), and on both occasions in

an instruction that the interlocutor state his kobs. The answer each time is krosti-

Jjan(v ze) jesmv ‘(well) I am a Christian’. Vasmer/Trubacev (1986-1987 s.v.) gloss

the OCS word oiwvookonia ‘divination’ (literally ‘watching a large (?) bird’), which

does not seem to suit the contexts in which it is attested.

¥ Note that Vasmer/Trubagev (1986-1987 s.v. kob) are doubtful about Uhlenbeck’s
proposed connection with Ved. kabavas, the name of an evil spirit, and are silent
about the connection mentioned by Sadnik/Aitzetmiiller (1955: 250) with Cz. koba
‘raven’ which is specifically rejected by Machek (1957 s.v. koba 1).
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